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ABSTRACT 

The conventional understanding of war and peace in 

international relations is that nation A is either at 

"war" or at "peace" with nation B. War as a legal 

condition is usually viewed as an aberration from the 

norm, a malfunction of an organism whose normal condition 

is one of peace. Recent theoretical developments 

question the rigid adherence to this old dichotomous 

approach of defining contemporary relations between 

nations. 

This study, therefore, raises a general question as 

to the juxtapositioning of the legal and political nature 

of war and peace since the end of World War II. Three 

dyadic relations--U.S. and U.S.S.R. from a global 

perspective, Israel and some selected Arab neighbors from 

a regional perspective, and Algeria and France from a 

national perspective--were used as case studies. With 

data from the Conflict and Peace Data Bank (COPDAB) and 

using a simple frequency distribution, the researcher 

analyzed dyadic events that may have led to cooperation 

and conflict from 1948 to 1978 on a 15-point conflict and 

cooperation scale. 

Findings suggested that the either-war-or-peace 

paradigm does not apply to the characterization of the 
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behavior of the selected actors in the period the data 

covered. It was found that the conventional use of the 

terms "war" and "peace" gives an unrealistic image of the 

characterization of how nations behave in contemporary 

international relations because these conditions were 

found to be in a state of flux and constantly evolving. 

Therefore, the conclusion was that nations are neither at 

war nor at peace. Their affairs are conducted in a state 

of intermediacy. 

These findings further suggested that the conditions 

of war and peace in today's international relations 

should be seen from a holistic point of view in which war 

and peace are interdependent, interconnected, and 

interrelated, and simply different aspects of the same 

phenomenon. The difference between them is relative 

within an all-embracing unity. Such pair of opposites 

constitute a polar relationship where each of the two 

poles is dynamically linked to the other. 
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PREFACE 

The use of the words "war" and "peace" as conditions 

in the relations of nations is as old as civilization 

itself. This dichotomy represents common terms that have 

been used to describe a wide variety of phenomena. It 

has been rooted in a more widespread tendency to view war 

and peace as two distinct states, intrinsically different 

from one another. Before the first World War, 

international relations have generally been conducted 

among nation-states on the assumption that they are 

either at "peace" or at "war" (see for example, Dulles, 

1950, p. 171). There usually lies the assumption 

particularly held by peace activists that war is one of 

an aberration from the norm, a malfunction of an organism 

whose normal condition is one of peace. 

However, the theory has been postulated that the 

dictum of the Roman philosopher, Cicero, which holds that 

there is no middle ground between war and peace (inter 

bellum et pacem nihil est medium), upon which Hugo 

Grotius (1926) subsumed all international law in his: De 

Jure Belli ac Pacis Libri Tres. does not characterize the 

behavior of nations in contemporary international law and 

politics. A noted international law scholar, Philip C. 

Jessup, has even argued that international law today 
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ought to recognize what he calls "the state of 

intermediacy" between war and peace (1954, pp. 98-101). 

Supporting this contention but preferring to call this 

"armistice status" is Metin Tamkoc (1963), who has argued 

that the world has begun to witness the merging of war 

and peace since 1914. 

Others like John Lewis Gaddis (1986, p. 125-160) 

focus on "how the great power peace" has managed to 

survive so long in face of so much provocation in the 

post-Second World War system of international relations. 

However despite his conclusion that the cold war, with 

all of its rivalries, and unquestionable dangers, has 

produced what he calls "stability" in post-World War II 

international system, he refuses to call this a true 

condition of "peace." 

To be sure, the term "peace" is not the first that 

comes to mind when one recalls the history of post-Second 

World War international behavior of states that pursue 

conflicting objectives. That period, after all, has seen 

the greatest accumulation of armaments the world has ever 

known, a whole series of protracted and devastating 

limited wars, an abundance of revolutionary, ethnic, 

religious violence, usually regarded as civil or internal 

war as well as some of the deepest and most intractable 

ideological rivalries in human experience. Nor have 
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those more ancient scourges--famine, disease, poverty, 

injustice--by any means disappeared from the face of the 

earth. Is it not stretching things a bit, one might well 

ask, to take the moral and spiritual desert in which the 

nations of the world conduct their affairs since World 

War II, and call it a condition of "peace" or "war?" 

In the post-World War II international system, the 

assumption has been raised by the transactionalist school 

of thought that the opportunities for applying the power 

approach in the conduct of international affairs have 

diminished. Most of the time, however, this view holds 

that in the contemporary complex and interdependent 

international environment, nations pursue their interests 

through bargaining, persuasion, and compromise. 

This assumption may lead one to the major conclusion 

that nations, in the post-World War II international 

system, conduct their affairs neither in a "legal state 

of war" nor in a "legal state of peace" as regulated 

within the international legal order called 

"international law." There seem therefore, to be several 

features of contemporary international relations that may 

be singled out which may have led to this condition. 

This consideration may justify one in raising a general 

question as to the juxtapositioning of the legal and 
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political nature of war and peace since 1945. Does this 

necessarily mean that states are moving along a continuum 

the opposite points of which are regarded by conventional 

wisdom as "war" and "peace?" This question, then, is the 

central theme of this study. 

In what follows. Chapter I reviews the existing 

international relations literature on the conventional 

understanding of war and peace, the concept of 

intermediacy, and the transactional paradigm. Chapter II 

describes the research design. Chapters III through V 

trace the dyadic relationships of selected cases, 

specifically, Soviet-American relations since the end of 

the second World War; Israel and her Arab neighbors since 

1948; and Algeria-France during the struggle for 

independence, from a global, regional, and national 

perspective respectively. Chapter VI presents the data 

analysis and findings, ending with a summary and 

conclusion. 
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CHAPTER I 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

^ War And International Law 

Law in general has been defined on the one hand as 

the process and art by which a society compels 
its members and the sub-groups within it to 
observe those purposes, principles, and 
standards considered essential by the society 
or by its government. (Wright, 1953, p. 4) 

Throughout history, human law presumes the existence of a 

social base of a society, and law has always represented 

the legal norms of that society as well as the framework 

of rules that binds it together and provides order. 

On the other hand, law has been defined by William 

Coplin as a set of rules or expectations that govern the 

relations between members of a society that have an 

obligational basis, and whose violations are punishable 

through the application of sanctions by society (1966, 

pp. 1-3). It is this obligational character of law, as 

Coplin argues, that distinguishes it from morality, 

religion, social mores or mere protocol. 

These definitions of law imply that three 

fundamental conditions must be present if law can be said 

to exist in society: 

(1) a process for developing an identifiable, 

legally binding set of rules that prescribe certain 



patterns of behavior among members of a society (i.e., a 

lawmaking process); 

(2) a process for punishing illegal behavior when it 

occurs (i.e., a law-enforcement process); and 
r 

(3) a process for determining whether a particular 

rule has been violated in a particular instance (i.e., a 

law-adjudication process). 

In this vein, the use of war can be considered as a 

legal institution which has been modified by various ages 

and civilizations. It has always been admitted among the 

relations between people as a legitimate means of 

protecting rights and settling disputes. Therefore, all 

societies attribute a juridical value to the conduct of 

war. For thousands of years, war was regarded not only 

as a legitimate course of action for sovereign 

governments but as one of their most basic rights. 

From a sociological point of view, war is a socially 

recognized form of inter-group conflict involving 

violence. In presenting a perspective on war, Louis 

Wirth says that it is an "organized conflict carried out 

in accordance with institutionalized rules for regulating 

the violence it involves" (Quoted in Wright, 1942, p. 

10). Luigi Sturzo defines war along the same line as 

"the right to settle disputes between states by armed 

force" (1929, p. 89). Jurists and moralists who would 



justify war hold fast to the fundamental concept of the 

right of defense, today more exactly and more 

comprehensively styled "the state of necessity." These 

groups believe that war originates in a state of 

necessity, meaning that, it comes about, or should come 

about, when all other means save armed struggle have 

proved inadequate to safeguard the rights of the state. 

Each of the two conflicting parties makes war or defends 

itself in the belief that this is right and that the 

enabling state of necessity exists. Each believes that 

there is no other means in its power for settling the 

dispute, and each believes that only by means of war can 

it ensure the triumph of the justice of the cause for 

which it fights. Under this aspect war comes within the 

juridical system of the various states as a right, and 

within uhe moral system as a lawful act, and in certain 

cases even as a duty. 

This view implies that there is a relationship 

between natural law and war. By far the most 

authoritative and one of the earliest supporters of the 

view that law is derived from natural law was Grotius, 

who went so far to say that even the voluntary or 

optional element in the Law of Nations was nothing more 

than the product of the communis consensus gentium, which 

was to be deemed recta illtio ex natura. Within these 



limits, Grotius conceives war to have the character of 

the esse iuridicum. or, as we should say, a juridical 

institution--a right of the state perfectly conformable 

to natural first principles--Inter prima natura nihil est 

quod bellow repugnant imonia portius ei favent (See 

Mcnair, 1926, pp. 31-34). 

But neither before nor since Grotius has there been 

a uniform mode of conceiving the relations between 

natural law and war. Some believe war to be a natural 

requirement, which may become transmuted into a right and 

a duty--a right when justly exercised, a duty when 

arising from an obligation. Others consider war as one 

of the modes of exercise of public power; and since 

public power is such by natural law, it follows that the 

right of war derives from natural law. However, there is 

a variety and diversity in the manner of conceiving 

natural law itself. To the medieval scholars, natural 

law is nothing other than the divine law given to all 

creation, and in a rational form to man, for the 

attainment of its essential ends. Rationalists leave out 

the idea of divine creation, and assert that natural law 

which is based on right reason, is the norm deduced by 

men from human nature and its fundamental needs. 

Positivists admit no rights and duties other than those 

derived from written or traditional law. 



There are those who believe that the right to use 

material force to settle disputes both in the domestic 

and international orders is at least logically antecedent 

to the use of force, and never a consequent legal 

formation. In other words, the use of force and law are 

self contradictory, incapable of acting together in 

agreement, mutually discordant, or antagonistic. This 

view rests on the argument that armed contention between 

people in the domestic order is illegal and that recent 

developments in international law have made the resort to 

war as an instrument of national foreign policy illegal. 

Perhaps, first of all, one needs to distinguish 

between domestic and international legal orders. We have 

previously delineated three fundamental conditions that 

must be present if law can be said to exist in a society. 

Those conditions are the basic characteristics normally 

associated with domestic law within national societies. 

Although some national legal systems may be considerably 

more effective than others, all have the basic elements 

noted above, as manifested by legislatures, police 

agencies and courts. 

International law consists of written and customary 

rules sovereign governments accept as binding in their 

relations with one another. To regulate somewhat their 

relations with one another, states gradually developed 



practical rules of conduct, adding new ones as necessity 

demanded. Many of the initial rules were in the form of 

customs that had grown over the years out of repeated 

practice and imitation. The most obvious difference 

between domestic and international law is that the 

central governmental institutions that are associated 

with law within nations simply do not exist or operate 

only very weakly in relations between nations. There is 

no world government, no supreme lawgiver, no squad of 

traffic cops riding herd over international affairs, and 

no court with compulsory jurisdiction. In the absence of 

adequate and well-defined rules, fully developed 

institutions, and an "enforcer" of sanctions or 

punishment, the English writer John Austin contended in 

the nineteenth century that international law is not 

really law (Cited in Glahn, 1981, p. 4). There are many 

writers like Brierly (1963, pp. 71-78), Hackworth (1940-

44, pp. 5-6), and Jacobini (1968, pp. 2-4), that present 

detailed arguments regarding whether international law is 

really law because of the absence of the above 

characteristics. The general opinion is that it is. 

The determination of what punishment ought to be 

applied to the use of force or armed contention between 

citizens within a state is typically centralized in 

courts under domestic law. In the international legal 



order, however, such decisions are essentially left up to 

individual states. Also, the determination of delinquent 

behavior in national legal system is centralized in 

specific officials and institutions, namely police and 

courts. In the international legal order, however, such 

determinations are effectively decentralized. That is, 

they are left up to the individual states. Finally, the 

application of sanctions or punishments in national 

systems is left to the courts and penal institutions, 

while in the international legal order it is effectively 

left to the states themselves. 

Modern international law has always been regarded as 

distinctive, as horizontal rather than vertical, as law 

of coordination rather than one of subordination and 

superordination. Hence Richard Falk and Wolfram 

Hanrieder have argued that 

to rely upon a domestic model to appraise the 
working of law and organization at the 
international level neglects the distinctive 
features of a decentralized legal system, and 
overlooks the fact that transplanting 
centralized institutional practices to a 
decentralized setting is not likely to improve 
the quality of international order. (1968, p, 
1) 

A similar point is made by Coplin when he 

distinguishes between two legal order systems: vertical 

and horizontal (1966, p. 175). He classifies a vertical 

system as one in which there are centralized 
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socio-political institutions with the authority to make 

legal rules or norms which will be passed downward to the 

political system and to the society. The municipal legal 

orders of individual nations in which authority is 

centralized and hierarchical are examples of vertical 

legal systems. His further contention is that authority 

is widely distributed in a horizontal legal order. The 

making of legal rules and norms depends upon consensus 

(either explicit or implicit) among the authority-holding 

units. Legal norms are binding only to the degree that 

consensus is maintained. Authority in a horizontal 

system is, then, decentralized and non-hierarchically 

ordered. 

On the law of nations, Emeric De Vattel contended 

that international law modifies the intercourse of 

nations in time of peace and prescribes limits to their 

hostilities in time of war. He added that the law of 

nations prescribes, that in peace, nations should do each 

other as much good, and in time of war, as little harm as 

may be possible without injuring their own proper real 

interest. His main idea was that international law 

establishes that principle and rule of conduct which 

should prevent the strongest nation from abusing its 

power, and induce it to act justly and generously towards 

others (1844, chapt. I). 



According to Lassa F. L. Oppenheim international law 

recognizes the fact that nation-states are sovereign, and 

that since there is "no central authority . . . above 

them able to enforce compliance with international law, 

war cannot . . . always be avoided" (1965, Vol. II, p. 

202). But international law today is an extensive system 

of rules regulating the conduct of sovereign states and 

other entities. Its main purpose, as J. G. Starke (1977, 

p. 3) argues, is to produce an ordered rather than a just 

system of international relations as positivists would 

argue, although recent developments in international 

politics suggest that justice--the natural law view--

between nations is becoming part of its objectives. War, 

as one of the aspects of social struggle, has tended to 

regulation and organization within the international 

social system and hence to form part of a juridical 

system, by which we mean here the complex of human 

institutions that have acquired concrete form and 

stability, forming customs and laws and expressing a 

series of correlative rights and duties. 

Some of the laws pertain to the conduct of war, 

i.e., the kinds of behavior that are legally permissible 

by governments once a war is underway, regardless of how 

it started. Other rules pertain to the commencement of 

war, i.e., the circumstances under which it is legal for 
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a state to resort to the use of armed force against 

another state. There is a long history of states 

attempting to regulate the conduct of war through agreed-

upon rules regarding the rights and obligations of 

neutrals, as well as the belligerents themselves. 

There have also been attempts throughout history to 

regulate the very outbreak of war, although in the 

eighteenth and nineteenth centuries legal efforts were 

devoted more to making war a more civilized affair than 

actually banning or restricting its occurrence. Not 

until the twentieth century, with the League of Nations 

Covenant and the Kellogg-Briand Pact drawn up after the 

ravages of World War I, were efforts made explicitly to 

outlaw aggressive war. The latter treaty, ratified by 

almost every nation, provided that "the settlement of all 

disputes . . . of whatever nature . . . shall never be 

sought except by pacific means." In this case, however, 

the only obligation of states to refrain from war was 

that they at least exhaust all peaceful settlement 

procedures first. 

In the United Nations Charter of 1945, an attempt 

was made to specify more clearly the prescription against 

the use of armed force in international relations and to 

provide stronger enforcement machinery. Under the 

Charter, all members are obligated to "refrain . . . from 
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the threat or use of force against the territorial 

integrity or political independence of any state." This 

language has been generally interpreted to mean that not 

only war but any first use of armed force by one state 

against another state--no matter how limited--is illegal 

today. Force may be legally used under three conditions: 

(1) in self defense by an individual state or 

alliance of states against the armed attack of another 

state, 

(2) in the service of the United Nations as part of 

a "collective security" operation, or 

(3) in the service of a regional peacekeeping 

organization. Therefore, war is not completely outlawed 

by the international community. 

While the resort to armed force continues to be a 

feature of contemporary international relations, at least 

one respected observer contends that 

the norm against the unilateral national use of 
force has survived. Indeed . . . the norm has 
been largely observed . . . and the kinds of 
international wars which it sought to prevent 
have been infrequent. (Henkin, 1971, p. 146) 

He sees the progress of civilization in the relations 

between nations as moving from force to diplomacy, and 

from diplomacy to law. 

Historically, there is no war without its elementary 

rules accepted by belligerents. Although the 
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predominance of the strongest is, so to speak, the rules 

of the game, Sturzo has argued that there are other very 

natural rules, particularly in regard to minimizing the 

means of war and the respect of pacts (1929, p. 96). 

Therefore, with the practice of war, there arises a war 

custom, a species of inchoate and primitive law 

determining the norms for the conduct of war. Obviously, 

there is a conception of war as a condition involving 

violence which the law recognizes with approval or 

disapproval. Whether in the domestic or international 

order, the observance of law is never absolute. Hence 

Oppenheim has contended that war is a condition regulated 

by, and therefore consistent with, international law 

(1965, p. 202). In other words, both war and law are 

capable of acting together in agreement both in the 

domestic and international order. 

But while we may see in natural law eternal and 

unchanging principles, it makes sense to suggest simply 

that human law is not eternal and unchanging. It 

develops and changes as the society it represents 

develops and changes. Human law will not stand on a 

pedestal separate from society and its values. It will 

be, rather, the product of competing political forces and 

will itself have a role in the interplay of those forces. 

It is a value itself. 
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Similarly, international law is not a sterile 

collection of rules consulted on special occasions. It 

is closely related to, if not dependent upon, the 

international political system. As Stanley Hoffman has 

argued, not only does international law reflect the 

structure of the world and the forces which cut across 

national units, but it reflects the relations among the 

units of the international system, and has always 

reflected the patterns of power and the political 

cultures of the main actors" (1966, p. 140). Thus, 

international law reflects the dominant characteristics 

of the international political system. 

The most significant attribute of the international 

system, at least as it relates to law, is the nature of 

the distribution of power. No analysis of international 

politics can ignore that the present international system 

is composed of separate nations which jealously guard 

their individual sovereignties. 

Problem of Defining War 

One of the most persistent yet dysfunctional social 

behaviors of mankind is war. Since at least the 

beginning of the modern state system, no generation and 

few nations have been left unaffected by its occurrence. 

Despite its presence as part of the continuing behavioral 
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pattern of nations in the international system, there is 

still no widely accepted definition of war. This stems 

largely from the complex nature of war, which has led, in 

turn, to a body of literature that contains diverse and 

often contradictory definitions of war as a condition and 

as a process. 

Black's law dictionary defines war as "hostile 

contention by means of armed forces, carried on between 

nations, states, or rulers, or between citizens in the 

same nation or state" (1983, p. 817). While the Oxford 

English dictionary also provides a similar definition, it 

adds that war is "the employment of forces against a 

foreign power, or against an opposing party in the state" 

(1981, p. 3682). Webster's dictionary defines war as 

follows: 

(1) State or fact of using violence against 

another; a contest by force between states. 

(2) State of opposition or contest; hostility; 

strife; contention. 

(3) Profession of arms; art of war (1975, p, 1318), 

An international law dictionary defines war as 

"hostilities between states or within a state or 

territory undertaken by means of armed force (Piano and 

Olton, 1988, p, 187), 
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These definitions of war can most probably be summed 

up as a contest by force between states. It is obvious 

that in the relations between nations where treaties and 

international law have to be interpreted, this will not 

provide a solution to the problem of defining war. 

Compounding the problem is the extensive popular use 

of many terms to express nuances of politics and 

emotions, all reflecting war. There is economic war, 

security action, war of national liberation, preventive 

war, preemptive war, war on drugs, all reflecting the 

aims of war. There is conventional war, unconventional 

war, total war, propaganda war, psychological war, all 

reflecting the weapons of war. Numerous use of the term 

"war" signify the combatants of war, for example, 

belligerency, guerilla war, insurgency, proxy war, and 

terrorism. Other uses of the term reflect the 

geographical scope of war: world war, general war, civil 

war, international war, and so on. Yet, other uses of 

"war" point to the strategies employed: cold war, hot 

war, undeclared war, defensive war, protracted war, etc. 

This list is by no means exhaustive. These 

appellations, however, are not always helpful in the 

attempt to define war either as a process or as a 

condition. 
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The question of what legally constitute war has 

baffled governments, courts, and scholars. According to 

a study by Clyde Eagleton, "war" is "a word which seems 

to paralyze thought" (1933, p. 237). Indeed, there is, 

to give a famous example, no better way to embarrass an 

American international lawyer than to ask when was the 

United States for the first time legally at war. Was it 

from 1798 to 1800 against France? Or was it from 1812 to 

1814 against Great Britain? Many equally embarrassing 

questions regarding the border line could be posed in 

connection with operations that have taking place in the 

nineteenth and twentieth centuries. In quite a number of 

cases, the official reaction to the question whether 

their national behavior constituted war seemed to be 

paradoxical. 

A search of the usual texts of international law 

seems to confuse the legal definition of war even more. 

Grotius contended that 

Cicero styled war a contention by force. But 
the practice has prevailed to indicate by that 
name, not an immediate action but a state of 
affairs; so that war is the state of contending 
parties, considered as such. (1901, Chapt.I, 
Sect. II) 

R. Zouche argues that "war is a lawful contention between 

princes or peoples, and is either formal, that is, 

declared and waged by a state; or informal and reprisals. 
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which are practiced by private persons (1911, Chapt. VI). 

In their elaboration on these definitions, Grotius and 

Zouche provides an extensive discussion of what war is 

lawful. Much of the same can be found in Vattel's often 

quoted phrase on war as "that state in which we prosecute 

our right by force (1844, Chapt. I, Sect. I). 

A review of these definitions confirms the 

preoccupation of earlier writers with the problem of the 

just war. They seem to view war as a contention, 

presumably involving the use of force, between states 

rather than between individuals, in which a declaration 

is necessary. One is, therefore, left to wonder what the 

situation is if justness or a declaration is lacking. 

Earlier writers seem to regard war as a status, rather 

than an act. Obviously, this status includes any sort or 

use of force, with the exclusion of private war, which is 

different and illegal. The differentiation between the 

degree of force which has become important today seems to 

be unimportant in the classical definitions of war. On 

the other hand, the necessity of proving that war could 

only be made by nations alone, which dominated their 

conception of war, is absent in today's thinking. 

The influence of the past conception of war remained 

very evident in the nineteenth century despite some 

changes. The element of justness which was long demanded 



18 

as a moral justification of war, for example, was still 

prevalent. But there has been a gradual shift from this 

question of justness by international lawyers, because, 

according to Ernest Nys, it goes beyond the field of 

study of international law (1894, p. 102). This shift 

from the juridical point of view of war is replaced by a 

practical perspective reflected in the definitions of 

writers of the nineteenth century. A review of some of 

these is as follows. 

In his conception of war, W, E, Hall contends that 

when differences between states reach a point 
at which both parties resort to force, or one 
of them does acts of violence which the other 
chooses to look upon as a breach of peace, the 
relation of war is set up, in which the 
combatants may use regulated violence against 
each other until one of the two has been 
brought to accept such terms as his enemy is 
willing to grant. (1924, p. 81) 

T, J, Lawrence defines war as 

a contest carried on by public force between 
states, or between states and communities 
having with regard to the contest the rights of 
states, the parties to it having the intention 
of ending peaceful relations and substituting 
for them those of hostility with all the legal 
incidents thereof. (1923, p. 309) 

His contention is that both the contest and the intention 

must coexist, because the former without the latter is 

not war but reprisals. He views war as a contest and a 

fact that alters legal relations. 
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Oppenheim conceptualizes war as " a contention, 

which means a violent struggle through the application of 

armed force." In his view, 

for a war to be in existence, two or more 
states must actually have their armed forces 
fighting against each other, although the 
commencement of a war may date back to its 
declaration or some other unilateral initiative 
act. (1965, p. 309) 

Charles C. Hyde contends that 

war may be fairly described as a condition of 
armed hostility between states . . . A state of 
war is a legal condition of affairs dealt with 
as such, and so described both by participants 
and non-participants. It may exist prior to 
the use of force. (1922, pp. 189, 597) 

In an attempt to avoid "much confusion", John B. 

Moore argues that war means 

not the employment of force, but the existence 
of the legal condition of things in which 
rights are or may be prosecuted by force. 
Thus, if two nations declared war one against 
the other, war exists, though no force whatever 
may as yet have been employed. On the other 
hand, force may be employed by one nation 
against another, as in the case of reprisals, 
and yet no state of war may arise. In such a 
case, there may be said to be an act of war, 
but no state of war. (1906, pp. 153-154) 

Charles G. Fenwick conceptualizes war "as a method 

of procedure . . , (that) consists in the employment of 

force to reduce the offending party to submission . . . " 

He also views war as 

the relationship set up between the parties at 
war, the state or condition of things resulting 
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from the resort to forcible procedure . . . The 
state, or status . . . represent(ing), 
therefore, the new legal relations arising 
between two or more states engaged in war. 
(1948, pp. 541-542) 

In its simplest form, McNair defines war as "a state 

or condition of affairs, not a mere series of acts of 

force" (1926, p. 29). Carl Von Clausewitz defines war as 

"an act of violence intended to compel our opponents to 

fulfill our will," further emphasizing the continuity of 

violence with other political methods, when he wrote that 

"War is nothing but a continuation of political 

intercourse, with a mixture of other means" (1943, p. 

121) . 

The variety which appears in these definitions is 

clear, but, more than anything else, it reveals the 

confusion which exists in the attempt to conceptualize 

war. A careful examination of these definitions raises 

more questions than answers. For example, how far is the 

use of force essential in a war? How far must an intent 

to make war be shown before it can be war? How much force 

is required to constitute war? Who are the parties to 

war? 

Force as an Element of War 

One might think that there is at least an element of 

agreement in all definitions of war, which is the use of 
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force. It will be wrong to make such an assertion, 

considering the fact that force is not always viewed as 

an essential element of war, if the above definitions are 

examined closely. While some writers contend that war 

may exist without any force, others view force as an 

essential element. 

The conception of war by Hyde and Moore represents 

the former position. Supporting this view is George G. 

Wilson, who, in an editorial, argues that "the use of 

physical force by one state within the territory of 

another state does not necessarily imply the existence of 

war in the legal sense." His contention is that "there 

may, therefore, be a state of war without the use of 

force, or after the use of force has ceased, or there may 

be the use of force without a state of war" (1932, pp. 

327-328). This confusion, no doubt, is due to the 

dichotomy of war and peace. 

Wilson offers some evidence of this. He reminds his 

readers that the Hague Convention III Relative to the 

Opening of Hostilities (1907), demands a declaration of 

war, and that this may mean that war exists before the 

use of force is even introduced to it. Citing the United 

States' war with Germany, he points out that the war was 

ended by congressional action on August 25, 1921, despite 

a veto by the President, long after the use of force had 
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ceased, and after other belligerents had declared the war 

to be over. He also notes that even though many states 

declared themselves to be at war with Germany during the 

World War, they never took any physical action in support 

of the declaration (1932, p, 328), It should be noted 

here that undeclared war acts are not necessarily 

illegal. 

There are just as many writers who view the use of 

force as an essential element of war. For example, 

Lawrence's definition classifies war as a contest, not a 

condition. Oppenheim, with equal conviction, argues that 

states must actually have their armed forces fighting 

against each other. 

The inconsistency is obvious in these conceptions of 

war. What seems to be clear, also, is that to some, 

there must be a use of force, while to others, war is 

simply a status, a period of time during which special 

rules of international law are in force. But many of the 

writers who define war as a status might concede, as some 

specifically do, that war may exceptionally exist without 

the use of force. Therefore, one may reasonably conclude 

that all regard force as ordinarily characteristic of 

war, that only exceptionally can there be a condition of 

war without force, and that this is a temporary 

condition. A definition of war, then, must necessarily 
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include the use of force, though exceptions may be 

conceded. If war is a legal status rather than a 

situation of material violence, it is a status based 

primarily on, and arising from, the fact or threat of 

using force--a "willed conflict." 

But the other side of the question is of much more 

interest today, and that is, can force alone constitute 

war? If so, just how much force, or what exercise of 

force, can establish war? In order to put this question 

in perspective, one needs to examine carefully certain 

hostile acts that could determine the status of war. 

This requires an inquiry as to the nature, purpose, 

range, and other such characteristics that could lead to 

a determination of the existence of war. 

There have, of course, been many instances of the 

use of force by one state against another in which no 

claim of the status of war was asserted, or in which the 

exercise of such a status was positively denied. There 

is equally no doubt that practice has in the past 

admitted many such actions as legitimate. These may be 

classified in general as acts of self-help, for the 

maintenance of legal rights. These include actions such 

as embargo, blockade, seizure of territory or property, 

bombardments, armed interventions, and so on. The 

criteria for distinguishing such acts from technical war 
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have been insufficient, however, and there has been much 

confusion as to whether war existed in specific cases. 

It is conceivable that certain acts of war may be 

considered as neither war nor reprisals. But if this is 

acceptable, a nation can virtually conduct "war" to any 

degree and in any fashion that it may desire only to be 

limited by its will. In this case, international lawyers 

and courts would have not only the problem of determining 

whether war exists, but also of distinguishing between 

the various gradations of war and their consequences. 

Some writers interpret almost any form of exercise 

of armed force as war, while others view such actions as 

legitimate, but constituting no war. Hall, for example, 

contends that 

a means of putting stress, by something short 
of war, upon a wrong-doing state is required, 
and reprisals are not only milder than war, 
since they are not completely war, but are 
capable of being limited to such acts only as 
are the best for enforcing redress under the 
circumstances of the particular case. (1924, 
p. 434) 

Therefore, simply conceptualizing war as involving 

the element of force, if conceded, may not provide the 

international community with enough to describe 

international hostile behaviors. Even if force is 

universally accepted as essential for the status of war, 

the question of delineating what force constitutes war 
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remains contradictory. But if force of any nature can or 

cannot constitute war, maybe one ought to consider the 

intention of states to determine whether there is a 

status of war. 

Intent as an Element of War 

While it is difficult to conceive of a state 

accidentally falling into war, a number of questions 

arises by asserting that manifest intention must be shown 

before a conflict can be rightfully labelled war. Wright 

has argued that 

war begins when any state of the world manifest 
its intentions to make war by some overt act, 
which may take the form of an act of war, a 
declaration of war, or an ultimatum with a time 
limit. (1926, p. 758) 

This statement by itself raises two important questions: 

(1) which acts are sufficient to establish intent, 

and therefore the status of war? and, 

(2) whose intention is involved or who may impose 

the status of war? 

A consideration of Wright's methods of manifestating 

intentions brings back the ancient controversy as to 

whether a declaration of war is essential. While this 

debate may be beyond the scope of this research even to 

summarize, it is sufficient to say here that, so far as 
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customary international law goes, practice provides no 

support for a rule that a declaration must precede war. 

One can remember that a laudable effort was made in 

this direction when the Second Hague Convention of 1907 

was signed, putting upon its signatories a duty not to 

begin hostilities without previous and explicit warning. 

While war was formally declared, for the most part, 

during World War I, it cannot be said that the Convention 

established an absolute rule. Only twenty-eight states 

signed it, and it is of course not obligatory where a 

non-signatory is involved. Some writers take the 

position taken by Hyde that "compliance with . . . (this) 

requirement does not, however, prevent a contracting 

party from taking its adversary by surprise" (1922, p. 

199). In fact. World War I began with formal 

declarations, but subsequent various parties entered 

through hostile acts rather than by notification. It 

would seem, therefore, that a declaration does not 

necessarily mark the beginning of war, even if one is 

issued. The utility of such declaration, even if this 

may be the case, is not quite apparent. It is of little 

importance in determining the existence of war. 

It would seem that when a declaration is issued, 

this would make clear the state of war. But, whether 



27 

issued or not, a state of war may exist anyway. Perhaps, 

Hall puts it unambiguously when he contends that 

an act of hostility, unless it be done in the 
urgency of self preservation, or by way of 
reprisal, is in itself a full declaration of 
intentions; any sort of previous declaration 
therefore is an empty formality . . . (1924, 
p. 445) 

The point is that it would be impossible to say, in the 

face of practice, that there is no war if there is no 

declaration. 

The intent to make war may also be manifested, 

according to Wright, by the commission of an act of war. 

This paper has previously analyzed the question of what 

acts may manifest such intention, with no uniformly 

acceptable solution. But a more confusing issue is 

deciding whose intent or who has the authority to say 

whether intent to make war exists. The assertion has 

been made earlier by Wright that a formal declaration is 

clear and sufficient evidence of intention to make war, 

on the part of the state issuing the declaration. But, 

is the intent of one party alone sufficient to create the 

status of war? 

Practice seems to support the opinion that a 

declaration of war by one state only is not a mere 

challenge to be accepted or refused at will by the other. 

It proves the existence of actual hostilities on one side 
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at least, and puts the other party also into a state of 

war. The result is that a declaration by either 

belligerent is sufficient to establish the state of war. 

But in the absence of a formal declaration of war, 

how may intent be shown, or how, regardless of intent, 

can the status of war be proven to exist? This may be 

considered first from the viewpoint of the aggressor 

state, granted that aggression is susceptible of proof. 

It is often said that attack and continued hostility is 

evidence of intent to make war. On the other hand, it is 

frequently said that not every exercise of force against 

another state evidences a state of war. Nation A may 

attack and invade nation B, may send warships and bombard 

or capture its ports, yet deny any intention of making 

war. Does such a negative statement of intent, such a 

denial of any purpose of making war, make the attack and 

invasion, the sending of warships and bombardment or 

capturing of Nation B's ports any lesser than a state of 

war? Apparently, this may not be so, because in spite of 

the denial, one can say it is war. 

Clausewitz's conception of war cannot be overlooked 

here, since he contended that war takes place within a 

political milieu from which it derives all its purpose. 

His definition implies that war is an act of political 

choice. Therefore, when political leaders decide that 
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some vital interests of their country are threatened 

enough to warrant resort to methods of physical violence 

or warlike measures, force may be used on the opponents 

to fulfill political will. 

It may be possible to discover intent, even though 

not stated, in certain acts committed by one of the 

parties. But the importance of intention as an element 

of the definition of war diminishes rapidly. Presumably, 

if there is an intention to make war, it will be 

admitted. To discover intention in acts which may be 

forced or accidental stretches the concept of intent very 

far. 

It is safe to say that there are several situations 

in which war is easily recognizable though intention is 

not always clear. While war may often be determined by 

declaration, it may appear without declaration. But as 

we have noted, it is difficult to draw the line between 

force which is war and force which is not war. But it is 

even more difficult to determine the parties to war. 

Parties to War 

There has always been the perception that war is a 

contest between states. Classical writers clearly tried 

to draw a distinction between private and public war, or 

between the individual use of force and the use of force 
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between states. This distinction became more and more 

evident as the sovereign state consolidated its position, 

forbidding to its members the right to use force, while 

reserving force as a monopoly to itself. Oppenheim 

contends that "to be war, the contention must be between 

states" adding that only those who have been designated 

as members of a nation's armed forces can partake in war 

(1965, p. 203). 

This distinction is reflected in the United Nations 

structure, predicated on the assumption that 

international disputes would be between states. While 

the preamble to the United Nations Charter refers to war, 

it is evident that what the founders had in mind was 

inter-state war. 

There has been a great deal of armed conflict since 

1945, but little of it has been classical inter-state 

war; nor has it been civil war as the term is ordinarily 

understood, particularly because there has been what 

Tamkoc (1967) refers to as the internationalization of 

these wars as a result of external intervention. Such 

intervention may be the official and formal actions of 

states, as when Pakistan's regular forces entered Kashmir 

in May, 1948 or when Turkish aircraft bombarded Cyprus in 

August, 1964; or it may be intervention by "volunteers", 

as when tribesmen invaded Kashmir in 1947, the Chinese 
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intervened in Korea in 1950, the Indonesians intervened 

in East Timok in 1975, or the Soviet Union threatened to 

intervene over the Suez in November, 1956; or it may be 

surreptitious intervention, as in some Afro-Asian and 

Communist aid to the Indonesian Republic in 1947 to 1949, 

or in some of the Jewish and Arab help to those fighting 

in Palestine in 1947 to 1948. Whatever its precise form, 

external intervention has the effect of making conflict a 

matter of international concern. 

It is not clear whether one can simply define war as 

a contest between states alone, in view of the fact that 

civil wars are beginning to assume many of the 

characteristics of a war between sovereign states. In 

this situation, a group of individuals, politically 

organized, yet not recognized as a state, employs armed 

force against a sovereign state. Practice has met this 

situation by admitting that such a contest may attain the 

status of belligerency, and that revolutionary forces may 

be temporarily granted belligerent rights. International 

law today, according to J. H. W. Verzijl, regards civil 

war as an armed conflict between an established 

government and one or more insurgent movements whose aim 

is to overthrow the government or the political, 

economic, or social order of the state; or to achieve 

secession or self government; or between two or more 
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groups which, in the absence of an established 

government, contend for the control of the state (1978, 

p. 513). 

The four Geneva Conventions of 1949 distinguish 

between war or armed conflict between parties to the 

Conventions—interstate wars--and "armed conflict not of 

an international character" occurring in the territory of 

a party--internal wars. Inter-state wars between parties 

are governed by the detailed provisions of the 

Conventions, and internal wars are "at a minimum," 

subject to certain humanitarian norms which are set out 

in Common Article 3 of the Conventions. 

In view of the vulnerability of non-combatants in 

both interstate and internal wars, the International 

Committee of the Red Cross has been anxious to give them 

added legal protection, and the two Protocols to the 

Geneva Conventions were approved in 1977. Additional 

Protocol I is stated to apply to war or armed conflict 

between parties, including "armed conflicts in which 

peoples are fighting against colonial domination and 

alien occupation and against racist regimes in the 

exercise of their right to self-determination," This can 

be interpreted to mean that wars of liberation from 

colonial or racist rule which could plausibly have been 

regarded as essentially internal are now considered to be 
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of an international character, even if there is no 

intervention by an external power. 

It will be noted that Additional Protocol I 

introduces an important new concept into international 

law. It has for long been recognized that persons taking 

part in armed conflict may owe allegiance to an entity 

other than a state, for example, a resistance movement. 

What is new in this particular Protocol is that a 

national liberation movement may acquire legitimacy not 

simply from the fact of combatancy but from the purpose 

for which the war is being fought. Also, Protocol II 

extends the laws of war to civil wars. 

All of these complicate the attempt to define war, 

because in the course of these new developments, it is 

difficult to assert who are the parties to a war. While 

some still hold strongly to the view that only sovereign 

states can be parties to a war, others are reluctant 

simply to allow their conceptualization of war to be 

guided by such a narrow perspective of who are parties to 

a war. 

Recent Attempts to Define War 

At a broad conceptual level, a number of 

perspectives can be identified in contemporary 

international relations literature on what war is. One 
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such perspective is Wright's (1942) view of war as a 

special "legal state" that exists between nations. 

Another perspective stresses "war as a process"--the 

occurrence of stages of conflict that increasingly 

exhibit coercion, the threat of violence, and finally, 

the use of violence (e.g., Rummel, 1979: part 4). A third 

general perspective views war as a set of 

"consequences," One variant of this approach stresses 

the somatic violence, death, and destruction that war 

produces (e.g,, Richardson, 1960; Deutsch, 1986). A 

second variation emphasizes the political consequences 

that wars have for the international system. 

These contrasting perspectives thus stress different 

aspects of war, raise different questions about the 

nature and causes of war, and the color and operational 

definitions of war. By far the most dominant 

perspective is the one that attempts to quantify war. 

Richardson, for example, attempts to define war by 

arranging all "deadly quarrels" on a continuum of violent 

conflict, ranging from one killed to ten million killed. 

In his analysis, the threshold of war was crossed when 

deaths went over one thousand. Deutsch also provides a 

definition that quantifies war. He sees war as "not just 

any kind of violence, but the large-scale killing of at 

least one thousand persons in battle, organized and 
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prepared by state or quasi-state and legitimized by it" 

(1986, p. 34). 

These and other definitions of war by use of war-

related statistics has been criticized by Grieves (1977, 

p. 98) as imprecise because war casualties are often 

inflated or minimized for political purposes by the 

combatants. If war is simply defined as armed conflict 

that kills one thousand or more annually, several "high 

profile" conflicts, many of them "internal wars" of the 

twentieth century including the Palestinian uprising in 

the Israeli-occupied territories and the ongoing violence 

in South Africa, will not be included in this definition. 

Besides, the basis for quantification, in this case 

deaths, may not take into account other equally 

significant dimensions of the use of force. Economic war 

or psychological war may, for example, produce drastic 

and far-reaching political and military consequences not 

measurable by battle casualties. Much of the "nature of 

war" may be found also in the behavior and attitudes that 

characterize a state's foreign policy or in a form of 

political struggle that is equivalent to a condition of 

war. 

At a somewhat more empirical level, contemporary 

scholars also differ over how wars should be 

operationalized and measured. Wright (1942, p. 28) 
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criticizes the procedures by which Pitirim Sorokin (1937) 

identifies such events. J. David Singer and Melvin Small 

(1972) find problems with both Wright's and Richardson's 

war selection procedures. Robert Duvall (1976) and 

Harvey Starr (1976) raise questions about Singer and 

Small's operational criteria. A debate rages over 

whether or not it is even possible to code war data from 

historical sources (Singer, 1976; Small, 1976, 1977; 

Alexandroff et al,, 1977). Istvan Kende (1971, 1978) 

adopts new measurement rules and develops lists of wars 

that contrast sharply with those provided by his 

predecessors. William Eckhardt and Edward Azar (1978a) 

use still another set of operational rules for 

identifying what they call "major international 

conflicts." If anything, the comparisons of the various 

war lists that have been presented by Singer and Small 

(1972: Chap. 5), B. A. Most and Starr (1976, 1977), 

Eckhardt and Azar (1978a), and Kenneth Beer (1981: Chap. 

2) are striking precisely because they suggest an almost 

total lack of agreement about just what constitutes a 

war. 

Problem of Defining Peace 

Peace has always been among man's highest values. 

Yet mankind agree little on what peace is, either as a 
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condition or as a process. Walter Lippman in one of his 

writing, confesses to being not clear about what peace 

is. He has written that "peace is . . . just as 

definable ...as good health" (1966, pp. 10-11). Other 

writers have also expressed their frustration with the 

attempt to define peace. Kenneth Waltz, for example, 

says that "the problem of identifying . . . the 

conditions of peace, (is) a problem that plagues man and 

bedevils the student of international relations . . . " 

(1965, p. 12). In a recent study conducted by L. Gunnar 

Johnson, he examines what he calls the "conflicting 

concepts of peace in contemporary peace studies" and 

argues that the image of peace is blurred as a result of 

conflicting definitions of peace (1976, p. 7). 

The authoritative Oxford English Dictionary gives 

the various senses of peace as 

(1) Freedom from, or cessation of war or 
hostilities; that condition of a nation or 
community in which it is not at war with 
another. (2) Freedom from civil commotion and 
disorder . . . (3) Freedom from quarrels or 
dissension between individuals; a state of 
friendliness; concord, amity . , . (1971, p. 
2105) 

Black's law dictionary defines peace as 

that state and sense of safety which is 
necessary to the comfort and happiness of every 
citizen, and which government is instituted to 
secure . . . Tranquility enjoyed by citizens of 
the municipality or community where good order 
reigns among its members . . . (1983, p. 588) 
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It further describes a peaceable condition as "free from 

the character of force, violence, or trespass . . . " 

(1983, p. 588). 

A review of the international relations literature 

shows that not all writers and scholars conceive of peace 

as defined above. Therefore, just like war, the term 

"peace" is equally illusive because of its extensive 

usage to describe various conditions or processes, 

suggesting how malleable the term is and how amenable it 

is to propaganda usage in the absence of a more 

generalized definition. Johan Galtung captured the 

ambiguity of the term when he said that it is 

so widespread and so generally acknowledged 
that it possibly presents a substitute in this 
secular age for feelings of devotion and 
community that in former ages were invoked by 
religious concepts. (1969, p. 185) 

The problem seems to be that peace derives its 

meaning and qualities within an explicit or implicit 

theory or framework. Christian, Hindu, Moslem or 

Buddhist will see peace differently, as will pacifist, or 

internationalist. Socialist, fascist, and libertarian 

have different perspectives, as do realist and idealist 

of international relations. These different conceptions 

of peace make it no different from such concepts as 

justice, freedom, equality, power, conflict, class, and, 

indeed, any other concept. Throughout man's history. 
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peace remained locked into a descriptive or explanatory 

view of man and his reality. It has been endowed with 

meaning by being linked to other concepts and a 

particular perception of reality; and by its function 

within ideas or propositions about violence, history, 

divine grace, and justice. 

We shall try here to demonstrate through a general 

review of the existing international relations literature 

the different ways in which peace has been concep

tualized. These various views of peace appear to fall 

into seven main conceptual categories: peace conceived 

as the opposite of war; as a state of order; as a state 

of mind; as a state of law; as a state of power; as a 

divine state; and as a state of goodness. 

Peace as the Opposite of War 

Peace has traditionally been defined in academic and 

popular usage, not in terms of any attributes of its own 

but in terms of what is taken as its opposite, war. The 

assumption has always been that peace is non-

controversial in that it is the counterpart of war. In 

the Western culture, for example, it has been viewed as 

the absence of war or violence as a condition. According 

to Gerardo Zampaglione, the Greek word, Irene. which 

means peace, originally meant a state of no war (1973, 
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pp. 10-11). Through the ages, this conception of peace 

has come to mean literally the end of war and the 

development of a new condition closer to peace as a state 

of order, or law (see, for example, Zampaglione, 1973, p. 

134; Ishida, 1969, p. 136). Such an assumption about 

peace also predominates in the New Testament. 

Kenneth Boulding has argued that beyond a certain 

threshold war tends to alternate with peace. He asserts 

that the United States was at war with Japan in 1944; it 

is not at war with Japan today. Neither is the United 

States at war with the Soviet Union, in spite of the 

serious conflict between them. A cold war, in his 

opinion, is not war, "even though it may not be very high 

quality peace and it may be unstable." Continuing his 

dichotomy between war and peace, he contends that two 

countries at peace may spy on each other, impose various 

restrictions, put tariffs on each other's goods, have an 

arms race, prepare plans for each other's destruction, 

but that as long as they are at "peace" they do not carry 

out these plans. In peace, he says, 

there are certain taboos; countries do not bomb 
each other's cities; they do not invade each 
other; though they may mass their armies on 
each other's borders, they do not cross these 
borders; they do not sink each other's ships. 
(1978, p. 19) 
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In war, he claims, "these taboos are removed. The 

transition from peace to war is a sharp and discontinuous 

movement of the taboo line" (1978, p. 19). 

Even more pessimistic is the nineteenth century 

French philosopher, Pierre Joseph Proudhon: 

Peace presupposes war; war presupposes peace 
. . . And so war and peace are correlative 
occurrences, equally valid and necessary, 
essentially the two principal functions of 
mankind. They alternate in history, as in the 
life of the individual , , , losing his 
strength and renewing it, as in political 
economy . . , production and consumption. 
(Quoted in Forman, 1953, p. xi) 

In a specially useful and well-documented overview 

of irenology, Herman Schmid (1968) and Juergen Dedring 

(1976) contend that such a view of peace as an absence of 

antagonistic conflict, violence, or war, fits into the 

mode of thinking of irenologists. Starke, in his 

perceptive book on irenology, notes that nations "are 

compelled to admit that . . . peace is to be thought of 

as a condition of absence of hostilities or of the 

exercise of force . . . (1968, p. 21). Matthew Melko 

argues that a "peaceful society is one without war, 

revolution, or physical conflicts among men" (1973, p, 

1). Galtung initiates an analysis of peace accepting 

this principle: "The statement that peace is the absence 

of violence shall be retained as valid" (1969, p. 167). 
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This conventional conception of peace has recently 

been reaffirmed vigorously by many peace researchers like 

Singer (1976), Alan and Hanna Newcombe (1972), and Betty 

Hanson and Bruce Russett (1972). These scholars consider 

the prevention of war as the overriding task in 

contemporary international relations. 

It is clear that such a conception of peace does not 

carry long-range normative implication except for the 

avoidance of violent conflict or of war in the 

traditional sense. The general problem, as Rummel 

contends, is that peace so conceived, "functions as a 

residual of analysis and lacks theoretical or 

philosophical clarity". He attributes this to the fact 

that the conditions, causes, and nature of violence or 

war are the focus, and that peace is the presumed fallout 

of a better understanding and scientific knowledge, or of 

actions toward preventing violence or war (1981, p. 67). 

Another important argument against the simple 

definition of peace as being the absence of violence or 

war is the viable claim by Gaston Bouthoul (1974, pp. 30-

54) that behind these words lies an unknown terrain of 

heterogenous phenomena which are covered, rather than 

uncovered, by superficial labels. His contention is that 

the concepts oT war and peace as traditionally understood 

are inadequate as tools for scientific cognition and that 
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social science must study war in all its aspects to gain 

insight into the goal of peace and its necessary and 

sufficient conditions. Paul Levy, Marie-Dominique 

Simons, and Jorge D'Oliveira E. Souza (1972), in 

principle, share Bouthoul's viewpoint. 

By far the most elaborate attempt to construct a new 

set of concepts, and with it a new theory, come from 

Galtung, who juxtaposes negative and positive peace and 

relates them to his notions of personal and structural 

violence (1969, pp. 166-192, 1973, pp. 38-63). To him, 

the absence of structural violence means the achievement 

of positive peace. This by no means signifies that 

Galtung abandoned the traditional concept of peace as an 

absence of violence or war. Rather, he proposes to 

refine the idea and to complement it with the theorem of 

structural violence and of positive peace. 

However, the main problem is the definition and 

relevance of the key concepts of personal and structural 

violence juxtaposed by Galtung. He proposes a broad 

notion of violence; "violence is present when human 

beings are being influenced so that their actual somatic 

and mental realization are below their potential 

realization;" or put differently; "violence is here 

defined as the cause of the difference between the 

potential and the actual" (1969, p. 168). His contention 



44 

is that personal or direct violence is involved where an 

actor commits the violence, whereas structural violence 

is involved when there is no concrete individual actor 

and the violence results from the structural and is 

perceived as unequal relationships of power, deprivation, 

and unequal life chances. He equates positive peace with 

social justice, contending that positive peace can be 

attained with the abolition of social injustice, where 

power and resources are distributed in egalitarian 

fashion (1969, p. 183). 

The implications of this conceptual framework for 

research and policy are immense. Galtung cuts across the 

boundaries of many problem areas and of most social and 

behavioral sciences in sketching the expanse of peace 

research. However, the debate about the validity of his 

approach and terminology continues, but his strong 

emphasis on the inadequacy of the old conception of peace 

and the need for the wider perspective of the salience of 

social systems and of system change has gained wide 

acceptance among other peace scholars like Bengt Hoglund 

and Jorgen Ulrich (1972, pp. 13-36). Galtung's effort 

raises the more fundamental question of whether one can 

simply define peace as the absence of violence or war. 

If this is so, mankind must therefore have a firm grip on 
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what is violence or war, which still remains vague among 

writers and researchers. 

Peace As A State of Order 

As Zampaglione has stated, one theory of the 

original meaning of Irene is a state of concord between 

nations (1973, p. 26). In the New Testament, while peace 

could mean the absence of conflict, it also refers to the 

health of body and mind or concord. Hence, Zampaglione 

further contends that peace seems an act of will of those 

in a conflictual situation (1973, p. 210). 

For Saint Augustine, peace 

between man and man is well-ordered concord. 
Domestic peace is well-ordered concord between 
those of the family who rule and those who 
obey. Civil peace is similar concord among 
citizens. (1952, XIX, chpt. 13) 

In condemning war, Desiderius Erasmus (1972) also 

implicitly defined peace as concord. The idea of concord 

in peace literature may mean an agreement between wills, 

and could include agreements under duress or threat. But 

concord seems often to imply an amicable agreement 

between actors, which denotes friendly relations. 

Another aspect of peace as a state of order is peace 

as harmony and tranquility. The idea of harmony and 

tranquility in order has been intrinsic to peace for many 

cultures and religions. Harmony is conceived of at two 
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levels: that in man's objective relations and that which 

is mental or spiritual. The latter view defines peace of 

mind, which will be reviewed later. Literature shows 

that whatever the sense in which peace in the Old and New 

Testaments is used, the basic message is that peace is 

harmony among humans. In this context, Zampaglione gives 

two good examples, one of which is shalom, the Hebrew 

word for peace in the Old Testament, among other senses, 

meaning calmness and lack of disturbance among humans 

(1973, p. 187). A second one is one of the early 

meanings of pax. the Roman concept of peace, which refers 

to a state of relations free of conflicts (1973, p. 133). 

It should be noted here that the Western concept of 

international peace, which stresses an absence of 

violence or hostile conflict, is not widely accepted 

elsewhere in the world. 

As Ada Bozeman points out: 

Conflict seems to be accepted everywhere not 
only as the ruling norm but also as the major 
and sustaining source of politically significant 
normative thought and behavior. International 
peace, as this term has long been understood in 
the Occidental region, is by contrast an alien 
concept. Although it is being stressed today in 
the borrowed contexts of internationalist rhetoric 
and ideology and in such formulations as 
"nonalignment," it does not seem to be viewed as 
an attainable condition in the regional affairs 
of Black Africa, the Middle East, and Southeast 
Asia. Nor can analogues be found in any 
non-Western tradition (excepting that of the 
Islamic Middle East) either for long-range moral 
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or political commitments to collective security 
and mutual aid, or for consistent efforts to 
develop international organizations and 
international law. (1971, p. 169) 

Therefore, peace as harmony or serenity is an 

Eastern concept, usually in the sense of an internal 

state by which man views the world with ease and 

tranquility. As Takeshi Ishida (1969, p. 138) contends, 

mental and social order in China, however, are seen as 

integral and continuous. A harmonious state of mind and 

harmonious social relations are basically the same. Thus, 

the Chinese concept for peace, ho p'ing. could apply to 

both a well-ordered state of mind and political order. 

Another term, P ing ho. specifically means an ordered 

state of mind, but also can refer to political order, as 

Ishida further stated. In his view, this is similar to 

heiwa. the Japanese word for peace, which is even written 

in the same Chinese character. He notes that in Japan, 

however, while still meaning a tranquil state of mind, 

the idea became more closely identified with social 

harmony than for the Chinese concept, as in harmony of 

one's household or village (1969, p. 139). 

It is equally important to note here that in current 

English usage peace implies quiet, tranquility, and 

harmony in human relations, such as in the phrases "a 

peaceful life," "at peace," or "to keep the peace." It 
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is meaningful to ask when peace will come to a region 

beset by hostile relations, threats, and crisis without 

necessarily implying simply an end to conflict. 

Peace As A State of Mind 

Closely related to peace as external harmony is 

peace as a mind at rest, perhaps free from worries. The 

idea of peace of mind became one of the later meanings of 

the Roman pax, which has been described as a condition of 

conscious serenity (Zampaglione, 1973, p. 134). This has 

been a major concept of peace up till modern times. 

In early Christianity peace was a mental state, 

usually interpreted in spiritual terms, although mental 

and physical health, as Zampaglione indicates (1973, p. 

210), also constituted part of this conception of peace. 

However, peace also meant external concord or an absence 

of conflict. But in the East, especially in Hinduism, as 

Swami Nikhilananda (1969, p. 121) contends, and Buddhism, 

as Ishida (1969, p. 58) also argues, peace was and is 

basically inner tranquility. Santi, the Indian word for 

peace, means a well ordered mind, one to be cultivated 

regardless of external conditions. According to this 

perception, since there will always be conflict and war 

in the world, complete peace is believed possible only 

for the individual who is also part of the whole world. 
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As noted earlier, peace as inner harmony was also a 

basic meaning the Chinese, influenced by Buddhism, gave 

to ho p'ing. Sharing this concept of peace is Taoism 

(Lin Yutang, 1948, p. 194). The Japanese concept, heiwa. 

also implies a tranquil state of mind, although more so 

for the Chinese, which further implies harmonious 

surroundings, as Ishida has noted (1969, p. 139). 

Peace As A State of Law 

One view of peace is: "a legally binding commitment 

resolving violence," as in a peace treaty. Zampaglione 

has pointed out that this is one meaning of shalom in the 

Old Testament, which refers to an agreement involving 

legal guarantees and procedures for their implementation 

(1973, p. 187). 

Peace so conceived also implies that war is a 

particular state of law initiated by a declaration of war 

or by an act of violence, with special rights and 

obligations, such as regarding neutrals. However, as 

this review has shown earlier, one problem with such a 

legal definition is determining precisely when, outside 

of a declaration of war and peace treaty, war legally 

begins and ends. But, earlier review indicates that 

there is no vestige of beginning and no prospect of end. 
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However, in volume II of H. Lauterpacht's 

International law: A Treatise by L. Oppenheim (1965), 

which shows, among others, that the law of peace and the 

law of war are two parallel bodies of law, it is noted 

that a peace treaty legally terminates the condition of 

war, while codifying the resulting relationships between 

adversaries under the law of peace. Thi° seems to be a 

narrow conception of peace, or war for that matter, 

because it is not ablG to accommodate tacit 

understandings and rules or agreements concluding 

conflict or violence that may not involve a state of war. 

History tells us that some legal or declared wars have 

involved no violence, as between several Latin American 

states and Germany during the Second World War. Further, 

the conception does not cover those large-scale wars 

which end in a frozen stalemate or armistice rather than 

a peace treaty, such as the Korean war of 1950-53. 

There is also a common assumption, particularly 

among those advocating a world government, that peace is 

a state of law binding on all and authoritatively secured 

by the monopoly of force of a sovereign monarch or 

parliament. Hans Kelsen's argument tends to reflect this 

view. He writes: 

Peace is a condition in which there is no use 
of force. In this sense of the word, law 
provides for only relative, not absolute peace. 
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in that it deprives individuals of the right to 
employ force but reserves it for the community. 
The peace of law is not a condition of absolute 
absence of force, a state of anarchy; it is a 
condition of monopoly of force, a force 
monopoly of the community. (1966, p. 22) 

For some, this merely confuses a condition of peace 

with the concept of peace. In this context, therefore, 

Emery Reves has argued that "peace is identical with the 

existence of law . . . " and that "the problem of peace in 

our time is the establishment of a legal order to 

regulate relations among men, beyond and above the 

nation-states" (1945, p. 254). 

But, despite all of these, some others still view 

peace as a state of civil government. The English 

philosopher Thomas Hobbes provided a clear example of 

this idea. For him peace was a construct opposite that 

of a state of war. The latter he considered a natural 

condition existing between men without a civil government 

(1952, Part I, chpt. 13). 

Hobbes proposed two laws of nature, by which he 

meant precepts founded by reason. First and fundamental 

is "to seek peace and follow it." The second is: 

that a man be willing, . . . as far forth as 
for peace and defense of himself he shall 
think it necessary, to lay down this right 
to all things; and be contended with so much 
liberty against other men as he would allow 
other men against him. (1952, Part I, Chapt. 14) 
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Hobbes then argued that men create and secure peace 

between them when they transfer this right to a civil 

government and become united in one Commonwealth, which, 

defined as "one person," will "use the strength and means 

of them all as he shall think expedient for their peace 

and common defense" (1952, p. 7). In Hobbes's view, 

peace is the Leviathan, since only through its creation 

is the state of war ended. The creation of civil 

government therefore constitutes a "contract" between man 

and his sovereign whereby he gives up certain rights he 

had in the state of nature for peace. 

John Locke also argued this point. He defined a 

state of war as one of enmity and destruction; the 

intention to kill another or get him in one's absolute 

power (1952, p. 16). For Locke a state of nature is a 

condition in which men live "together according to reason 

without a common superior on earth, with authority to 

judge them" (1952, p. 19). In this condition, force is a 

state of war. Moreover, in this state of nature man 

cannot be safe or secure in the enjoyment of his 

property. Particularly for this latter reason, men agree 

to unite under a civil government for the "great and 

chief end" of preserving their property through 

established law, a known and established judge, and the 

power to execute his judgement (1952, pp. 124-126). For 
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Locke, therefore, civil government creates a domain of 

peace. 

A recent conception of peace as a social contract is 

evident in Rummel's work. He contends that this social 

contract is based on a balance of powers (interests, 

capabilities, will), which may be implicit or explicit, 

conscious or subconscious, or socially narrow or 

comprehensive. His argument is that diverse kinds of 

peace overlap and interrelate at all social levels. He 

emphasizes that peace is an overarching social contract 

(norms, rules, institutions) based on a specific balance 

of powers at the national and global levels. He refuses 

to define peace as the absence of violence and views this 

as an active, existing social entity (1981, p. 87). 

It seems that Rummel's conception of peace 

incorporates a definition that is part of a dynamic 

social process with a well-defined nature. In our view, 

his conception of peace gives meaning and substance in 

definite relationship to conflict and cooperation. Such 

a conception further indicates a clear theoretical and 

substantive relationship to such important concepts as 

perception, situation, expectations, interests, 

capabilities, will, power, status, class, and behavior. 

It does gives the nature of peace considerable 
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substantive and theoretical clarity, signifying that 

peace is locked into an overarching social theory. 

It also means that peace is operational and that 

because of the theoretical and substantive meaning, 

peacemaking and peacekeeping policies are given concrete 

direction and important variables are identified. For 

example, keeping the peace then depends, most generally, 

on maintaining congruence between the balance of powers 

and the structure of expectations. Most of all, Johnson 

(1976, p, 36) argues that peace as conceptualized 

embodies a number of psychological principles, such as 

subjectivity, intentionality, free will, and 

individualism. 

There is a more general conception of peace, 

however, in which it is seen as identical to natural 

laws--that is, universal laws which do not refer to 

particular instances and are binding on all. Such are 

customary laws, for example, which are as strong in some 

groups that violations invoke* ostracism, expulsion from 

the group, stoning, or other punishment. 

It should be noted here that the organized 

international community has had no better success either 

in producing a useful definition of peace. If the League 

and the United Nations have been vague in defining war, 

they have hardly been any more precise in telling us what 
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peace is, although both organizations posited it as a 

primary goal. Under the Charter of the United Nations, 

members are resolved first of all to "wage peace." 

Article I of the Charter proclaims as the first and 

overriding purpose of the United Nations the maintenance 

of international peace and security. No sooner had the 

United Nations started its activities than diverse and 

confusing answers could be heard in the meetings of the 

Security Council as to what constitute "international 

peace and security." 

Peace As A State Of Power 

According to Raymond Aron, peace is based on power, 

although he conceptualizes it at first as a suspension of 

violence. But he also qualifies peace by different 

relations of power. While he in no way abandons his 

original conception of peace as a suspension of violence, 

he adds that it involves one of three power relations: 

equilibrium; hegemony; or empire (1966, p. 151). Such a 

meaning of peace as a balance of power is obviously 

implicit. 

Geofrey Blainey has also argued that "one may 

suggest that the measurement of international power is a 

crucial clue to the causes of war." He therefore views 

war as "a dispute about measurement," in other words, a 

miscalculation of power relationship, while "peace on the 
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other hand marks a rough agreement about measurement" 

(1973, p. 122). Although stated somewhat differently, a 

major conclusion of his comprehensive analysis of war and 

peace is that "wars usually begin when two nations 

disagree on their relative strength, and wars usually 

cease when the fighting nations agree on their relative 

strength" (1973, p. 246). 

Even the international law of peace is seen by many 

as subordinate to such a balance. Oppenheim, perhaps the 

most renowned international law scholar, has written 

that: 

A law of nations can exist only if there be an 
equilibrium, a balance of power, between the 
members of the family of nations. If the powers 
cannot keep one another in check, no rules of 
law will have any force, since an over-powerful 
state will naturally try to act according to 
discretion and disobey the law. As there is not, 
and never can be, a central political authority 
above the sovereign states that could enforce 
the rules of the law of nations, a balance of 
power must prevent any member of the family of 
nations from becoming omnipotent, (As quoted in 
Wright, 1942, Vol.1, p. 745) 

The Roman concept of peace, pax, also referred to 

external relation and security due to the predominance of 

authority of a great power (see Zampaglione, 1973, pp. 

133-135, and Ishida, 1969, pp. 138-139), such as in the 

Pax Romana, Pax Brittanica of the nineteenth century, or 

post World War II Pax Americana. Pax may mean dominance 
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of power or empire but, in any case, defines peace as a 

state of preponderance of power. But it should be noted 

that peace based on preponderance of power could be hell, 

as far as the subordinates are concerned. On the other 

hand, peace based on balanced power may also be 

undesirable because it prevents only violence or war. 

The Galtungian school of peace studies and a number of 

peace researchers in the United States, for example, Paul 

Wehr and Michael Washburn (1976) of the Consortium on 

Peace Research, Education, and Development (COPRED), 

would assert that peace must be justice based on 

consensual relationship. 

There is no doubt that the balance of power has been 

a central analytical concept in analyzing international 

relations. It has also been a primary organizing concept 

for describing international conflict and peace. More 

than anything, however, it has been a sort of political 

doctrine. The point of interest here is only the 

identification of peace among nation-states with this 

state of power. 

In the existing international relations literature, 

there is no consistent distinction between a balance and 

equilibrium of power. Sometimes these two concepts are 

used interchangeably; sometimes one means approximate 

equality, while the other means a stable relation of 
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power; sometimes balance is applied exclusively to power, 

while equilibrium includes power among a number of 

forces. For example, Wright states that "peace is an 

equilibrium among many forces" (1942, Vol. 2, p. 1284). 

All of these contribute to the problem of reaching a 

consensus in the attempt to define peace. 

Peace As A Divine State 

Peace has had a profound religious meaning to many 

and has been an integral part of religious teaching. The 

harmony and tranquility of mind, a spiritual serenity, 

has been central to Hinduism and Buddhism. In 

Christianity, peace has meant grace and divine goodwill--

a state of mind through which man can accept the message 

of God. This is an active concept of peace, not a 

passive idea. It is a benefit granted to the deserving. 

"If the house be worthy, bring peace to it." The peace 

of Christ knows no sin, as Zampaglione pointed out (1973, 

p. 28, 218, 220, 295). "There is no peace, said the 

Lord, unto the wicked" (1982, Isaiah 48:22, p. 710). 

The theological concept of peace does overlap with 

peace as harmony in its secular meaning. As for the 

rest, peace is a construct intrinsic to a religion which 

one must first accept. 
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Peace As A State Of Goodness 

Peace as a divine state of some sort is also seen as 

peace as a state of goodness. Furthermore, peace in many 

of its descriptive senses inherently connotes 

desirability, virtue, and righteousness. For some the 

positive value of peace as harmony, order, absence of 

violence, and law overshadows its descriptive content. 

However, peace in some meanings is strictly evaluative 

and normative: an absolute or perfect good. Zampaglione 

has stated, for example, that peace for the Hebrews was 

the highest good, the greatest aspiration, and the reward 

for all wise action (1973, pp. 186). For the pacifist, 

peace is an absolute good, to which is subordinated any 

advantage or benefit to be gained by violence, even self-

preservation. For others, in the words of Thomas 

Aquinas, "true peace is only in good men and about good 

things (1952, Part II, Q. 29, Art. 2). 

Peace as a secular good has been most often equated 

with a political good--justice. Wright has defined peace 

"as the condition of a community in which order and 

justice prevail, internally among its members and 

externally in its relations with other communities (1942, 

Vol. II, p. 864). He adds: "The positive aspect of 

peace--justice—cannot be separated from the negative 

aspect--elimination of violence" (1942, p. 1305). 
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It is no coincidence that justice has been an 

essential ingredient of peace in the American concept of 

a just war, as it has always been conceived by classical 

writers. According to John Foster Dulles, "Peace and 

justice are inseparable" (1950, forward). This 

contention is also supported by Robert Tucker who 

believes that "Justice may be regarded as an essential 

concomitant of peace" (1960, p. 32). Those who favor the 

development of a world community, internationalists, 

define peace as international or world justice, which 

once meant orderly and constitutional procedures, but 

which has become a more complex concept, involving social 

justice, economic welfare, and ecological balance as 

exemplified by the World Law Fund. 

It is important to note here that peace scholars who 

are concerned for what has earlier been referred to as 

"positive peace," have made justice an intrinsic part of 

their theory. "Positive peace" in current usage is 

associated with Scandinavian irenology, particularly as 

defined by Galtung (1969). 

In conclusion, it is certainly clear that these 

different perceptions of peace have not brought about a 

consensus on how peace should be defined. This review 

also illuminates some of the critical problems involved 

in the conceptualization of peace itself. As Johnson 
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(1976, p. 7) has argued, this conceptual chaos stems in 

part from a general tendency to focus on violence and war 

or other related global issues rather than on peace per 

se, and in part from the indeterminate nature of the term 

itself. Further, it raises a much more serious question 

of whether one can accurately describe international 

behavior based on the conventional meanings attached to 

terms such as we have focused on, in the absence of 

unanimity about their meanings. It is only appropriate 

therefore, to look beyond the conventional conceptions of 

war and peace, by examining a different concept, that of 

intermediacy. 

The State Of Intermediacy 

The bulk of the literature in international law and 

relations clearly establishes the distinction between 

"war" and "peace" in international behavior. This, 

perhaps, is attributable to the dictum of the Roman 

philosopher, Cicero, which holds that there is no middle 

ground between war and peace (inter bellum et pacem nihil 

est medium), upon which Grotius (1625) subsumed all 

international law in his: De Jure Belli ac Pacis Libri 

Tres, As a result, studies of war and peace tend to 

concentrate so much on particular episodes that it is not 
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easy to get a sense of the total picture of contemporary 

international behavior. 

The concept of intermediacy is simply an objection 

that the use of the terms "war" and "peace," as 

conventionally known, gives an unrealistic image of the 

world today. In his Visscher Lecture at Leyden, Roscoe 

Pound (1922) has argued that Grotius made his theory of 

international law to the pattern of international 

relations in the seventeenth-century era of absolute 

monarchies, and that his theory is inapplicable to the 

facts of contemporary international society. Fritz Grob 

(1949) has shown how inapplicable to those facts are the 

philosophical and natural law definitions of war and 

peace. 

The term "intermediacy" originated in the British 

House of Lords at the start of the Crimean War. As 

history has it. Emperor Nicholas I of Russia started 

military operations in the Crimean War in July 1853, by 

causing a Russian army corps to pass the Pruth and lay 

hold of two Romanian principalities, Moldavia and 

Wallachia, which were then under the suzerainty of the 

Ottoman Porte. The Sultan held back until September 29, 

1853. On that day he issued a proclamation to the effect 

that the Ottoman Empire had entered upon a "state of war" 

with Russia. The cause of the war lay in Emperor 
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Nicholas I's policy of Pan-Slavic expansion toward 

Istanbul (known in the Western world as Constantinople), 

outlined for him in the legendary will of Peter the 

Great. This policy was sharply opposed by Great Britain 

and France. The cabinet of Lord Aberdeen and Napoleon 

III were resolved to stand up for Turkey's territorial 

integrity. On November 30 of the same year, an Ottoman 

fleet was caught unaware by a Russian squadron off 

Sinope, on the coast of the Black Sea, and completely 

destroyed. 

In an attempt to cut the maritime communications of 

Russia with her Asiatic provinces, the Western Powers, at 

the beginning of 1854, moved their Mediterranean fleets 

into the Black Sea and through their naval commanders 

"invited" the Russian naval commanders in those waters to 

proceed to Sebastopol and other Russian ports and to 

remain there. As a result of this action by the Western 

Powers, Russia severed her diplomatic relations with both 

Great Britain and France on February 4, 1854. In 

consequence, the British and French Ambassadors were 

recalled from St. Petersburg. Great Britain and France 

joined the Sultan in his war against Russia when the 

latter, on March 18, 1854, refused to answer an ultimatum 

demanding the evacuation of the Danubian principalities 

before April 30, 1854. 
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When the British parliament met on January 31, 1854, 

great interest was manifested among its members as to the 

exact relations of Great Britain and Russia. In the 

course of the debates, several members demanded 

information regarding the plans of the government, and, 

in particular, asked whether Great Britain then was at 

peace or at war with Russia. In reply to such inquiries, 

the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, Lord 

Clarendon, declared in the House of Lords on February 14, 

1854, in phrases that have gone down in history: 

I come now to the more important part of 
the speech of my noble friend . . . I mean the 
question whether we are at peace or at war. 

My Lords, that is a most important 
question; but your Lordships must be aware that 
a distinct answer cannot be given at the 
present moment. We are not at war, because war 
is not declared--we are not strictly at peace 
with Russia. (Quoted in Grob, 1949, p. 137) 

Here the Foreign Secretary was interrupted by one of 

their Lordships laughing aloud. He continues: 

My noble friend may laugh; but he must 
know perfectly well that I am correct in saying 
that we are not at war with Russia, although 
diplomatic relations with that country are 
suspended. 

. . . I consider that we are in the 
intermediate state; that our desire for peace 
is just as sincere as ever, but then, I must 
say our hopes of maintaining it are gradually 
dwindling away and that we are drifting toward 
war. (Quoted in Grob, 1949, p. 138) 
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The Earl of Derby replied: 

The noble Earl, the Secretary of State for Foreign 
Affairs, is too cautious in his language in this 
respect to tell us whether we are at war or at 
peace . . . I want to know what is the state of the 
country when we are neither at peace nor at war 
nor neutral. My noble friend has given us a new 
phrase in parliament or diplomatic language. 
(Quoted in Grob, 1949, p. 138) 

Indeed, the Earl of Derby was right. Since Lord 

Clarendon coined this term in his reference to the 

relationship between Great Britain and Russia at that 

time, some scholars have tried to develop a theory that 

tends to explain the relationship between nation-states 

in the contemporary world as neither war nor peace. 

By far the most visible conceptualization of the state of 

intermediacy is to be found in the works of Jessup. In 

his most recent effort, he recognizes the difficulty that 

seems to arise from the legal necessity of fitting every 

situation into one of the two traditional categories of 

"peace" and "war." He raises an interesting question 

therefore, as to "whether it would be useful to break 

away from the old dichotomous approach, acknowledging in 

law as in fact that there is a third status intermediate 

between war and Peace" (1954, p. 100). 

He further suggests three characteristics of a state 

of intermediacy: 
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(1) A basic condition of hostility and strain must 

exist between the opposing parties, a hostility different 

from the historical national enmities; 

(2) "issues between the parties would be so 

fundamental and deep-rooted that no solution of a single 

tangible issue could terminate them;" and 

(3) "An absence of intention or at least of a 

decision to resort to war as the means of solving the 

issues" (p. 101). 

His basic contention has always been that there are 

examples of international behavior which may not be 

consonant with either peace or war, particularly in 

today's international relations. He argues, therefore, 

that concepts, terminology, and law as used in 

international relations have to keep pace with evolving 

international behavior. He simply rejects the "rigid 

adherence to traditional concepts," and calls for 

international law to recognize an intermediate status 

between war and peace. 

This line of reasoning has been expanded by the 

works of Tamkoc, who in his early writings (1963) also 

suggest the recognition of a third condition between war 

and peace. Preferring to call this "Armistice Status," 

he focuses on whether an armistice agreement puts an end 

to "war." His basic conclusion is that although such 
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agreements put an end to war, they do not bring about 

peace. This thinking may have perhaps been influenced by 

the settj^ practice of Turkey up to the middle of the 

eighteenth century not to make treaties of peace but only 

to accede to armistices, because the Koran forbade 

treaties of peace with the infidel. 

There is ample evidence in the literature that the 

twentieth century has witnessed a change in concept 

pertaining to the nature of armistice agreements. Prior 

to World War I, an armistice was conceived of as a mere 

temporary suspension of hostilities which was to be 

followed by latter military actions. Grotius used 

"truce" to mean an agreement by which war-like acts are 

for a time abstained from, though the state of war 

continues—"a period of rest in war, not peace." If 

hostilities were resumed after a truce, according to 

Grotius, there would be no need for a new declaration of 

war, since the state of war was "not dead, but sleeping" 

(1901, Vol. 1, p. 2). 

The passage of time created a new type of 

arrangement, i.e., a permanent armistice agreement. When 

the codification of international law began in the second 

half of the nineteenth century, a truce was the procedure 

by which belligerents entered into talks, and an 

armistice was an actual agreement to suspend military 
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operations. According to the Brussels Declaration, an 

armistice was an actual suspension of military operations 

by mutual agreement between belligerents, either general 

in character and suspending all military operations 

everywhere, or local and applying only between certain 

portions of the belligerent armies and within a fixed 

radius. 

Once concluded, it was to be notified promptly to 

the competent authorities and troops, and hostilities 

were to be suspended at once. An armistice was of 

undefined time so long as the enemy was warned in 

advance. Violation of an armistice by one of the parties 

to it gave the other party the right to denounce it. 

These provisions were incorporated in the Hague 

Regulations of Hague Convention IV of 1907, with the 

addition of a statement that in case of urgency, 

hostilities could resume at once. 

By the end of the Second World War, there was a 

confusing tendency to regard "truce" and "armistice" as 

synonymous, although the former was increasingly giving 

way to the latter. An armistice was now a convention by 

which belligerent parties agreed to a formal but 

sometimes temporary cessation of hostilities. It was 

normally negotiated directly by two sides, but 

occasionally it arose from the initiative of a neutral 
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state or the international Committee of the Red Cross. 

Its main aim was not to resolve political or economic 

problems but to suspend hostilities for a time. It 

constituted an initial contact between the parties, often 

leading to a peace treaty; but the legal state of war 

continued. David Brook has argued that this is aimed at 

facilitating a transition from war to peace (1961, p. 5). 

However, what he fails to address is whether "peace" is 

actually achieved as a result of this new type of 

arrangement. 

The point of disagreement between Brook and other 

conceptualizations of this "new arrangement" called 

armistice, particularly Tamkoc's, is the fact that it 

does not necessarily end war and definitely does not lead 

to peace as traditionally defined. Hence, Tamkoc has 

argued that since the totality of war and peace is an 

impossibility, there must be a third condition which is 

neither war nor peace that must be recognized in 

international law and politics (1963, p. 3). 

There are other scholars who have examined some sets 

of operations in regard to which there has been 

disagreement either in theory or in practice, or both, as 

to whether they constitute war legally or whether they 

were performed in peace. Grob, for example, analyzes 

three cases: 
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(1) The American naval operations against France 

from 1798 to 1800; 

(2) The Boxer Expedition in 1900 and 1901; and 

(3) The German military operations against Italy in 

the period from May 24, 1915 to August 28, 1916. 

He also flips the coin and analyzes three other 

situations in which battles were fought in peacetime: 

(1) The famous battle of Navarino of 1827; 

(2) The operations of France against Annam in 1883-

84, and against China in 1883 to 1885; and 

(3) The operations of Japan against China from 1931 

to 1933, and the Manchurian conflict of 1937 to 1941. 

In fact, his is an attempt to explain what constitutes 

war and peace from a legal point of view (1949, pp. 37-

157). 

Most of these scholars have simply rejected the old 

dichotomous approach of describing international behavior 

as either war or peace. For example, recent works by 

Tamkoc have questioned the conventional mode of thinking. 

He therefore writes: 

Conventional thinking is the mode of thinking of 
many of us who, in order to avoid the intellectual 
hardships involved in questioning the validity, the 
truth and the usefulness of conventional ideas, 
cultural standards and value, surrender ourselves to 
the vortex of conformity. It is intellectually 
comfortable to think like others do. For many of us 
it is easier to follow the conventional pattern of 
(thought) which dichotomizes tangible and intangible 
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phenomena into two neatly separated and mutually 
exclusive "absolute" categories such as good and 
bad, right and wrong, beautiful and ugly . . . peace 
and war . . . This goes on and on. (1988, pp. 1-2) 

Of course, the philosophical premises of this 

thought as stated by Tamkoc "are that everything and 

every idea is in a flux, in a state of evolution, that 

nothing abides, that it is irrational to attempt to force 

phenomena into one of the two mutually exclusive 

categories . . . " He calls the concept of "totality of 

phenomena" a "contradiction in terms," suggesting that 

phenomena are constantly in a state of change, which 

continuously become new syntheses, that are in turn 

challenged by antitheses (1988, p. 3). His contention 

therefore, is that we must see phenomena as located along 

a continuum with no beginning and no end. He recommends 

the unconventional mode of thinking which he calls 

"dialectic." 

This view lends support to Robert Dahl's "fallacy of 

dichotomous thinking," which implores one to think in 

continuities (1976, p. 5). The idea is that dichotomies, 

in this case, of war and peace, are oversimplifications 

of complex ideas and complex matters which are 

juxtaposed. The overall implication of the reasoning of 

these scholars, as Tamkoc clearly argues, is that there 
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is a merging of war and peace in contemporary 

international law and politics, 

Boulding has argued that the virtue of thinking 

about international phenomena multidimensionally is that 

it may help save us from two major fallacies. One of 

these is the tendency to look at actions, events, 

behavior, etc. as consisting of only two parts. This 

dichotomous thinking, he contends, always overlooks the 

multiplicity of the world and the extreme complexity of 

its interrelationships. His assertion is that this 

plagues our thinking about a lot of things, in this case, 

war and peace, which certainly look dichotomous enough. 

He also contend that thinking about the world 

multidimensionally may save us from a second fallacy, 

that of failing to perceive the quantities and 

proportions of the international system. He notes that 

our attention is so heavily concentrated on things which 

are unusual, visual, and spectacular that we tend to 

overestimate the importance of these things. His belief 

is that while war and peace are phases of conflictual 

behavior, nonconflictual behavior is of far greater 

quantitative importance. He also notes that even when 

two countries are at war, a large part of the behavior of 

the inhabitants is totally unrelated to war. While he 

acknowledges that there has been a rise in the proportion 
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of the activity of society devoted to war as societies 

have gotten richer and been able to afford it, he argues 

that in terms of behavior, the greatest war effort in 

human history is probably not more than ten percent of 

the total behavior even of contending parties and that it 

is a much smaller proportion of the behavior of the whole 

human race (1978, pp. 27-28). 

While the concept of intermediacy recognizes that 

there are two sides to a coin, it suggests that both 

sides are only part of the coin, not the complete coin. 

Therefore, this concept views the middle part of the coin 

as a vital part that can help in determining how the coin 

falls. In other words, in contemporary international 

relations, war and peace are at the end of a continuum, 

at one extreme of which is the worst possible holocaust, 

at the other the most alluring utopia. Any specific 

action by a government falls some place along this 

continuum. This reference to a continuum here is in line 

with the view that the transition between war and peace 

in recent years has been very fluid. 

Hobbes has compared the oscillation of war and peace 

to the weather. He wrote: 

As the nature of foul weather lieth not in a 
shower or two of rain, but in an inclination 
thereto of many days together; so the nature 
of war consisteth not in actual fighting, but 
in the known disposition thereto during all 
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the time there is no assurance to the contrary, 
(Leviathan, Part I, Chapt. 13) 

Wright's interesting interpretation of the above is that 

"as the weather may manifest many degrees of fairness or 

foulness, so the relations of any pair of states may be 

cordial, friendly, correct, strained, ruptured, hostile, 

or any shade between." He adds that the dyadic relations 

between states may be correctly conceived "as continually 

varying . . ." (1942, pp. 11-12). 

The coin metaphor, of course, is not to suggest that 

one side excludes the other. Indeed, as pointed out by 

Galtung (1969, pp. 167-192), a given social order may 

exhibit both, one or, perhaps, neither of them. 

Therefore, the concept of intermediacy conceives of 

syntheses containing their own contradiction, and views 

war and peace as thus evolving. There is no peace and 

there is no war. But, is war becoming a thing of the 

past in today's international behavior? If so, does this 

signify a move toward the peace end of the continuum? 

Perhaps an examination of a different perspective could 

help to throw some light on these concerns. 

The Transactional Perspective 

Norman Angell (1913) published a very important book 

that appeared on the eve of World War I in which he 

argued that war had been abolished. He tried to prove 
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that war has become impossible, basing his contention on 

the growing economic interdependence of states, which he 

felt made war equally costly for victor and vanquished 

alike. Since then, there have been many proponents of 

the "war-is-dead" argument, among them Walter Mills and 

James Real (1913), who provide an analysis of the war 

system as it has been used throughout history as a 

political instrument. Their view is that war as a means 

of dealing with the world's problems is completely 

outmoded. They also argue that the world has reached a 

level of military capability at which the abolition of 

organized war is a serious possibility. A similar 

argument is presented by Werner Levi (1981) in his book. 

It has long been the assumption of classical 

liberalism however, that the more extensive the contacts 

that take place between nations, the greater are the 

chances of "peace." Economic interdependence, it has 

been argued, makes "war" unlikely because nations who 

have come to rely upon one another for vital commodities 

cannot afford it. Cultural exchange, it has been 

suggested, causes people to become more sensitive to each 

other's concerns, and hence reduces the likelihood of 

misunderstandings. "People to People" contacts, it has 

been assumed, make it possible for nations to "know" one 

another better; the danger of war between them is, as a 
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result, correspondingly reduced. This argument is 

succinctly summarized by Keith Nelson and Spencer Olin 

(1979) who present an analysis of the ideology, theory 

and history of why war exists as an international mode of 

behavior. 

These assumptions have served as building blocks for 

transactionalists or globalists in international 

relations. D. G. Kousaulas has described this approach 

as "the reliance on bargaining and persuasion to 

influence the outcome of international exchanges, 

disputes, or confrontations" (1985, p. 18). The 

contention here is that bargaining in international 

relations becomes necessary when two or more 

international actors have "conflicting objectives" and 

neither side can impose its will on the other. This 

approach recognizes that in a transactional interaction 

the outcome of events can take the form only of a 

compromise between the different international actors, 

which reflects a political solution rather than a 

military one. 

Transactionalists or globalists argue that the 

realist paradigm has never entirely corresponded with 

reality and is especially inadequate in comprehending 

contemporary events in an age of interdependence. They 

therefore disagree with the preoccupation of 
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international politics with the power approach or the use 

of physical force because, as they argue, it has 

distorted our understanding of international relations. 

Their premise is that the present international system 

differs sharply from the one that existed prior to World 

War II, and as Richard Rosencrance and Arthur Stein show, 

recent decades have seen a growing degree of 

interdependence amorg nation in both political and 

economic spheres (1973, pp, 1-27), In short, this 

paradigm views the process of global political, economic, 

and social integration as having transformed the world 

into a "global Village," 

This perspective sees war as having become an 

anachronism in the contemporary international system and 

as an option that is no longer available for many foreign 

policy decision-makers. Particularly, it views nuclear 

weapons as impairing war as a tool of diplomacy, and 

placing a moratorium on total war. It also views the use 

of modern weapons as so irrational and counterproductive 

that it would of course never happen. Transactionalists 

or globalists therefore view the use of force as 

diminishing in today's international relations. They see 

the totality of war by use of nuclear weapons as 

defeating its own raison d'etre. In addition, this 

paradigm suggests that states will no longer be 
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preoccupied by the security concern that dominated 

international politics through the 1960s, because of the 

proliferation of international organizations which, 

according to Donald Puchala and Stuart Fagan (1974, p, 

252), is becoming an even more important feature of world 

politics today, but more so with the emergence of 

interdependence in the world. This is perhaps why Robert 

Hunter (1972-73, p, 381) contends that contemporary 

international relations is moving into an era in which 

war between major states may virtually disappear, 

asserting the point raised by proponents of the "war-is-

dead" argument like Angell (1913), Mills and Real (1913), 

and Levi (1981), 

These assumptions and hypotheses form some of the 

basic tenets of the transactionalists' or globalists' 

paradigm. In fact, the plausibility of these notions as 

an accurate explanation of international political 

phenomena is easily evidenced by the frequency with which 

the instrumentalities for the resolution of conflicts 

since World War II have been put to use, even by the most 

powerful states in the global system. However, this 

perspective, while clearly of the view that nation-states 

are moving away from "war," is not so specific as to 

whether this shift is leading to peace as conventionally 

understood. 
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Summary 

A review of the literature shows how since classical 

times peace and war have preoccupied many of mankind's 

most profound thinkers and how these conditions have been 

the objects of intensive research among scholars. 

However, much dissatisfaction has developed over the last 

few decades among some scholars concerning the 

conventional understanding of war and peace. One 

important reason for this is the lively concern of many 

social scientists that their work may not have provided 

an adequate description of the real situation of the 

world today. Another important reason is that these 

works have not practically impacted on society and its 

politics. There is no doubt that the study of war and 

peace is especially weak in these respects. It is even 

more evident that the probleTi of definition in science, 

while not particularly simple, is especially acute in 

social science. 

Subsequently, the attempt to define war and peace 

becomes even more complicating because there are other 

concepts within the definitions provided by many scholars 

crying aloud to be defined in their own right. One of 

these concepts, intermediacy, suggests a condition 

somewhere between what is conventionally referred to as 

war and peace: there may be no actual fighting but 
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preparations for warfare continues, but placing a 

moratorium on peace. This is also based on the 

proposition that war is politics and politics is war, or 

that war is peace, and peace is war, with both 

representing degrees of struggle to realize values. 

There seems to be a sense that the transactional 

perspective complements the concept of intermediacy in 

international law and politics, while it is not so 

specific about where international relations may be 

heading. 

This review shows that theoretical development in 

international relations is presently lagging behind the 

evolving reality of day-to-day practice in international 

affairs. Consequently, some of our most generally 

employed conceptualizations, our images of the world out 

there, produce a less accurate picture of the structure, 

dynamics, and operation of the contemporary international 

system. Hence it is necessary to remodel some of the 

conventional ways in which we think about war and peace 

in international relations. Surely, to imagine that 

nations are either at war or peace, is to simplify a vast 

and complex realm of international behavior. 

Theoretically speaking, it would seem that the either-

war-or-peace paradigm has become overly restrictive, in 

that it no longer accounts for anywhere near the full 
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variety of significant international events that 

determine how nations behave. 



CHAPTER II 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

Purpose of Study 

This study focuses on the post-World War II era of 

international behavior. Three dyadic relations have been 

selected: the relations between the United States and 

the Soviet Union; the relations between the Jewish state 

of Israel and its Arab neighbors; and the relations 

between Algeria and France. It examines the research 

question from a global, regional, and national 

perspectives. Because of the superpower status accorded 

to the United States and the Soviet Union and the 

influence they virtually possess in the international 

community, it is only logical that this researcher 

examines the dyadic relations between these nations from 

a global perspective. It is equally logical that this 

study attempt to analyze and characterize the relations 

between Israel and its Arab neighbors, because of the 

length of the crisis between them and the potentials this 

situation has for either being escalated to one of war as 

conventionally understood, or one that can define itself 

away from war. The third case study has been chosen based 

on the international implications that a civil conflict 

82 
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or cooperation can have in the reevaluation of what may 

constitute war and peace. 

This study is therefore designed to analyze 

qualitatively and quantitatively the dyadic international 

events of these selected states that have led to 

cooperation and conflict in their international behavior 

since the end of the Second World War, so as to determine 

whether these interactions fit the conceptualization of a 

third status between war and peace, called intermediacy 

in contemporary international relations. Quantitatively, 

this study will analyze and characterize the actions of 

the selected states or actors along a 15-point conflict 

and cooperation scale. 

Approaches And Methods 

Like other disciplines and sub-disciplines within 

the social science, international relations, law, and 

politics have recently been the subject of a 

methodological debate (see, for example, Charlesworth, 

1966; Palmer, 1970; Kunz, 1962; and Falk, 1967). The 

most frequent characterization of the opposing sides in 

this debate has been the "traditional" or "classical" 

approaches and methods versus the "behavioral" approaches 

and methods (for example, see Bull, 1969; and Kaplan, 

1969) . 
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The quantitative aspect of this study draws on event 

data from the Conflict and Peace Data Bank (COPDAB), an 

extensive computer based library of longitudinal daily 

international and domestic events/interactions. This 

data set offers the researcher an opportunity to study 

empirically the characteristics of cooperation and 

conflict between and within nations and in tracing the 

relationships between these characteristics and other 

traits and behaviors of nations in both domestic and 

international systems. It provides a way of assessing 

the degree of cooperativeness or conflictiveness of 

particular events so that events of similar intensity 

would be dealt with as a class. 

This research is interested in characterizing the 

behavior of one nation-state by accounting for both the 

intensity and frequency of one nation's actions toward 

the other. The frequency of behavior will be calculated 

by simply counting the number of events directed by one 

nation to another. Intensity will be accounted for based 

on the 15-point scales developed by Azar (see Appendix A 

and B) as part of this data set. The international scale 

(Appendix A) will be used to determine the intensity of 

conflict and cooperation in two of the three case 

studies: United States--Soviet Union, and Israel--Arab 

neighbors (Egypt, Syria, Jordan, Lebanon and the PLO). 
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The domestic scale (Appendix B) will be used to measure 

the intensity of conflict and cooperation in the third 

case study: Algeria—France. 

In the international scale, point 1 is the value 

given to the most cooperative event between two nations 

(e.g., Nations A and B unite into one nation-state), A 

scale value of 15 is the most conflictive event between 

two or more nations (e.g., total war). As for the 

domestic scale, point 1 is the most cooperative event 

(e.g., major governmental programs and policies to 

increase substantively socio-economic freedom and 

equality) and point 15 is the most conflictive of 

domestic events, namely a civil war. 

As a result of the availability of data on both 

frequency and intensity of the behavior of one nation 

against another, these variables are combined into a 

single measure called "Dimensions of Interactions" (DI). 

This should lead the researcher not only to ascertain the 

yearly DI between actor Nation A and Target Nation B, but 

will also provide both conflict DIs and cooperation DIs. 

This process should assure logical consistency and 

lucidity in the explanation of the behavior of the 

selected states or actors in post-World War II 

international relations. 
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The 15-point scales have been weighted as shown in 

Table 1. The weights have been assigned on the basis of 

numerical representations made by 18 scholars and 

practitioners of international relations to give a 

measure of how much more intense one act is than the 

others on the 15-point scale. This is simply an 

assessment of the relative intensities of the scale 

points. It shows the amount of conflict and cooperation 

represented by each of the scale-points in relation to 

the neutral point (point 8), which is arbitrarily given 

an intensity value of 1. For example, point 15 is 103 

times as conflictive as point 8; 14 is 65 times as 

conflictive as point 8, and so on. On the cooperative 

end of the scale (points 1 through 7), point 1 is 92 

times more cooperative than point 8; point 2 is 47 times 

more cooperative than point 8, and so on. A similar 

approach is used for the domestic scale as shown in Table 

2. 

The particular methodological technique will be the 

case study. This technique has both advantages and 

disadvantages. First, it should afford the investigator 

the opportunity to scrutinize a delineated time/space 

situation, and allow for the identification and 

classification of the most significant variables within 

the defined area. But, since each case is unique, the 
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SCALE POINT 

15 

14 

13 

12 

11 

10 

9 

WEIGHTED VALUE 

102 

65 

50 

44 

29 

16 

6 

CONFLICT END 

8 NEUTRAL POINT 

7 

6 

5 

4 

3 

2 

1 

6 

10 

14 

27 

31 

47 

92 

COOPERATIVE END 
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Table 2. Domestic Scale, 

SCALE POINT WEIGHTED VALUE 

15 85 

14 70 

13 55 

12 44 CONFLICT END 

11 25 

10 13 

9 9 

8 1 NEUTRAL END 

7 5 

6 13 

5 17 

4 28 COOPERATIVE END 

3 52 

2 60 

1 70 



89 

ability to generalize could be severely limited. While 

this major limitation cannot be overlooked, two factors 

in the present study should mitigate its impact. One is 

that three different cases, each representing different 

levels of international relations, will be examined, 

which should add to the depth and breadth of any general 

conclusions. A second is that the empirical analysis 

which will be applied to all selected cases should supply 

sufficient commonality to make generalizations plausible. 

Importance of Study 

It is hoped that this effort will constitute part of 

the continuing re-evaluation of the makeup of the 

contemporary world and of how it differs from previous 

international systems, especially in terms of the use of 

the terms war and peace. 

The goal is to help fill the void in empirical 

research that pertains to the concept of intermediacy in 

international law and politics. It is hoped that it will 

contribute to the literature on this concept, by helping 

to reconfirm its theory. The intention is that this 

conceptual framework will lead to a more accurate 

description of international behavior in post-World War 

II international law and politics. 
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Statement of The Problem 

Is the dichotomy between a "legal state of war" and 

a "legal state of peace" still valid in contemporary 

international law and politics? Or, is there a merging 

between war and peace in the post-World War II 

international interactions? More so, is there a middle 

ground between war and peace today? 

Specifically, have the United States and the Soviet 

Union since 1945 conducted their affairs in a "legal 

state of war" or a "legal state of peace"? Has Israel 

been in a "legal state of war" with her Arab neighbors or 

in a "legal state of peace" since 1948? And, was Algeria 

in a "legal state of war" or in a "legal state of peace" 

with France during her struggle for independence? 

In general, what are the effects of conflict and 

cooperation as measured by dyadic interactions between 

these actors on contemporary international law and 

politics? 

Definition of Independent 
and Dependent Variables 

The major independent variable in this study is 

juxtaposition of cooperation and conflict, i.e., unity of 

opposites (contraria sunt complementa). The dependent 

variables are war, intermediacy and peace. 
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Cooperation: For the purpose of this study, 

cooperation will be operationalized based on events as 

described in the 15-point international scale (see 

Appendix A) ranging from the most cooperative, that is, 

point 1 on the scale (voluntary unification into one 

nation), to the least cooperative, that is, point 7 on 

the scale (minor official exchanges, talks and policy 

expression or mild verbal support). This will be used in 

the case studies involving the United States--Soviet 

Union, and Israel--Arab neighbors. 

In the third case study (Algeria--France), the most 

cooperative event category is point 1 on the domestic 

scale (major governmental programs and policies to 

increase substantially socio-economic freedom and 

equality). The least cooperative event category is point 

7 on the domestic scale, which identifies events of 

national symbolic value (see Appendix B). 

Conflict: For the purpose of this study, conflict 

will be operationalized based on events as described in 

the 15-point international scale (see Appendix A) ranging 

from the least conflictive (mild verbal expression 

displaying discord in the interaction between nations: 

point 9 on the scale) to the most conflictive, that is, 

point 15 on the scale (extensive war acts causing deaths, 

dislocation and high strategic cost). This will only 
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apply in the case studies involving the United States— 

Soviet Union, and Israel--Arab neighbors. 

Conflict will be operationalized, in the case of 

Algeria--France, also based on events as described in the 

15-point domestic scale (see Appendix B) ranging from 

least conflictive, that is, point 9 on the scale (intra-

governmental tensions) to the most conflictive, that is, 

point 15 on the scale (the highest level of structural 

violence). 

War: While scholars quite clearly diverge on what 

wars represent, how to operationalize and measure them, 

and so on, it is important not to overlook the fact that 

a number of them appear to share a loose, but 

nevertheless common, abstract conceptualization of just 

what constitutes a "war." Scholars such as Wright (1942, 

app. XX), Richardson (1960, pp. 6-9), L.Coser (1956, pp. 

55-56), T. C. Schelling (1960), Boulding (1962, pp. 4-5), 

R. C. North (1968, p. 226), Kende (1971, 1978, p. 227), 

Singer and Small (1972, chap. 2), Blainey (1973, p. 159), 

F.S. Pearson (1974, p. 434), M. Mildlarsky (1975, p. 4), 

C. Gochman (1976, p. 557), G. H. Snyder and P. Diesing 

(1977), Eckhardt and Azar (1978a), and others generally 

appear to understand wars to be events that involve: 

-at least two parties; 

-conflictual goals; 
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-parties that are aware of their conflicting goals; 

-parties that are willing to attain a goal which 

they recognize conflicts with the wishes of the 

other(s); 

-situations in which each party has the opportunity 

or capacity to pursue its goal; 

-situations in which at least one party is willing 

to use overt force to attain its goal; 

-situations in which at least one party is able to 

resist another's use of overt military force to the 

extent that it avoids "immediate" defeat, suffers a 

minimal number of casualties, and/or inflicts a 

minimal number of casualties on the other(s); and 

-situations in which no party that is willing to use 

overt military force can attain its goal with only 

a single use of force or with a series of such acts 

that are highly dispersed over time. 

The outcome of this apparently consensual definition 

is clear: according to B. A. Most and Harvey Starr 

(1983, pp. 140-141), a "war" is a particular type of 

outcome of the interaction of at least dyadic sets of 

specified varieties of actors in which at least one actor 

is willing and able to use some specified amount of 

military force for some specified period of time against 

some other, resisting actor and in which some specified 
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minimal number of fatalities (greater than zero) occurs. 

Therefore, wars involve what Galtung (1969) terms 

"complete influence relations"—an influencer, an 

influencee, and at least some fatalities result. 

But, for the purpose of this study, war will be 

operationalized based on events categories on points 15 

on both the international and domestic scales (see 

Appendix A and B). 

Peace: Owing to the complex and frequently 

ambiguous character of peace concepts, abstract 

definitions tend to be either one-sided, such as those 

definitions of peace in various cultural traditions as 

Ishida identifies (1969, pp. 133-145), or hopelessly 

vague, such as the conception of peace as simply the 

absence of war; or uncritically inclusive, such as the 

definitions of peace as order and justice. 

For the purpose of this study, peace will be 

operationalized based on events categories on points 1 of 

both international and domestic scales (see Appendix A 

and B) . 

Intermediacy: Two major views have emerged 

theoretically regarding an intermediate status between 

war and peace. The first one by Jessup (1954) views this 

condition as closer to peace on a continuum. The second 

conceptualization by Tamkoc (1963) which he prefers to 
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call "Armistice Status" views this condition as closer to 

war on a continuum. For the purpose of this study, we 

will operationalize this condition based on events that 

are neither war nor peace on both the international scale 

and the domestic scale; any point of departure from the 

two extreme points on the scales. It is closer to 

violent conflict at times and closer to peace at other 

times, but war and peace as conventionally understood are 

not static or absolute conditions. They are therefore 

relative. 

Ma.ior Hypothesis And Justification 

The major hypothesis in this study is that the 

juxtaposition of conflict and cooperation among actors in 

contemporary international relations has moved 

international behavior away from war, but did not bring 

about peace as these terms are understood in traditional 

thinking. 

The following conjectures are offered to assert this 

proposition. 

(1) It is expected that the more cooperative and 

less conflicting the interactions between nations, the 

further they are from physical methods of violence or war 

as conventionally understood; 
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(2) It is expected that the more conflicting and 

less cooperative the interactions between nations, the 

further they are from the condition of identity of 

interests or peace as conventionally understood. 

This study recognizes the fact that man has limited 

intellectual and physical power, but almost limitless 

imagination. His reason compels him to not only reject 

"the absolute and total" (Total peace and total war may 

be desirable but not essential), but to accept 

"moderation" as virtue. 

Therefore, the assumption is that these interactions 

do not lead to "peace" or "war" in contemporary 

international relations as these terms are conventionally 

used, and that international relations are conducted in 

an intermediate status between war and peace, or a state 

of intermediacy containing the essential characteristics 

of both. 

The following three chapters provide three case 

studies aimed at tracing the dyadic relationships of 

selected nation-states from three perspectives; global, 

regional, and national. 



CHAPTER III 

FROM A GLOBAL PERSPECTIVE: SOVIET-AMERICAN 
RELATIONS SINCE WORLD WAR II 

Background 

The conclusion of the Second World War in 1945 

brought with it a transformation from one era of 

international politics into another. Unparalleled in 

scope and unprecedented in destructiveness, World War II 

unleashed forces promising to change global politics. It 

brought into being a system dominated by two superstates: 

the United States and the Soviet Union, whose combined 

power and resources far surpassed those of all the rest 

of the world. This factor has helped to define and 

delimit much of what we call contemporary international 

relations. More than anything else, it has also colored 

the nature of contemporary international politics, for 

out of it grew the system of bipolarity, with much of the 

world falling into two zones of influence, more commonly 

known as the rivalry between East and West, led by the 

Soviet Union and the United States respectively. 

This rivalry has focused primarily on political 

controversies in particular and on the military and 

national security issues that divide the United States 

and the Soviet Union and their allies into contending 
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factions. It has essentially been a struggle for 

preeminent status, with each side seeking to protect its 

own position while gaining advantage in its relations 

with, and often at the expense of, the other. As Alexis 

de Tocqueville had predicted in 1835 that both the United 

States and the Soviet Union seem "marked out by the will 

of heaven to sway the destinies of half the globe" (1904, 

Vol, I, p. 452), global politics and human destiny came 

to rest with how these two nations would respond to each 

other. 

Lending danger to an already dangerous international 

situation was the historic animosity of the emergent 

superpowers, which had cooperated during the Second World 

War primarily for protection from a common enemy in what 

Charles Kegley and Eugene Wittkopf have called "a 

marriage of convenience" (1981, p. 38). Prior to the 

Second World War, relations between the United States and 

the Soviet Union had been strained, to say the least. 

American troops had intervened in Russia in 1919 in an 

attempt to turn back the Bolshevik Revolution; not until 

1933 did the United States even extend diplomatic 

recognition to the Soviet Union. Despite the cooperation 

between the two during the Second World War, traditional 

suspicions and distrust re-emerged in the immediate 
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postwar period as the manifest and latent power of the 

two giants fueled their suspicions of each other. 

The contention has been raised by Kegley and 

Wittkopf that rivalry and distrust among great powers 

have been constant in global politics throughout history, 

and that great powers have always found areas of vital 

interests over which to clash. According to these 

scholars, superpowers have always tended to perceive 

efforts by an opponent to resolve conflicts of interest 

as "aggrandizement" (1981, p. 39). This historic 

tendency of great powers to become natural rivals has led 

analysts to conclude that conflict between the United 

States and the Soviet Union was inevitable as each 

pursued global leadership. Both nations, therefore, 

clearly had the capacity to devise policies aimed at 

either cooperation or conflict after World War II, 

Gaddis (1972) has argued that cooperation was in 

fact envisioned by American and Soviet leaders, at least 

in their official discourse in the early phase of postwar 

negotiations. For example, it was President Roosevelt's 

hope and expectation that wartime cooperation would 

continue in the aftermath of war. He believed that 

flexible accommodation between the two nations, based on 

mutual respect grounded on national interests, was 

possible. He envisioned that both nations would enjoy 



100 

the benefits of power, but each within its own sphere of 

influence. Some observers, for example Hans Morgenthau 

(1969) and Arthur Schlesinger (1967), have even gone as 

far as to say that an informal agreement was reached that 

both nations would enjoy dominant influence and freedom 

in specified areas of the globe. Also implicit was the 

agreement not to oppose each other in areas of less 

importance to their national security. Perhaps a symbol 

of this collaboration is reflected in the kinds of rules 

written into the United Nations Charter, rules which 

obliged the two superpowers to share, through the 

operation of the Security Council, responsibility for the 

preservation of "world peace." 

If these were the hopes and aspirations of these two 

countries at the end of World War II, can an analysis of 

their dyadic relations since then based on events between 

them lead one to conclude that their relations have been 

conducted in peace or in war as conventionally 

understood? Or, if their relations have involved 

elements of conflict and cooperation, have these been 

conducted in an intermediate status which is neither war 

nor peace? This, is the task of this chapter. 

In the attempt to analyze the relationship between 

the United States and the Soviet Union, a recapitulation 

of their foreign policy interactions warrants nine 
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chronologically ordered phases. In the existing 

international relations literature, similar but variant 

treatments of Soviet-American interactions, which isolate 

portions of the postwar period into distinct phases or 

periods has been done by scholars like William Gamson and 

Andre Modigliani (1971), George Quester (1971b), Zbigniew 

Brzezinski (1972), George Kennan (1976) and Kegley and 

Wittkopf (1981). Although the periods are necessarily 

somewhat arbitrary, the diplomatic record seems to 

suggest that such temporal boundaries in the relationship 

between these superpowers are reasonable. A discussion 

of these periods is as follows. 

Cautious Friendship. 1945-1946 

The period between 1945 and 1946 marked a brief but 

confusing period in the relations between the United 

States and the Soviet Union, one that also reflected the 

uncertainty about the other's intentions. Right after 

the end of the Second World War, it was obvious that both 

nations would develop a watchful, cautious relationship 

because of the mutual antagonism and suspicions that had 

characterized their previous relationship. This period 

raised some hope that both superpowers would cooperate to 

safeguard "world peace." Symptomatic of that hope was 

the general optimism felt by American officials about 
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future relations with the Soviet Union, President Harry 

S, Truman, for example, expressed his faith in the 

continuation of wartime Allied collaboration following 

the convergence of British, American, and Russian armies 

within defeated Germany. In a statement he made on April 

19, 1945, he viewed the coming together of Western and 

Soviet forces as representing a collaborative effort that 

had surmounted the "obstacles of distance and of language 

and of communications," and suggested that the three 

wartime allies could "live together" and "work together 

in the common labor of the organization of the world for 

peace" (Truman,1955-56, p. 65). A month after this 

statement, Truman again expressed the belief that 

confidence "in the good faith and reliability" of the 

Allies could be reestablished "through frank discussions 

and the opportunity to know and estimate each other" 

(Truman, 1955-56, p. 261). Truman was obviously 

continuing on the path that had been laid down by the 

Roosevelt administration as expressed by Harry Hopkins's 

description of the Soviet Union while he was his 

presidential adviser: "The Russians had proved that they 

could be reasonable and farseeing and there wasn't any 

doubt in the minds of the President or any of us that we 

could live with them and get along with them peacefully 

for as far into the future as any of us could imagine" 
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(Quoted in Ekirch, 1966). In the same capacity with the 

Truman administration, following his talks with Premier 

Joseph Stalin on May 27, 1945, Hopkins stated that "the 

Russians are just as anxious to get along with us as we 

are to get along with them" (Quoted in Brandon, 1966, p. 

85). This spirit was evident as well at the Yalta 

Conference held in February 1945, in which both nations, 

although with specific but different motives, agreed on 

measures to keep alive the wartime mood of cooperation. 

The Soviet Union had maintained a conciliatory attitude, 

agreeing to support the West in the final military 

offensive against Japan, with the hope of sustaining a 

reasonably flexible and unsuspicious Western attitude 

toward the presence of Soviet military forces in Eastern 

Europe. On the other hand, the United States believed 

that an air of cordiality would dispose Stalin to make 

Soviet forces available for the war against Japan. This 

spirit continued at the San Francisco conference in the 

spring of 1945, which focused on the establishment of the 

United Nations, and again at the Potsdam Conference in 

mid-July 1945 between Winston Churchill of Great Britain, 

Truman, and Stalin, leading to agreements on the final 

actions required by the wartime allies to terminate the 

war. 
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But doubts crept into this hope, however, in a 

matter of weeks. In the same month that brought the 

surrender of Japan and the end of World War II, there 

emerged a clear sign of change in President Truman's 

expressed attitude toward the Soviet Union. Following 

discussions with Premier Stalin concerning the postwar 

administration of Berlin, Truman indicated that he had 

come to realize that Stalin was not earnest in his quest 

for peace. While there was still hope for cooperation, 

the prospect seemed more remote, since Truman had come to 

realize that "Force is the only thing the Russians 

understand" and that "if the Russians do not wish to join 

us they can go to hell" (1955-56, pp. 411-412). Public 

optimism, along with official hopes for American-Soviet 

postwar cooperation, was replaced, with disquieting 

speed, by a feeling of deep concern. As documented, at 

several times during the immediate post war years, 

Americans were asked "Do you trust the USSR to cooperate 

with the United States in the postwar world?" 

Immediately after the defeat of Japan, fifty-four percent 

answered "yes." Two months later forty-four percent 

answered "yes," and by February 1946, only forty-five 

percent responded in the affirmative (Gaddis, 1972, p. 

289). 
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Rexford Tugwell (1971, p. 107) has argued that it 

appears in retrospect that Truman jettisoned Roosevelt's 

policies aimed at maintaining postwar harmony with the 

Soviet Union. In fairness to Truman, the relationship 

that developed between the two superpowers after the 

Second World War was less out of the President's 

intentions and more of the events that occurred after the 

Yalta agreement or what came to be regarded as the Soviet 

betrayal of this agreement. This became not only the 

first but the most persistent basis for postwar 

antagonism between the United States and the Soviet 

Union. The source of deep contention between both 

countries in subsequent years was the Yalta "Declaration 

on Liberated Europe." This declaration stated that the 

Soviet Union, the United States, and Great Britain would 

assure the liberated people of Europe representative and 

democratic governments, responsive to the will of the 

people. All three participating powers at Yalta agreed 

to free elections in Eastern Europe. During late 1945 and 

early 1946, after the surrender of Japan in August 1945, 

it became clear to the United States that the phrases of 

the Yalta Agreement having to do with free elections and 

democratic government in Eastern Europe were interpreted 

differently by the Soviets and the Americans. To Stalin, 

democratic government meant communist government, since 
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under no other political system was true democracy 

possible. Elections were free only if they excluded 

political parties that were opposed to the Communist 

Party, the party of the people. By the end of 1946, 

Soviet controls became firmly established in almost all 

of Eastern Europe. 

The United States, however, viewed the extension of 

Soviet control into Eastern Europe as a clear aggressive 

act in direct violation of the Yalta Agreement. It 

became clear that the illusions that surrounded Yalta 

were being shattered as a result of Soviet action in 

Eastern Europe, suggesting further Soviet aggression 

westward, possibly into Germany, or even beyond. The 

Western sense of threat became mixed with a certain 

feeling of resentment toward the Soviet Union. Because 

of Soviet actions in contradiction to Western 

expectations after Yalta, this became the initial event 

to give rise to a serious fissure in the mood of the 

postwar cooperation, leading many Western statesmen to 

endow it with a causal significance in the development of 

the Cold War. 

Soviet actions in response to Yalta would have 

appeared threatening to the United States under any 

circumstances, but in conjunction with Soviet action in 

the Middle East in 1946 the level of threat seemed 
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significantly raised. In addition to attempting to create 

a belt of communist states along its western border the 

Soviet Union, during the same 1945-1946 period, appeared 

to be looking southward with the intention of extending 

Soviet control into Iran, Turkey, and Greece, The 

Russian Tsars had been interested in gaining assured 

access to the Mediterranean Sea, and now it appeared that 

Stalin was attempting to reactivate the expansionist 

aspirations of the past. 

Soviet troops had been stationed in Iran during the 

war and remained there past the date (March 2, 1946) when 

they had agreed to leave. To the Iranian government, and 

to Western leaders, this action appeared to be part of a 

Soviet effort to extend its influence into northern Iran 

through the Iranian Communist (Tudeh) Party, Objections 

were voiced by the Iranian, British, and American 

governments. Firm Western diplomatic opposition to the 

continued Soviet presence, backed by suggestions that 

force would be used by the West to defend Iran, seemed to 

help the Soviet Union to make the decision to withdraw 

its forces from Iran, According to John Campbell (1960, 

p. 33), Truman indicated that at that time, he had sent 

Stalin an ultimatum, informing him that the United States 

would send troops into Iran if the Soviet Union did not 
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leave and that he had ordered preparations for the 

movement of American land, sea, and air forces. 

Westward to Turkey, in June of 1945, Soviet pressure 

began to be applied for increased administrative 

responsibility over the Dardanelles Straits. When the 

Soviet government urged Turkey to substitute ties with 

the Soviet Union for its traditional ties with Britain, 

objections were voiced by Britain and the United States. 

In support of these objections, the United States 

deployed its Sixth Naval Fleet to the Mediterranean. 

Still further West to Greece, opposition to the 

right-wing Greek government, elected in March 1946, had 

begun in the fall of that year in the form of communist-

supported guerrilla warfare. With limited assistance 

from neighboring communist states of Albania, Bulgaria, 

and Yugoslavia, the Greek Communist Party organized the 

"Greek Democratic Army" and engaged in sporadic attacks 

against government forces mainly in northern Greece. 

Communist activity in Greece was an outgrowth of 

Communist Party resistance to German occupation forces 

during World War II. When German forces withdrew 

following Germany's defeat, there was a resurgence of 

communist activity that was effectively resisted by the 

Greek government only through the support provided by 

Great Britain. By the winter of 1946, communist 
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antigovernment guerrilla actions had expanded into a 

full-scale civil war. 

As the British became less able to continue postwar 

aid to Greece, the Greek government became increasingly 

less able to mount effective resistance to communist 

forces. Aid to resist communism, if it was to 

materialize, would have to come from the United States, 

as the British government expressed its inability to 

provide further assistance to the Greek government. 

There became deep concern over a communist take-over in 

Greece within the Truman administration. To American 

officials at this time, a communist take-over in Greece 

automatically implied an expansion of Soviet influence. 

The United States publicly acted on March 12, 1947, with 

the announcement of what became known as the Truman 

Doctrine, 

It is obvious that this series of events during this 

period led to increasing pessimism about the prospect for 

avoiding confrontation, leading to a rapid deterioration 

in the relationship between the two superpowers. 

Mutual Antagonism and Belligerence 
1946-1952 

This period in Soviet-American relations is best 

characterized as one of mutual antagonism and 
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belligerence. Some observers have argued that all 

pretense of collaboration ceased. It was an era in which 

the so-called Cold War erupted and was in constant danger 

of been blown into a "hot" one. 

Partially responsible for this was how each side 

interpreted the actions of the other around the world. 

Consider, for example, the interpretation of intentions 

ascribed to the Soviet Union by American policy makers. 

In February 1946, Stalin gave a speech in which he "spoke 

of the inevitability of conflict with the capitalist 

powers. He urged the Soviet people not to be deluded 

that the end of the war meant that the nation could 

relax. Rather, intensified efforts were needed to defend 

the homeland" (Cited in Lovell, 1970, p. 154). Shortly 

thereafter, Kennan, then the number two civilian diplomat 

in the American embassy in Moscow, sent to Washington his 

famous "long telegram" assessing the motivations of the 

Soviet leadership. The conclusions of Kennan*s 

assessment were ominous: 

In summary, we have here a political force 
committed fanatically to the belief that with 
(the) U.S. there can be no permanent modus 
Vivendi, that it is desirable and necessary 
that the internal harmony of our society 
be disrupted, our traditional way of life be 
destroyed, the international authority of 
our state be broken, if Soviet power is to 
be secured. (cited in Kegley and Wittkopf, 
1981, p. 49) 
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This assessment was widely circulated in Washington 

and presumably had an important bearing on the 

crystallization of thinking about Soviet postwar 

intentions. When he later became head of the State 

Department's policy-planning staff, Kennan's ideas 

received even wider circulation through the publication 

of his famous article in the influential journal Foreign 

Affairs (July, 1947, pp, 566-582), which he signed "X" 

instead of identifying himself as its author. In it, he 

argued that Soviet leaders would forever feel insecure 

about their political ability to maintain power against 

forces both within Soviet society itself and in the 

outside world. He viewed this insecurity as leading to 

an activist, perhaps hostile Soviet foreign policy. Yet, 

he added, it was in the power of the United States to 

increase the strains under which the Soviet leadership 

would have to operate, perhaps leading therefore to a 

gradual mellowing or eventual breakup of Soviet power. 

Hence, Kennan made what eventually became an often 

repeated and accepted view: 

In these circumstances it is clear that the 
main element of any United States policy toward 
the Soviet Union must be that of a long term, 
patient but firm and vigilant containment of 
Russian expansive tendencies. (1947, p. 571) 

It was not long before this intellectual assessment 

received such wide publicity that Truman made it the 
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cornerstone of American postwar policy toward the Soviet 

Union, Provoked in part by territorial claims made over 

Turkish territory and civil war within Greece which the 

President and others believed to be communist inspired, 

Truman stated: "I believe that it must be the policy of 

the United States to support free peoples who are 

resisting attempted subjugation by armed minorities or by 

outside pressures," This declaration, eventually known 

as the Truman Doctrine, was based on a view of 

international politics as a contest for world domination, 

with the Soviet Union as an imperial power bent on world 

conquest, A crystallized view that took on the 

characteristics of a "grand crusade" emerged. 

Whenever and wherever an anti-communist government 
was threatened, by indigenous insurgents, foreign 
invasion, or even diplomatic pressure, the United 
States would supply political, economic, and most 
of all military aid. The Truman Doctrine came close 
to shutting the door against any revolution, since 
the terms "free peoples" and "anti-communism" were 
assumed to be synonymous. All . . . any 
dictatorship had to do to get American aid was to 
claim that its opponents were communists. (Ambrose, 
1980, p. 132) 

The crusade laid out by the Truman Doctrine began 

what most scholars and observers term the Cold War with 

the Soviet Union. It became an American obsession, 

demanding the commitment of many of the nation's 

resources, with the other side committing about the same, 

if not more of its national resources to counter American 
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moves. Thus, containment became the single foreign 

policy of the United States toward the Soviet Union, and 

colored everything else, including domestic politics, 

just as it colored the totality of international 

politics. 

Whether the policy of containment was wise, 

necessary, or even justified at the time of its 

promulgation remains a matter of serious controversy 

among many scholars today. Kennan, for one, was 

surprised and eventually alarmed at the way his famous 

statement was misinterpreted, abused, and ultimately 

distorted out of context. He has noted that, upon 

publication of his "X" article, containment soon became 

an "indestructible myth," a doctrine "which was then 

identified with the foreign policy of the Truman 

administration." But he also noted the anguish he 

experienced with the way his assessment was interpreted. 

He wrote: 

I . . . naturally went to great lengths to disclaim 
the view, imputed to me by implication . . . that 
containment was a matter of stationing military 
forces around the Soviet borders and preventing 
any outbreak of Soviet military aggressiveness. 
I protested . , , against the implication that the 
Russians were aspiring to invade other areas 
and that the task of American policy was to 
prevent them from doing so. 'The Russians don't 
want,' I insisted, to invade anyone. It is 
not in their tradition. They tried it once 
in Finland and got their fingers burned. They 
don't want war of any kind. Above all, they 
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don't want the open responsibility that official 
invasion brings with it. (Kennan, 1967, p. 361) 

Ten years after his "containment" metaphor had 

become American policy, Kennan reiterated that "the image 

of a Stalinist Russia poised and yearning to attack the 

West, and deterred only by our possession of atomic 

weapons, was largely a creation of the Western 

imagination." Despite his disclaimer of the "containment 

myth" as he referred to it in his memoirs, it became and 

remained, one of the guiding premises on which American 

action abroad was based for many years. 

The emergence of this worldview and the attendant 

policy prescriptions associated with it helped to 

heighten the American tendency to view instability 

anywhere as Soviet conspiracy. Nearly all crises in the 

world were put in this model. The results were in part 

self-fulfilling, as a seemingly unending series of 

situations were defined as Cold War incidents, including 

the Soviet refusal to withdraw troops from Iran, the 

communist coup d'etat in Czechoslovakia, the Berlin 

blockade, the formation of NATO in 1949 and the Warsaw 

Pact in 1955, and, most importantly, the acquisition of 

power by the Communist Chinese on the mainland and the 

Korean War and Taiwan Straits crises which followed. The 

Soviets interpreted these same developments through a 
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similar set of perceptual lenses, seeing American actions 

as a series of attempts to encircle the Soviet Union and 

eventually to attack. 

Of all these Cold War incidents, Korea became the 

first major threat of an all-out war between the East and 

West. The Truman administration used the Korean 

confrontation to meet the Communist challenge to 

America's containment policy. It determined that South 

Korea's defense was vital to the defense of the interests 

of the United States in Asia, and at the same time 

important to the maintenance of American credibility and 

defense commitments elsewhere in the world, particularly 

to the maintenance of the NATO alliance. 

That the confrontation ended in an armistice (for a 

full detail of the Korean Armistice, see Israel, 1967, 

pp. 2657-2688), and that a limited war prevailed over an 

all-out war, confirmed that the East-West relations have 

always lacked two important ingredients: outright war 

and truly cooperative peace. The truce that has 

prevailed ever since has not brought an end to the 

confrontation; it merely means a halt in the use of 

physical violence. Officially, a state of war has 

continued, and the truce line between North and South 

Korea has remained the most militarized border anywhere 



116 

in the world. Indeed, it has remained a potential flash 

point in the Cold War. 

However, it is equally important to note here that 

even in the heat of confrontation between these two 

superpowers, there were also moments of cooperation. 

During this period, a few concessions, such as the 

lifting of the Berlin blockade, were interspersed with 

the hostile actions. But these can best be characterized 

as more of "cooling" actions for the purpose of 

bargaining rather than true efforts at conciliation. 

Both the United States and the Soviet Union played 

the game of power politics with a vengeance, and both 

pursued the same goal: curtailing the influence of the 

other and stopping the adversary's presumed effort to 

conquer the world. The token acts of cooperation were 

little more than the kinds of communications between 

adversaries necessary to continue the contest. 

Basically, however, each side saw the world in terms of 

pure conflict: what one side won, the other necessarily 

lost. Compromise under such "zero-sum" conditions was 

impossible. Since each contestant projected a negative 

image onto its adversary, while maintaining a virtuous 

self-image, conflict was endemic. The strong kernel of 

truth in each other's perceptions of hostility reinforced 

and sustained the spiral of distrust and suspicion. 
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The period characterized here as mutual antagonism 

and belligerence was not only punctuated by the 

expectation of general war between both nations; it was 

also a period during which the United States enjoyed a 

clear military superiority over the Soviet Union, because 

it had the atomic bomb and the means to deliver it. But 

the American atomic monopoly was gone in 1949, when the 

Soviet acquired the capability as well. It is not 

surprising, therefore, that for the next three decades or 

so, the evolving strategic postures of the two nations 

permeated the entire range of their relations, and it 

ultimately altered their political postures toward each 

other. 

Rhetorical Hostility. Behavioral 
Accommodation. 1953-1962 

The beginning of the convergence of Soviet and 

American military capabilities led to a third period in 

their relations, characterized here as one of rhetorical 

hostility and behavioral accommodation, roughly between 

1953 and 1962. Both nations, particularly the United 

States, talked as if "war" was imminent. Their actions, 

however, point to the other direction. Truman's 

retirement from political life took place in January 

1953, and Stalin's death came six weeks later. The exit 

of the two chief combatants in the Cold War made it 
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possible for the new leaders. President Dwight D. 

Eisenhower and Soviet Premier Nikita S. Khrushchev, to 

try a different tack, for they were not locked into the 

old positions to the same degree their predecessors had 

been. 

From the beginning of his presidency, Eisenhower and 

his Secretary of State, Dulles, promised a "roll-back" of 

the iron curtain and the "liberation" of Eastern Europe. 

They criticized the allegedly "soft" and "restrained" 

containment doctrine of Truman, and they claimed to 

reject containment in favor of an ambitious "winning" 

strategy called "massive retaliation" that would end the 

confrontation with godless communism once and for all. 

But communism was not rolled back in Eastern Europe, and 

containment was not replaced by a bolder policy strategy. 

Khrushchev, who had emerged as one of the Soviet 

Union's leading figures by September 1953, with the 

cooperation of his colleagues in the Kremlin, began to 

move away from the Stalinist pattern of conduct at home 

and abroad. He was determined to avoid a military 

showdown with the West, declaring, by dusting off an old 

Leninist phrase, that peaceful coexistence with the West 

was possible. With this he rejected the thesis of the 

inevitability of war between the socialist and capitalist 

camps. 
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At Geneva in 1955, the great powers convened to deal 

with the central problems of the day. The more relaxed 

climate, the "Spirit of Geneva," made possible the 

disengagement of the occupying powers from Austria. It 

proved to be the first and only settlement of any 

significance by the belligerents of the Cold War. In May 

1955, Austria, under four-power occupation since the end 

of the Second World War, gained independence as a neutral 

state. Austria became a nonaligned buffer in the heart 

of Europe, separating the armies of the two superpowers. 

The Iron Curtain shifted eastward, to the borders of 

Czechoslovakia and Hungary, which also brought about the 

disengagement of Western and Soviet troops along a line 

of about 200 miles. In return, Austria pledged its 

neutrality in the Cold War, a condition that suited the 

Austrian temperament perfectly. Austria quickly became a 

meeting ground between East and West. 

The partial rapprochement between the United States 

and the Soviet Union made possible Khrushchev's visit to 

the United States in 1959. His itinerary took him to New 

York city, a farm in Iowa, Los Angeles, and the 

presidential retreat of Camp David, where he and 

Eisenhower conferred in private. The "Spirit of Camp 

David" produced recommendations for disarmament and a 

decision for the two leaders to meet again at a summit 
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meeting in Paris in May 1960, to be followed by 

Eisenhower's visit to the Soviet Union. 

The Austrian settlement and talks between both 

leaders did not mean that the Cold War was over. Nor did 

it mean that a process of disengagement had begun. The 

relaxing of tensions between the superpowers was always 

tempered by a heavy residue of mistrust and a continued 

reliance on military might. While the Soviets spoke of 

peaceful coexistence, the ideological struggle and the 

preservation of the empire continued. The relaxation of 

tension did not mean, therefore, the abandonment of 

influence and power. The Soviets were unwilling to 

abandon an inch of territory within what they considered 

their sphere of influence vital to their security. When 

they were challenged in Eastern Europe they did not 

hesitate to act. They quickly suppressed rebellions in 

East Germany in 1953 and in Hungary in 1956, and despite 

the rhetoric from the United States, American foreign 

policy toward the Soviet Union had to settle for 

containment. 

In May 1960, relations between the two superpowers 

took a sudden turn for the worse when an American spy 

plane, a U-2, was shot down deep inside the Soviet Union, 

This event wrecked the summit between Khrushchev and 
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Eisenhower later that month, and it canceled the latter's 

visit to the Soviet Union as planned. 

The Cold War reached its most dangerous stage in a 

most unlikely place. It was over Cuba in 1962 that the 

first and only direct nuclear confrontation between both 

superpowers took place. The showdown came in the wake of 

the Cuban revolution of the late 1950s, a revolution by 

which Fidel Castro took Cuba out of the United States' 

orbit and gave it a new political and economic direction, 

making Cuba another arena for the superpowers. With the 

discovery that the Soviet Union was in the process of 

deploying a number of their offensive nuclear missiles in 

Cuba, John F. Kennedy, who was now President of the 

United States, responded as rapidly as possible and in a 

manner that would force the removal of all Soviet 

missiles from Cuba. He decided to establish a naval 

blockade of Soviet weapons shipments to Cuba. For the 

first time since the acquisition of nuclear power by both 

nations, their strategic forces were placed on full alert 

status. The blockade went into operation on October 24, 

1962. Two days later, Khrushchev sent a message to the 

United States expressing his concern over the danger of 

nuclear war and suggesting the possibility of a 

withdrawal of Soviet missiles from Cuba in exchange for a 

guarantee by the United States that there would be no 
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American invasion of Cuba, A second message sent from 

Khrushchev the following day proposed the withdrawal of 

all Soviet missiles from Cuba in exchange for an American 

withdrawal of its missiles from NATO bases in Turkey. 

Kennedy indicated interest in the first proposal and on 

October 28, 1962, the Soviets began to dismantle and 

remove the missiles it had deployed to Cuba. 

The Cuban missile crisis had a profound, sobering 

effect on the nuclear powers. Both the United States and 

the Soviet Union realized that the constant state of 

confrontation had been in part responsible for the 

nuclear showdown. The time was ripe for a constructive 

dialogue. In fact, relations between both nations 

improved shortly thereafter. The most notable, immediate 

achievement was the partial Nuclear Test Ban Treaty of 

1963, which forbade nuclear testing in the atmosphere. 

It set the stage for further East-West discussions and 

the beginning of the detente of the 1960s. 

Competitive Cooperation. 1963-1968 

A fourth discernible phase in Soviet-American 

relations can be said, rather arbitrarily, to run from 

1963 to 1968. To be sure, the so-called Cold War, 

ideological estrangement, and the assumptions that 

supported them, including the notion that the conflict 
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between East and West was irreconcilable, endured, and 

the period began on the heels of the confrontation over 

missiles in Cuba and included the Vietnam conflict. 

Also, the ever-present, if restrained, hostility 

coincided with the eruption of an unrestrained arms race. 

But amidst these recurrences of the so-called Cold 

War politics were developments which may be interpreted 

as the origins of detente. All appear to have been tied 

to the convergence of American and Soviet military 

capabilities and the increasing dangers of modern 

warfare. Some of the major issues were resolved, for 

example, with tacit acceptance by the United States of a 

divided Germany and of Soviet hegemony in Eastern Europe. 

The precedent for communication established at Geneva and 

later at the 1959 Camp David meeting was followed by the 

installation of the "hot line" in 1963 linking the White 

House and the Kremlin with a direct communication line; 

the Glassboro summit meeting in 1967; and negotiated 

agreements, such as the Antarctic Treaty of 1959, the 

Partial Test Ban Treaty of 1963, the Outer Space Treaty 

of 1967, and the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty of 

1968. 

At the American University commencement exercises in 

1963, President Kennedy spoke about the necessity of 

reducing tensions: 
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Among the many traits the people of (the 
United States and the Soviet Union) have 
in common, none is stronger than our mutual 
abhorrence of war. Almost unique among the 
major world powers, we have never been at 
war with each other. And no nation in the 
history of battle ever suffered more than 
the Soviet Union suffered in the course of 
the Second World War. At least twenty million 
lost their lives.... 

Today, should total war ever break out 
again no matter how--our two countries would 
become the primary targets. It is an ironical 
but accurate fact that the two strongest powers 
are the two in most danger of devastation.... 
We are both caught up in a vicious and dangerous 
cycle in which suspicion on one side breeds 
suspicion on the other and new weapons beget 
counterweapons. 

In short, both the United States and its 
allies, and the Soviet Union and its allies, 
have a mutually deep interest in a just and 
genuine peace and in halting the arms race.... 

So let us not be blind to our differences, 
but let us also direct attention to our common 
interests and to the means by which those 
differences can be resolved. And if we cannot 
end now our differences, at least we can 
help make the world safe for diversity. 
(New York Times, June 11, 1963) 

Kennedy did not inaugurate a fundamental change in 

Soviet-American relations, but in tone and attitude he 

clearly signaled a shift in how the United States hoped 

to deal with a potentially hostile adversary. The Soviet 

Union by this time had also begun to change its political 

rhetoric. In particular, it emphasized the necessity for 

"peaceful coexistence" of capitalism and socialism, a 

view far different from the revolutionary thrust of 

traditional Marxist-Leninist principles. Surely, those 
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token moves were a far cry from sustained cooperation 

between the ideological antagonists, but they did signal 

a departure from the posture of confrontation that had 

previously typified Soviet-American relations. 

Cooperative behavior was evident, however intermittent 

and fleeting, amidst a pattern of continued competition 

for advantage and influence in the world. 

But this cooperative behavior took a spiral dive 

during the Vietnam war, when the United States became 

engaged in the conflict. America's involvement in this 

war was a logical extension of the principles embodied in 

the Truman Doctrine, the policy of containment, the 

obsessive preoccupation with the threat of communism, and 

the persistent faith in military power as a means for 

resolving America's perceived threats. All of these 

"principles" of the Cold War were brought together in the 

so-called domino theory that was used to justify 

America's long involvement in the Vietnam war. The 

contention was that America must fight in Vietnam because 

if South Vietnam fell to communism. Southeast Asia would 

also fall, and that communism in Southeast Asia would 

lead to communism in all of Asia. India and then the 

Middle East would become victims of a communist take

over, leaving Europe vulnerable to expanding communism. 

The United States would then be left standing alone, the 
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bastion of democracy surrounded by a communist world. As 

a result, the United States, in support of American 

national security and world security in general, had no 

other choice but to accept the burden of containing 

communism in Asia. 

Under Khrushchev, the Soviets had hoped to outdo 

China in lending support to the communist forces in 

Vietnam, thereby counting on attracting North Vietnam 

into a closer relationship with Moscow. As a result, 

both the United States and the Soviet Union had as their 

fundamental aim in Southeast Asia the restraint of 

Chinese influence in the area, although in addition to 

this, was the United States' aim of building up an anti-

Communist government in Vietnam. Even with the heavy 

American involvement in Vietnam, the Soviet Union did not 

let the war seriously obstruct the underlying strategy 

and tactics for maintaining relations with the West, 

which had been fixed since 1952. Nor the United States, 

for that matter. Even as the war raged on. President 

Johnson and Premier Kosygin agreed to hold talks in 

Glassboro, New Jersey, in June of 1968. 

The invasion of Czechoslovakia by the Warsaw Pact's 

forces led by the Soviet Union in 1968, also led to a 

spiral dive in superpower relations. This event reversed 

the rapid move toward greater independence as a result of 
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reforms and strong nationalism in Czechoslovakia. Moscow 

invoked the Brezhnev Doctrine, that once a nation had 

become socialist, it was not again to be surrendered to 

counter-revolution. The invasion restored the Communist 

Party's monopoly of power and ensured the survival of 

Communism in Czechoslovakia, reminding the East European 

nations of the limits of Soviet tolerance. Although this 

event was vehemently protested by the West, an air of 

caution was maintained. While these events during this 

phase did not lead both nations to "peace," they did not 

certainly lead them to "war." 

Detente. 1969-1978 

With the presidency of Richard M. Nixon and Henry A. 

Kissinger as his national security adviser, Soviet-

American relations continued on a process now well under 

way, but taking a dramatic turn. The new 

administration's approach to Soviet-American relations 

was officially labeled detente in 1969. The Soviets also 

adopted the term to describe their policies toward the 

United States. 

As a "peace" strategy and diplomatic doctrine, 

detente was designed to create "a vested interest in 

cooperation and restraint" (Kissinger, 1973), "an 

environment in which competitors can regulate and 
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restrain their differences and ultimately move from 

competition to cooperation" (Kissinger, 1974). From the 

American point of view, the policy of relaxing tensions 

with the Soviet Union and of moving toward permanent 

accommodation and cooperation was based on a "linkage" 

theory: the development of economic, political, and 

strategic ties between the two superpowers, equally 

rewarding to both, binding the two in common fate, and 

thereby lessening the incentives for conflict and war. 

Soviet global aspirations, it was hoped, would be 

mollified. This view reflected the contention by the 

Nixon administration that Soviet peace and prosperity 

would depend on the continuation of peaceful links with 

the United States. The linkage theory rested on the 

premise that the Soviet Union was no longer militarily 

inferior to the United States. 

As part of the road to a better understanding 

between the two superpowers, the period of detente might, 

on one hand, be viewed as a step-level jump in their 

relations. On the other hand, because it marked a 

continuation of efforts by the two nations to reduce 

tensions, diminish distrust, and increase accommodation, 

detente might be viewed as simply the continuation of a 

process that was already well under way. As Kissinger 

himself noted: 
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America's aspiration for the kind of political 
environment we now call detente is not new. The 
effort to achieve a more constructive relationship 
with the Soviet Union . . . expresses the continuing 
desire . . . for an easing of international 
tensions . . . What is new in the current period of 
relaxation of tensions is its duration, the scope of 
the relationship which has evolved and the 
continuation and intensity of consultation which it 
has produced. (Kissinger, 1977, pp. 147-148) 

This phase in Soviet-American relations represented 

an important shift of a critical global relationship. In 

diplomatic jargon, relations between the two superpowers 

were said to have become "normalized." For the first 

time in several decades the expectation of "war" between 

the two receded. Cooperative interaction became more 

commonplace than hostile relations. Visits, cultural 

exchanges, trade agreements, and cooperative 

technological ventures replaced threats, warnings, and 

confrontations as principal modes of interaction. This 

change may be attributable partly to the strategic 

necessity of avoiding actions that could lead to mutually 

assured destruction and perhaps partly because of the 

awareness of the mutual advantages that could be derived 

from collaboration. Presumably good will could cement 

together a period of "peace." 

The change that took place during this period can 

also be attributable to the growing sensitivity to and 

empathy for the security needs of the other, by tacit 
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revival of the sphere-of-influence concept and the 

advantages it confers on the management of conflicts, and 

by shared concern for the aspirations of a potentially 

powerful China. The escalating costs of a continued arms 

race may also have contributed to the development of a 

relaxation of tensions. But while "war" was avoided, it 

did not lead to "peace." 

"Contestation." 1979-1980 

Despite these precedents and the careful nurturing 

of detente for nearly a decade, it was not perpetuated. 

Although the East-West rivalry may have waned between 

1969 and 1978, competition between the superpowers for 

advantage and security, usually at the other's expense, 

was never wholly absent. Indeed, the historical ups and 

downs in the overall pattern of Soviet-American relations 

have been its most prominent and persistent 

characteristic. This was made evident as events unfolded 

in 1978, when a decided decline from the harmony of 

detente became distinct. The words and deeds each nation 

directed toward the other became more bitter and hostile. 

Secretary of State Cyrus Vance's effort to deny, in 1977, 

that U.S.-Soviet relations had reached their lowest point 

in years was symptomatic of the shift, betraying the 
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deterioration in the relationship that appeared to be 

under way. 

As the relations between both nations in 1978 took a 

sudden turn toward confrontation, some observers began to 

ask if the superpowers were moving into a postdetente 

phase perhaps best characterized as "Cold War II." Those 

seeing this development as the most probable noted that 

confrontation rather than accommodation had once again 

become the dominant mode of interaction between the two 

powers. Strains in the relationship undoubtedly 

prevailed. Recidivist outbreaks of threat and accusation 

occurred, while distrust persisted. 

Other observers characterized the hardening of 

relations as merely a reaffirmation of their belief that 

the so-called Cold War had never disappeared, even during 

the period of normalized relations that was called 

detente. The struggle had continued during this phase, 

albeit on a new basis and in a new style; the differences 

that invariably divided great powers did not disappear. 

From this perspective,the terminology of detente tended 

to mask the enduring, fundamental rivalry between 

superpowers. Hence, Allen Goodman (1975) has argued that 

detente has always been part of the so-called Cold War 

and not an alternative to it. 
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Supporting this contention is Leslie Gelb (1976) who 

presented this view from the American perspective. His 

argument is that the Nixon-Kissinger strategy sought "to 

evolve detente into a new form of containment of the 

Soviet Union—or, better still, self-containment on the 

part of the Russians." According to Kissinger's 

conception, detente represented an attempt to devise "new 

means to the old ends of containment." 

According to this point of view, when the United 

States was in a position of supremacy, containment and 

the "Cold War" politics could be practiced by coercion 

and confrontation. But from a position of parity, 

confrontation is too risky and containment only 

achievable through seduction and collaborative linkages 

which would tie the Soviets in a web of cooperative 

arrangements, thereby prohibiting expansionism on their 

part. 

From the Soviet point of view, this thesis suggests 

the possibility that the Soviets might have seen in 

trade, technological, and diplomatic exchanges a way of 

moderating the threat of the United States, thereby 

enabling them to concentrate attention on pressing 

domestic matters. It may also have been viewed as a 

means of minimizing the threat to the Soviet Union that 
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impending rapproachment between the United States and 

China could pose. 

At the center of the dialogue that detente entailed 

was the issue of arms control. The changing strategic 

balance between the superpowers was reflected in the 

importance each attached to the Strategic Arms Limitation 

Talk (SALT), which became the centerpiece of detente and 

the test of its viability. Initiated in 1969, the SALT 

negotiations attempted to restrain the threatening, 

extremely expensive, and spiraling arms race. SALT 

agreements were concluded in 1972 and 1979. With their 

signing, each of the superpowers appeared to have gained 

a principal objective it had sought through the process 

of detente. While the Soviet Union gained recognition of 

its status as a coequal of the United States, the United 

States appeared to have gained a commitment of moderation 

on the part of the Soviet Union to achieve pre-eminent 

power in the world. 

The difficulties encountered in reaching the SALT II 

agreement (it is yet to be ratified by the United State 

Senate) indicated, however, that substantial differences 

still separated the two powers. By the end of the 1970s 

detente had lost nearly all of the momentum and much of 

the expectation associated with it only a few years 

earlier. The focus in the United States Senate during 
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the SALT II ratification hearings on continued high 

levels of Soviet military spending, on Soviet 

"adventurism" in Africa and elsewhere, and on the 

presence of Soviet military forces in Cuba, hinted at the 

persistence of deep-rooted American distrust of the 

Soviet Union. On the other hand, the threat that the 

Senate might unravel an agreement negotiated so as to 

satisfy the interests and objectives of both nations, not 

just one of them, especially after the Soviet 

intervention in Afghanistan, was a matter of concern to 

the Soviet Union. Added to this was the propensity of 

the Carter administration to champion the cause of human 

rights worldwide--including the Soviet Union, which 

Soviet leaders viewed as a violation of the principle of 

noninterference in domestic affairs--gave the Soviet 

Union cause to question American intentions. 

In short, the ideological differences between the 

United States and the Soviet Union, the military threat 

that each poses to the other, and the divergence of their 

interests and objectives throughout the world kept the 

conflict between East and West very much alive. The 

ability of the two superpowers to bring strategic arms 

under control, which was the central issue during the 

previous phase, seemed to have become hostage to the 

character of their overall diplomatic relationship. 
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Zbigniew Brzezinski, President Jimmy Carter's 

national security adviser, described the relationship 

between the two nations until the intervention in 

Afghanistan in late 1979 by the Soviet Union as one of 

contestation. What makes the term seem appropriate is 

that it emphasizes the enduring contest that remain 

fundamental to Soviet-American relations. Contestation 

thus describes the superpowers' dual compulsion to oppose 

each other throughout the world, but to cooperate out of 

necessity because of their common need to avoid nuclear 

devastation. The United States Department of State 

clarified this dual posture in an official policy 

statement released in early 19 7 9: 

Soviet-American interests are competitive in 
important respects--militarily, politically, 
economically, and ideologically. Though controlled 
in some areas, the arms competition continues.... 
These elements of competition will remain for a 
long time and we must have no illusions about them. 
However, we and the USSR both have a strong interest 
in maintaining peace. 

Thus, Soviet-American relations will continue 
to be characterized by both competition and 
cooperation. The challenge of American foreign 
policy is to respond effectively to the former and 
encourage the latter, seeking to foster attitudes of 
restraint and respect for Western interests among 
the Kremlin leaders. The process is a long-term one 
since it involves the gradual modification of deeply 
ingrained political attitudes . . . (U.S. 
Department of State Bulletin, 1979c, p.2) 

If contestation described the relationship in early 

1979, the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan challenged 
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the appropriateness of the term. Secretary of State 

Vance sounded the warning in early 1980: "Obviously, the 

bilateral relationship has received a severe blow as a 

result of what happened in Afghanistan." Shortly 

thereafter. President Carter enunciated a new "doctrine" 

when he warned in his State of the Union address that 

an attempt by any outside force to gain control 
of the Persian Gulf region will be regarded as 
an assault on the vital interests of the United 
States of America and such an assault will be 
repelled by any means necessary, including 
military force. (cited in Kegley and Wittkopf, 
1981, p. 59) 

There is no doubt that the Soviet Union was clearly 

the intended target of this message, with Afghanistan its 

prelude. In pursuit of this confrontational posture. 

Carter described the perceived Soviet threat in May 1980 

in dramatic terms: Soviet aggression in Afghanistan--

unless checked--confronts all the world with the most 

serious strategic challenge since the Cold War began. By 

this time, the United States had already initiated a 

series of countermoves, including an effort to organize a 

worldwide boycott of the 1980 Moscow Olympics, momentary 

suspension of American grain exports to the Soviet Union, 

and other limitations of the trade ties between the 

superpowers that had been nurtured during detente. 

These developments were subjected to varying 

interpretations. To some, they suggested that detente 
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was dead, perhaps irrevocably. To others, they signaled 

the threat of another world war, or, as suggested by 

former President Nixon in 1980, they signified just 

another incident in the "third world war" claimed to have 

already been under way for decades. Still others 

responded with less alarm. Kenyan in The New York Times 

(February 1, 1980), for example, attributed the Soviet 

invasion to "defensive rather than offensive impulses," 

and chided the Carter administration for mistaking the 

intervention as "a prelude to aggressive military moves 

against various countries and regions farther afield." 

But to all, the events served as a telling reminder 

that distrust between superpowers is ever present, and 

discord can be overt as well as latent. The dangers to 

"peace" posed by the adverse turn in Soviet-American 

relations underscore why, in Carter's words (The New York 

Times, June 7, 1978), "the relationship between the two 

greatest powers (is) one of the most important aspects of 

(the) international context." Its centrality is, indeed 

axiomatic, with no certainty of either "war" or "peace." 

New Dangers, 1981-1982 

The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan undermined any 

remaining hopes for detente to continue between the 

superpowers. As John Spanier (1983, p. 264) has observed, 
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the American disillusionment with detente was widespread 

by the time Ronald Reagan came into office. Reagan's 

long-term hostility toward communism in general, and more 

so, toward the Soviet Union, became evident even during 

his campaign for the presidency, pledging to wage an 

unremitting hardline confrontational crusade against the 

Soviets and their ideology wherever it may be in the 

world. Roy Bennett has argued that "he kept his promise 

to the point of overkill." He describes the Reagan 

administration's attack on the Soviet Union as 

"cacophonous," contending that the President and his aids 

"unleashed a cold war barrage not seen since the most 

acute days following World War II" (1982, p. 50). 

During the first year of the Reagan presidency, 

three different developments in Soviet-American relations 

could be identified. The first dramatized an alleged 

huge Soviet military arms buildup, raising the fear that 

the United States was militarily vulnerable. The second 

unveiled the American plan to deploy new nuclear missiles 

in Europe, sparking a negative response by many European 

citizens, and paradoxically opening the way to talks 

between the superpowers on limitation of European theater 

nuclear weapons. The third began clamorously late in 

December with the Polish government's imposition of 

martial law, the outlawing of Solidarity, and the 
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unilateral imposition of sanctions on the Soviet Union by 

the United States. 

The rhetorical confrontation coming from the United 

States was perhaps unprecedented. The President 

personally took the lead in his very first press 

conference, setting the tone for the ideological drive 

that was to color this period. In coarse, undiplomatic 

language during a press conference on January 29, 1981, 

he denounced Soviet leaders as willing to "commit any 

crime, to lie and cheat," as people who would do anything 

to conquer the world, and vowed to punish them for their 

evil deeds. Echoing this mood, his aides trailed only a 

step behind. Alexander Haig, in a Senate confirmation 

hearing on January 9, 1981, charged that growing Russian 

military prowess could "eventually paralyze Western 

policy altogether" and portentously warned, "There are 

more important things than maintaining peace" (quoted in 

Bennett, 1982, p. 50). Even lesser officials joined in. 

For example, Richard Pipes, a national security adviser, 

was quoted in a rather startling statement warning the 

Soviets that they must consider changing their policies 

or face World War III. Although Reagan eventually lifted 

the grain shipment embargo to the Soviet Union imposed by 

the Carter administration as one of the measures designed 

to punish the Soviets for invading Afghanistan, most 
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analysts agree that this act was forced upon him by the 

farm lobby, which vigorously objected to being the main 

economic group sacrificed to the so-called Cold War. 

Reagan however, rejoined the drumfire campaign in 

May 1981, In a major address at Notre Dame's 

commencement, he stated that the West will not contain 

communism but "transcend it" as a "sad, bizarre chapter 

in human history whose last pages are being written" (The 

New York Times. May 15, 1981). Later that month, the 

Soviets responded by attacking this pronouncement as 

"alarmist and warlike." It was clear however, that from 

the beginning of Reagan'.<? first term in office, the 

Soviets' counterpropaganda stressed the need for 

negotiatiori, rather than match the United States in 

polemics, they uncharacteristically and repeatedly 

underlined the desirability of negotiations and a summit 

between Brezhnev and Reagan. Hoffman (1982, p. 33) sees 

the Soviets' behavior in this period as "relatively 

prudent." In his opinion, the Soviet Union was skillful, 

and evidently concerned to reassure the Islamic world 

after Afghanistan and not tempt the United States to move 

from rhetoric to action. 

Bennett contends that all these led to an assertion 

of a "new containment" of the Soviet Union, which in 

reality, was a defensive response to the hostage crisis 
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in Iran, and to America's frustrating inability to have a 

material effect on the Afghanistan or Polish situations 

(1982, p. 51). This mood continued till the early part 

of 1982, clearly raising new dangers between the two 

superpowers. 

The Dangerous Seesaw, 1982-1985 

With the unexpected, spectacular, and explosive 

upsurge in the spring of 1982, another major period began 

to emerge in Soviet-American relations. In a major 

foreign policy address at Eureka College that April, 

Reagan announced in a comparatively conciliatory tone 

that the United States was ready for negotiations that 

could lead to "significant reductions" in strategic 

missile warheads. He stated: 

At the end of the first phase of the START 
reductions, I expect ballistic missile warheads--
the most serious threat we face--to be reduced 
to equal ceilings at least one-third below 
current levels . . . I would ask that no more than 
one-half be land-based. 

I am confident that together we can achieve 
an agreement of enduring value that reduces the 
number of nuclear weapons, halts the growth in 
strategic forces, and opens the way to even more 
far-reaching steps in the future. (New York Times. 
May 10, 1982) 

Despite this apparent qualified retreat, a high 

degree of doubt greeted Reagan's new approach, for the 

ideological fever re-emerged shortly thereafter during 

his European tour, particularly in London and Bonn 
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Parliament speeches. Although repeating his offer of 

negotiations, he attacked the Soviet Union for almost 

every crime on record. He talked of "a decay of the 

Soviet experiment" and "a revolutionary crises 

in...Marxism-Leninism." He charged the Soviets with 

repression at home, enslavement and aggression abroad, 

the use of chemical warfare, and the sponsorship and 

training of international terrorists. 

In the last half of 1983, like the intermittent 

rumbling of a volcano that regularly threatened to erupt, 

this perennial battle of words and gestures, thrust and 

parry between the two superpowers began an ominous 

escalation. In July, Soviet aircraft shot down a Korean 

Airlines passenger jet that had strayed into their 

airspace, thereby killing some 269 people, including some 

Americans, Reagan and his ambassador to the United 

Nations, using confrontational language, denounced the 

act as calculated, cold-blooded murder, and proof of the 

essential barbarism of the Soviet system. From the 

Russians, there came the initial denials, then a charge 

that the airliner had actually been on a spying mission, 

and finally a statement that Soviet military pilots had 

mistaken KAL007 for an American military reconnaissance 

plane. But the final admission was unapologetic, and 
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strongly implied that any plane crossing Soviet 

boundaries without authorization risked the same fate. 

In September of the same year, addressing a session 

of the United Nation, Reagan blamed the Soviet Union for 

the precarious state of world peace, due to its policy of 

fomenting "Marxist-Leninist" revolutions around the globe 

as a screen for its own goal of world domination. 

In regard to Central America, the Reagan 

administration raised the view that the Soviet Union and 

Cuba presented a clear and present danger to the 

hemisphere. It particularly became obsessed with 

Nicaragua, raising and supporting an opposition army know 

as the "Contras," It sent military advisers and money 

into El Salvador to prop up a fledgling democracy against 

the guerilla insurgents allegedly supported by the Soviet 

Union through the Sandanistas in Nicaragua, It invaded 

the little independent island of Grenada in October 1983, 

claiming that the island was going to be used by the 

Soviet Union, Cuba, and Nicaragua for their expansionist 

goals, 

On the issue of arms control, it was true that 

Reagan's commitment to it had never been strong, inasmuch 

as the whole thrust of his 1980 campaign had been that 

the Russians had cynically used this as a smokescreen 

while rushing ahead with their own massive buildup. So 
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it was obvious the United States did not give this a high 

priority earlier in the Reagan presidency. The Soviet 

Union seemed likewise little inclined to take risks on 

behalf of arms reduction. Leonid Brezhnev, who had 

signed the SALT treaties, died early in 1983, and was 

replaced by Yuri Andropov, who appeared to be less 

accommodating. This new Soviet leader had threatened 

that if the United States went ahead with its plan for 

deployment of Pershing missiles in Europe, the Russians 

would forthwith walk out of all arms reduction talks. 

When this failed to produce any change in the Americans' 

execution of their plans, the threat was carried out, 

thus severing one of the few precious lines of 

communication between the two superpowers. 

During the month preceding the walkout, both sides 

offered proposals that they were reasonably sure the 

other would match. Most observers view these moves as 

primarily for propaganda purposes. The Soviet Union made 

a "no-first-use-of-nuclear-weapons" promise that they 

knew the Americans would reject, because of the perceived 

Soviet superiority to NATO in conventional weapons. The 

United States, in turn, promised that if the Soviet Union 

dismantled all of their nuclear weapons aimed at European 

targets, all the American nuclear arsenal would be 

removed from Europe. Of course, this proposal would 
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certainly be rejected by the Soviets, because it did not 

include British and French missiles. 

While arms limitation and reduction talks 

languished, the arms race itself went on. With the 

resumption of the MX production and plans for the B-1 

bomber, nerve gas production, stronger and better 

Tridents, and antisatellite space weapons known as 

"starwars," the yearn to rearm America was evident. The 

same was equally true on the Soviet side. 

In February of 1984, there was talk of the possible 

revival of Soviet-American armstalks or even of a summit 

meeting. A reason was that Yuri Andropov died, and was 

succeeded by Konstantin N. Chernenko. It was the 

perception of the Reagan administration that he might be 

inclined to a newer and more conciliatory approach, added 

to this was the political reality of the American 

election drawing near with candidate-for-reelection 

Reagan finding it useful to defuse his "warlike" image by 

a parley with the Russians. But such talks were only 

speculative as of March 1984. The basic trend was clear 

and unmistakable. Going into the middle third of the 

1980s, the thermometer of Soviet-American mutual feelings 

was still far down at the icy levels of the 1950s. 

Did all these therefore foreshadow a revival of the 

so-called Cold War in Dullesian terms? Would both 
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superpowers go to the brink of "war" as in Eisenhower's 

days? Not quite, because as Bernard Weisberger has 

argued (1984, p. 303), every epoch is different, and much 

had changed since the world was divided between Stalin's 

Russia and Post-V.E. Day America. This period of 

dangerous seesaw certainly did not bring about "peace" or 

"war," but led to a much more relaxed relationship 

between the two nations. 

Confrontational Retreat. 1985-

With the emergence of Mikhail S. Gorbachev as the new 

Soviet leader after the death of Chernenko in March 1985, 

the Soviet Union began to approach something of a 

historic turning point in her relations with the rest of 

the world, particularly with the United States. This new 

Soviet leader clearly signified to the rest of the world 

that in crucial respects, he would like to break sharply 

with the patterns of the past, and that the world could 

"do business" with him, to borrow Margaret Thatcher's 

words. He has become to many, the "event making man" 

(Kirkpatrick, 1989, p. 2): a man whose actions transform 

the historical context in which he acts. 

As soon as he assumed leadership of the Soviet 

people, he embarked on the task of loosening the reins 

that have tightly controlled Soviet society since the 
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Bolshevik Revolution--largely eliminating censorship, 

largely freeing emigration, permitting religious freedom 

not enjoyed in the Soviet Union since 1917, overhauling 

the structure of government, and providing elections with 

competition, discussions of public issues and a degree of 

choice. His sweeping program of political, cultural and 

economic reform dubbed "Perestroika" and "Glasnost" marks 

the beginning of the end of totalitarianism in the Soviet 

Union. 

Under Gorbachev's Soviet Union, unlike that of his 

predecessors, the Soviets have gradually become a 

substantially more amenable interlocutor in the 

international arena. According to one observer, the 

Soviet Union has become "an ordinary state" whose 

policies, among other things, have not been driven by a 

theory of history that posits an imperative for expansion 

through the reproduction of its own political system and 

ideology (Ullman, 1988, p. 132). 

To be sure, the new Soviet diplomacy has had an 

unprecedented sweep under Gorbachev. It addresses not 

only the standard military issues, but political and 

regional concerns. In addition to arms control issues, 

the Soviets sought accommodations in some regional 

conflicts, notably Afghanistan. Gorbachev continued to 

state in public his belief that if the Soviet Union is to 
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carry out its domestic reform program, it needed to 

improve its relations with the outside world. He 

declares: 

Our foreign policy is today, to a greater extent 
than ever before, determined by domestic policy, 
by our interest in concentrating our efforts on 
constructive activities aimed at improving our 
country, and that is why we need a lasting peace, 
predictability and constructive new international 
relations. (quoted in Rogov, 1989, p. 87) 

The high priority given to domestic reform in the Soviet 

agenda, if nothing else, deflected energies from the 

traditional "Cold War" agenda. 

Major domestic reform, therefore, has led to new 

political thinking in international relations on the part 

of the Soviet Union. This new thinking as set out by 

Gorbachev embraces a number of propositions about 

contemporary world: human interests take precedence over 

the interest of any particular class; the world is 

becoming increasingly interdependent; there can be no 

victors in a nuclear war; security has to be based 

increasingly on political rather than military 

instruments; and security must be mutual, especially in 

the context of Soviet-American relations, since if one 

side is insecure it will only make the other side 

insecure too. In addition, he has said repeatedly that 

he wants to put an end to the view that his country is 
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aggressive and threatening. He continues to insist that 

there is no Soviet threat. 

These momentous, unanticipated changes in words and 

actions made possible by Gorbachev confronted the better 

part of the last Reagan term in office. The United 

States began to respond with words and deeds equally non-

confrontational in nature. According to Ross Baker, the 

element of Gorbachev brought out "Ronald the Reasonable 

. . . the thoroughgoing pragmatist who dwells in the 

realm of the practical and achievable rather than the 

ideal and optimal." Rather than being a blunt-spoken 

ideologue, "Ronald the Reasonable" became "the 

recognizable half-loaf politician" who practiced the arts 

of compromise and built "a consensus around essentially 

centrist programs and incrementalist policies" (1981, pp. 

142-169). Little wonder then, that he came to preside 

over a new and perhaps more enduring attempt to moderate 

and regularize the superpower relationship, together with 

Gorbachev. 

The first sign of this "Ronald the Reasonable" was 

evident with the full-scale resumption of arms control 

and reduction talks between both nations. In October 

1986, the first Reagan-Gorbachev summit was held in 

Reykjavik, Iceland. Although nothing was achieved in 

concrete terms because of the Star Wars impasse, it led 
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the way for the December 1987 Washington summit between 

the two leaders, resulting in the signing of the INF 

Treaty that was to remove all land-based medium-range 

nuclear missiles from Europe. It also led to some 

resolution of regional conflicts, specifically 

Afghanistan, culminating in the beginning of the 

withdrawal of Soviet troops in May of 1988. 

In June 1988, Reagan visited Moscow, and although 

little of substance emerged from the summit, the symbolic 

importance of a visit to the center of what he had called 

the "evil empire" only a few years earlier was immense. 

Although the superpowers did not reach an agreement on 

long-range arms reduction (START) before Reagan left 

office, it was clear that they had entered another period 

of relaxation of tensions in which they were increasingly 

willing to take steps to moderate and regulate their 

relationship and to cooperate on security issues. In 

Phil Williams' view (1989, p. 273), what has occurred was 

effectively detente by another name. 

Since Reagan left office, the events in Eastern 

Europe have taken an even more dramatic turn. Shortly 

after becoming General Secretary, Gorbachev said that 

each Warsaw Pact member could choose its own way. He 

said the Soviet use of force against fellow socialists or 

fellow Europeans was "unthinkable." Gorbachev accepted 
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and even encouraged dramatic moves toward self-government 

by Hungary, Poland, East Germany, Czechoslovakia, 

Bulgaria, Romania. During 1989 he demonstrated that 

there were new, much broader parameters around which the 

people of Eastern Europe were free to act. 

When George Bush became President, his 

administration took a cautious approach and embarked on 

"reviewing" East-West relations. The most pressing issue 

became not how to encourage change but how to react to 

the changes that were unfolding. His actions have been 

calculated to the extent of not inflaming events as they 

develop. For example, the President not only declined to 

"dance on the Berlin Wall," as one congressional leader 

suggested he do, he has deliberately refrained from 

"gloating" about the manifest failure of communism and 

has offered repeated assurances that he will not seek to 

"exploit" the upheavals in the East. He was carefully 

nonprovocative during his trips to Poland and Hungary in 

July of 1989. He indicated a desire to be helpful in the 

process of reform and made clear his own strong feelings 

about the importance of liberalization or democratization 

of East European dictatorships. The December 1989 Malta 

summit between Bush and Gorbachev is further indication 

of both countries' will to continue in the path of 

normalized relations. 
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There is no doubt, however, that the United States 

is far more skeptical about the authenticity and staying 

power of the changes underway in the Soviet Union and 

Eastern Europe, Hardliners in the National Security 

Council and Pentagon continue to warn that the so-called 

Cold War continues unabated and enjoin that, in the words 

of Deputy National Security Adviser Robert Gates, the 

West's "view of the Soviet Union cannot be based on the 

personality of one or another leader, but must be based 

on the nature of the Soviet system itself" (quoted in 

Layne, 1990, p. 22), 

In addition to this expressed cynicism, Washington 

remained concerned that Gorbachev's policies both at home 

and abroad and the developments taking place in Eastern 

Europe are eroding NATO's cohesion and upsetting the 

stability imposed by the rigid postwar system. Some 

within the administration, moreover, seem to harbor the 

unspoken fear: ending the so-called Cold War in Europe 

would remove the primary rationale for America's post-

1945 globalist economic, military, and political policies 

and necessitate a new foreign policy paradigm. 

Despite the concerns raised by some, what remains 

uncertain as ever, of course, is whether these new 

improvements in superpower relations are sustainable. To 

be sure, this is not the first time that dramatic 
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improvement in Soviet-American relations has seemed at 

hand. Indeed, declarations of a new day of harmony 

between East and West have been a recurrent theme of the 

postwar period. Hopes for a durable accommodation and 

expanded cooperation between the two great powers were 

highest at the time of the detente of the early 1970s, 

and its failure led to deep, bitter disappointment. The 

parallels between that period and the present one do not, 

at first glance, offer grounds for optimism. 

Then, as now, a series of summit meetings between 

the leaders of both nations took place. Then, as now, 

there was talk of expanded economic relations. Then, as 

now, many who wished to leave the Soviet Union were 

allowed to do so. Yet the detente of the 1970s did not 

bring a lasting improvement in relations between the two 

superpowers. Therefore, is this period just another 

phase in the old cyclical pattern in which the 

superpowers pass from periods of the so-called Cold War 

to detente and back again? Or does this represent a more 

fundamental and long-term trend in the evolution of 

Soviet-American relations from confrontation to 

cooperation? In short, can one conclude that both 

nations are in a "legal state of peace" now? 

It is of course possible that the cyclical pattern 

will continue, and that the detente of the late 1980s 
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marks no real change in international relations but will 

give way to another period of recrimination and tension. 

On the other hand, this retreat from confrontation may 

prove more enduring than the period of detente in the 

early 1970s. There may be structural changes taking 

place in the international system, as well as changes in 

the Soviet and American perceptions of each other, that 

will strengthen and perpetuate the retreat from 

confrontation this time around. This is not to deny that 

other developments are possible which at the very least 

will challenge the present condition of affairs between 

both superpowers and may undermine it. In the past, 

superpower relaxation of tensions proved vulnerable to 

unexpected events, to instability in Eastern Europe, and 

to crisis in the Third World. It was also challenged by 

domestic crisis, as in clinging to an "inherent bad 

faith" model of the adversary and skepticism about moves 

towards accommodation. 

The fundamental differences in systems, outlooks and 

interests that separate the Soviet bloc from the non-

communist world will not go away easily. Change will 

perhaps come slowly and ambivalently. In the words of 

Vallery Giscard d'Estang, Yasuhiro Nakasone, and 

Kissinger, "a successful transformation to a more 
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peaceful East-West relationship is not guaranteed" (1989, 

p. 2). 

The following chapter traces some events that have 

occurred between Israel and its Arab neighbors from 1948, 

to provide the researcher with a case study of the 

concept of intermediacy from a regional perspective. 



CHAPTER IV 

FROM A REGIONAL PERSPECTIVE: ISRAEL 
AND HER ARAB NEIGHBORS 

This chapter seeks to provide a theoretical 

construct of the relationship between Israel and her Arab 

neighbors since World War II. In order to gauge this 

complex relationship, it is useful to review the phases 

through which Israel and the Arabs have passed since the 

end of the Second World War. Because of the simple fact 

that the Palestinian Arabs are in the center of this 

regional relationship, we shall use this as a focal point 

to represent the group of Israel's Arab neighbors, 

namely, Egypt, Syria, Jordan, Lebanon, and the PLO, which 

will be treated empirically in Chapter VI on a dyadic 

basis with the Jewish State of Israel. But, first, a 

clear understanding of the background to this 

relationship needs to be established. 

Background 

At the center of this complex relationship is a 

strip of land between the Mediterranean Sea and the 

Jordan river, formerly known as Palestine. Like the 

Israelis, the Palestinian Arabs have ancient ties to this 

land, and both claim it as their ancestral home. The 

similarities between these two peoples seem to be 
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endless. Both have known the loss of their homeland; 

both became merchants in their adopted homes. During 

their two-millennia exile, the Jews suffered the 

Inquisition, pogroms and the death of six million in the 

Holocaust; since 1948, the Palestinians have suffered 

exile and hardship at the hands of Israel as well as Arab 

states. Because of their experiences, both have come to 

forge a fiery nationalism. From the Jewish diaspora, the 

Zionist dream transformed an ancient people into a new 

one, the Israelis. From the refugee camps of the Arab 

world, the dream of return transformed the exiled 

Palestinians into nationalists. 

The possibility of a Jewish state came during World 

War I when Great Britain launched a drive against Turkey, 

an ally of imperial Germany. In December 1916, the 

British advanced from Egypt, and in the following month 

they entered Jerusalem. By this time, the British and 

their French allies had already decided to carve up the 

Middle East after Turkey's defeat. As a result of the 

secret Sykes-Picot Agreement of May 1916, Britain was to 

extend its influence into Palestine, Iraq, and what 

shortly became known as Trans-Jordan, while France 

claimed Lebanon and Syria. 

While fighting the Turks, the British had enlisted 

Arab support and had promised them nationhood after the 
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war. This pledge led to anti-Turkish rebellions in 

Jerusalem, Damascus, and other cities long controlled by 

the Turks, At the same time, however, the British also 

enlisted Jewish aid, and in return, promised a national 

home for the Jewish people. This pledge came in 1917 in 

the famous Balfour Declaration in a one-page letter to 

Lord Rothchild, a representative of the Jewish community 

in England, The declaration also insisted that "nothing 

shall be done which may prejudice the civil and religious 

right of the existing non-Jewish communities in 

Palestine" (see Mackey, 1985, pp. 315-316; Smith, 1988, 

pp. 50-55; and Peretz, 1983, p.110 for detailed analyses 

of this declaration). 

To the Palestinian Arabs, this was unacceptable. 

The promise made by the British, they argued, were at 

best limited and conditional. A Jewish "national home" 

in Palestine, they insisted, did not constitute a Jewish 

State. Moreover, Great Britain had no right to give away 

Palestine over the heads of its inhabitants, particularly 

at a time when Britain had not yet gained possession of 

Palestine. If anything, Britain earlier had promised 

Palestine to the Arabs in the Hussein-McMahon letters of 

1915--1916. This exchange of letters led to the Hussein-

McMahon Agreement of 1916 whereby the Arabs, in exchange 

for Britain's recognition of a united Arab state between 
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the Mediterranean and the Red Seas, joined Britain in the 

war against Turkey. 

Britain's attempt to satisfy all claimants to 

Palestine did little, if anything. To satisfy the Arabs, 

they granted Abbdullah, the second son of Sherif Hussein, 

a stretch of territory east of the Jordan river. With 

this action, the British transferred the easternmost 

portion of Palestine to what became the Emirate of Trans-

Jordan, today's Kingdom of Jordan. The remainder of 

Palestine west of the Jordan river, with its restless 

Arab and Jewish population, remained under British rule. 

After World War I, both Jews and Arabs were 

determined to create their own national states in 

Palestine. In this age of rejuvenated nationalism, the 

clash between Zionists and Palestinians became a conflict 

fueled by passion, anger, and hatred between two 

nationalist movements insisting on their historic and 

religious rights to the same land. The Balfour 

Declaration had asserted the rights of two peoples whose 

claims and aspirations clashed. The result was that the 

Jews and Arabs acted out a tragedy of classic proportions 

in which the protagonists became victims of inexorable 

forces over which they had but little control. This 

condition remained until after World War II, when the 

British decided to retreat from Palestine entirely. 
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Enter the United Nations, Even though it was pretty 

much obvious then that a single Palestinian state 

consisting of Arabs and Jews, as the Balfour Declaration 

had suggested, was an impossibility, the United Nations 

agreed to take its turn in trying to solve the problem. 

Few Zionists and Arabs were interested in such a 

solution. Both perceive themselves as the legitimate 

heirs to the land of Palestine, In November 1947, the 

United Nations called for the creation of separate 

Israeli and Arab states, Jerusalem, a holy city for both 

Jews and Muslims, was to have international status with 

free access for all worshippers. 

Nearly all Arabs rejected the United Nations 

resolution. They were in no mood for such a compromise 

with what they considered to be a foreign presence in 

their land. The Arabs also harbored the suspicion that 

Zionism in control of only half of Zion, would ultimately 

satisfy few Israelis and inevitably lead to a renewal of 

Zionist expansion. In 1947, however, most Jews were 

generally willing to accept the borders that the United 

Nations had drawn, despite the fact that they fell short 

of what the Zionist movement originally had envisioned. 

The Arabs remained adamant in their refusal to 

recognize Israel's existence. At best, some were willing 

to accept the presence of a Jewish minority in an Arab 
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state. More significantly, most Arabs were convinced 

that they could prevent the establishment of the state of 

Israel by military means and could drive the Zionists 

into the sea. The United Nations resolution and the Arab 

rejection of the partition of Palestine were but the last 

of a series of events that made the conflict that was to 

follow inevitable. 

In 1948, the Zionist dream finally had borne fruit. 

The state of Israel, no longer merely a homeland for 

Jews, had obtained international sanction. The first 

state to extend diplomatic recognition to Israel was the 

United States; the Soviet Union and several Western 

nations followed suit. No Arab state, however, 

recognized Israel. In fact, when King Abdullah of 

Jordan, sought to come to terms with the state of Israel, 

meeting in secret with Zionists in 1949, it cost him his 

life at the hand of an assassin. As a result of Arab 

intransigence, coupled with the threat of another 

holocaust, it is no surprise that even though the state 

of Israel grows stronger and larger, this fear of 

annihilation is still a deeply entrenched motivation in 

Israeli actions. 

But one must view this conflict within the context 

of the Cold War between the superpowers, for the United 

States and other major Western powers had from the 
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beginning offered their diplomatic, economic and military 

support to the Jewish state of Israel, while the Soviet 

Union embraced the Palestinian position and offered 

diplomatic, economic and military support as well. The 

events that followed after the declaration of the state 

of Israel became, to a large extent, embroiled in the 

East-West conflict itself, constituting part of the 

containment policy of the United States toward communism 

and the Soviet Union in particular. A review of the 

different chronological phases of this regional 

relationship, which has been divided arbitrarily into 

six, will be useful in building the theoretical framework 

with which this research will ultimately rest. 

The Arab-Israeli Wars and the Armistices, 

1948-1949 

This phase in Arab Israeli relations was marked by 

escalation of violence resulting in armed conflicts and 

armistice agreements. Under the Arab League auspices, a 

coordinated Arab attack was made against Israel in May, 

1948, with units from Iraq, Syria, Lebanon, Egypt, and 

Jordan. Through the United Nations, a truce was arranged 

in mid-June that lasted until July 6, 1948, because of 

Syrian and Egyptian unwillingness to extend it. Opting 

for military confrontation instead, a second attack was 

made on Israel. This confrontation lasted for about two 
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weeks, leading to the Israelis inflicting crushing 

defeats on all fronts. During this phase, Israel took 

over much of western Galilee which had been included in 

the Arab partition zone. By the time the second truce 

was imposed by the United Nations, the Israelis had 

greatly expanded the area under their control. The only 

region left outside it was the Negev, which they wanted 

but which was partially occupied by Egyptian forces. 

Despite this, however, the Israelis invaded the Negev in 

October and incorporated it into Israel. By the end of 

1948, Israel had driven to the eastern shore of the Gulf 

of Akaba, driving out the token Jordanian forces and 

gaining an outlet to the Red Sea. 

One of the major consequences of these armed 

conflict is the refugee problem that continues to plague 

the region up till today. The flight of the Arabs 

settled the nature of the new state. It guaranteed that 

Israel became a Zionist state dominated by a Jewish 

majority at the expense of what was now an Arab minority 

left behind. Whatever land the Arabs had abandoned, if 

only to seek shelter elsewhere during the armed 

hostilities, was confiscated. While most of the refugees 

were finally settled in neighboring Arab nations, this 

was considered temporary. Migration to other Arab lands, 

the Palestinians reasoned, was tantamount to the 
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acceptance of the permanent loss of Palestine and the 

recognition of the triumph of Zionism. 

Under the auspices of the United Nations, armistice 

negotiations were held on the island of Rhodes between 

January and July 1949. The agreed-upon armistice lines 

defined Israel's boundaries until what is conventionally 

described as the 1967 war (UN Bulletin, August 1, 1949, 

pp. 102-103). In principle, a state of war existed; only 

a cessation of hostilities had been achieved; only a 

tentative "peace" existed between the Arabs and the 

Israelis, one based on military necessity. The 

Palestinians rejected the legitimacy of the Jewish state, 

whereas the Israelis were determined to convince the 

Arabs that they could not threaten their existence. A 

new phase of the conflict now began, focusing on Arab-

Israeli state and military interactions and affected to a 

much greater degree than previously by great power 

rivalries and the continuing confrontation between East 

and West. 

The Search For Security, 1949-1957 

The conclusion of the armistice agreements between 

Israel and the Arab states introduced an era of no war--

no peace; technically a state of belligerency still 

existed. Nor did Israel's successful defense of its 
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borders bring official recognition of the status quo 

either by Arab states or by much of the international 

community. The Israelis now considered the armistice 

lines, which gave them additional lands, as permanent, 

refusing to permit the return of the refugees. This, 

constituted a major stumbling block in the efforts to 

resolve the Palestinian question. Despite appeals from 

Western powers to Israel to permit at least a portion of 

the refugees to return to their homes, the Israelis 

resisted the pressure or tied its acceptance to the 

conclusion of "peace" agreements with Arab governments. 

But Arab nations insisted on the right of all refugees to 

return to their homes, at least in principle, as a 

preliminary step signifying Israeli good faith before 

they would consider peace talks. Some Arab leaders 

called also for the return to the 1947 partition plan, 

whose borders they had previously rejected. Israel, which 

had benefitted from the stance by expanding its 

sovereignty into areas allotted to the Arabs, naturally 

opposed these claims as being invalid. 

In general, Israel found itself in a hostile 

environment. Arab leaders considered the state of Israel 

to be a creation of Western imperialism, peopled by 

Europeans brought in with European and American 

encouragement at a time when other Arab countries were 
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trying to gain complete independence from European 

domination. Furthermore, the Armistice lines encouraged 

border clashes and incidents. Drawn arbitrarily, these 

lines frequently cut off Arab villages from their lands, 

which were then taken over by Jewish settlers. 

Palestinian Arab infiltration and Israeli retaliation, 

especially along the Jordanian line, became a staple of 

Arab-Israeli tensions. 

With the emergence of Gamel Abdel Nasser as the new 

Egyptian leader after a palace revolt swept aside the 

ineffectual King Farouk, it became even clearer that 

Israel's security would dominate its actions and 

relations with the Arab neighbors. Naser had promised a 

regeneration of both Egypt and the rest of the Arab 

world. He envisioned a pan-Arab movement uniting all 

Arabs, and Egypt and Syria were in fact merged into one 

nation, which was known as the United Arab Republic. 

This show of unity, however, did not last long. Nasser's 

rejuvenation of Arab pride and ethnic consciousness 

called for the ouster of the Western presence, notably 

that of the British, French, and Jewish, which in the 

past had been responsible for the humiliation of the 

Muslim world. 

It is no surprise that Israel began to feel 

encircled. This feeling was even compounded by Egypt's 
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refusal to permit Israeli ships through the Suez Canal, 

though Egypt did allow transit to ships of other flags 

destined for Israel. Moreover, from the early 1950s, 

Egypt frequently blocked traffic through the Straits of 

Tiran into the Gulf of Akaba destined for Israel, which 

cut off the Israeli port of Eilat from access to the Red 

Sea and Indian Ocean trade. On the other hand, relations 

along Egypt's border were relatively mild until 1955, 

compared with the situation existing between Israel and 

Jordan. 

From the Israeli perspective, these Arab attitudes 

were unwarranted. What they hoped for was that the Arab 

governments should recognize Israel and absorb the 

Palestinian Arabs into their own societies. Israel was, 

therefore, ready to control Arab infiltrators and hold 

the Arab governments responsible for any depredations. 

For David Ben-Gurion and his colleagues, the issue of 

security was paramount, to be met by both military 

readiness and the encouragement of immigration to bolster 

Israel's strength and effectively undermined the 

possibility that many Arabs might be permitted to return. 

But Ben-Gurion's conception of security was not merely 

defensive. He and his chief military advisers undertook 

a policy of retaliation against the countries from which 

the infiltrators came, in order to prove to the Arabs 
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that Israel could not be defeated and that "peace" was 

the only recourse. This activist policy, opposed by 

Foreign Minister Moshe Sharrett, resulted in serious 

cleavages within the Israeli cabinet in the early 1950s 

and led to increased hostilities with the Arab 

governments, rather than encouraging a receptivity to 

negotiations, 

As tensions in this region increased, so did the 

arms race, Nasser turned to the Soviet Union and in 

September 1955 announced a historic weapons deal by which 

he became the recipient of Soviet MIG-15 fighter planes, 

bombers, and tanks. The Soviet Union, in its turn, gained 

for the first time a client outside of its communist 

sphere of influence, Israel immediately renegotiated an 

arms agreement with France, All these events placed this 

region on a hair trigger alert waiting for a crisis to 

unfold. 

The clashes that followed, therefore, involved the 

Western powers, who were eager to draw Arab nations into 

security pacts ensuring opposition to Soviet overtures in 

this region. Such efforts, fostered by Great Britain and 

occasionally encouraged by the United States, seemed to 

Israel to threaten its security further by aligning the 

powers with governments opposed to it. Israel sought, 

unsuccessfully, to become the basis of a Western military 
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alliance in the region, isolating the Arabs until they 

sued for "peace" with Israel. Though Israel's ambitions 

did not suit Western strategic interests, neither did the 

emergence of Nasser in Egypt. Nasser's diplomatic 

successes and the prestige he gained from them in the 

Arab world established him in Israeli eyes as a potential 

threat that should be nullified, a view that gained 

increasing acceptance in French and eventually British 

eyes as well. 

In July 1956, Nasser decided to nationalize the Suez 

Canal company to eliminate British and French management 

of that waterway. This was the opportunity for them, 

including Israel, to nullify the threat from Nasser. The 

British and French prepared a counterattack. They were 

joined by the Israelis, who had their own reasons to 

enter the fray. For a number of years, Israelis had 

listened to Nasser's bloodcurdling rhetoric promising the 

destruction of Israel. They now saw their chance to deal 

with Nasser and to halt the border raids by Arab fedayeen 

(literally "those who sacrifice themselves"). These 

raids had produced an unbroken circle of violence, a 

series of armed attacks consisting of incursions, 

reprisals, which in turn led to other raids and 

reprisals. These actions produced a small but deadly 

momentum with a life of its own. 
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In October 1956, Britain, France, and Israel signed 

the secret treaty of Sevres in preparation for another 

Arab-Israeli war. According to Smith (1988, p. 173), the 

plan was for Israel to invade the Sinai and Gaza Strip on 

October 29, 1956. With British and French forces already 

sailing for Egypt from Malta, Britain and France would 

call a truce two days later, demanding that both sides 

withdraw to ten miles from the banks of the Canal. In 

effect, this would give the Israelis the right to 

continue their attack until they reached that boundary, 

while the Egyptians should withdraw all their forces from 

Sinai. Because Nasser would presumably not agree to 

this, France and Britain could then blame Nasser for 

continuing hostilities and thus justify their scheduled 

attack. 

Israel attacked in the Sinai and Gaza Strip as 

planned. Nasser predictably rejected the British-French 

ultimatum, leading to British air attack on Egypt. 

France and Britain finally lunched a full joint attack on 

Egypt on November 5, 1965. Although successful in 

military terms, the operation was by now thoroughly 

compromised, as the fiction of Anglo-French neutrality 

and goodwill had been exposed. 

President Eisenhower's opposition, the threat from 

the Soviet Union to use its military forces in support of 
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Egypt, and the United Nations condemnations forced 

Britain, France, and Israel to back down and retreat. 

Israel eventually agreed to withdraw from the Sinai, 

while Egypt pledged not to interfere with Israeli 

shipping through the Straits of Tiran, which gave Israel 

an outlet to the Red Sea. The United Nations then sought 

to patrol the border between Egypt and Israel and in this 

fashion helped to preserve an uneasy truce for more than 

a decade. 

However, the 1956 confrontation and the following 

truce resolved none of the grievances that the 

belligerents had accumulated over the years. Officially, 

the state of hostilities between the Arabs and the Jews 

continued. Israel still was unable to obtain recognition 

from any of the Arab nations, and the Arabs continued to 

seek the destruction of the state of Israel. 

From Suez To The Six-Day War, 1957-1967 

The decade between 1957 and 1967 was, in the final 

analysis, dominated by inter-Arab rivalries thp.t centered 

on the personality and prestige of Nasser. Though not 

always in control of events, he was usually in their 

forefront, seeking to maintain his stature as leader of 

an increasingly hostile Arab world in which rivals began 

to challenge his dominance of Arab politics. 
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Between 1957 and 1958, Syria became the focus of 

attention for Arab States trying to dominate Arab 

politics, especially Iraq and Egypt. What emerged was a 

union between Syria and Egypt as the United Arab 

Republic, which lasted for about three and half years, 

leading to a rift. This Syrian-Egyptian rift left a 

legacy of distrust and resentment that contributed to the 

outbreak of the war that was to follow at the end of this 

phase. From 1964-1965 onward, those ruling in Damascus 

were Nasser's principal antagonists, seeking to exploit 

Palestinian grievances against Israel to establish 

themselves as the true representatives of the Arab 

nationalist cause. As a result, Arab-Israeli 

hostilities, dormant during much of the period, once 

again intensified, 

A new element was introduced into the region in 1964 

with the formation of the Palestinian Liberation 

Organization (PLO). The decision of the Arab League to 

sponsor the formation of this umbrella organization that 

would represent Palestinians and strive toward "the 

liberation of Palestine," in the words of the Cairo 

summit (See Yaniv, 1968, pp. 48-53, for a full text of 

the Palestinian National Covenant), presumably indicated 

a new Arab commitment to the Palestinian cause. In fact, 

in the views of various Arab leaders, its significance 
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differed considerably. Nasser apparently backed the idea 

in order to integrate the new group within the League 

under his control. This in turn would prevent the 

Palestinians from undertaking actions against Israel that 

might draw him into a confrontation with it. His purpose 

was consistent with his motives in calling for the summit 

meeting, to deflect Syrian demands for a military 

challenge to Israel's water diversion plans. Such 

tactics also placed him once more in the forefront of the 

Arab cause, as one deeply concerned about the Palestinian 

issue. 

As indicated by Helena Cobban (1984, pp. 23-31), 

Ehud Yarri (1970), and Fred Khouri (1985, pp. 225-229), 

the formation of the PLO was not generally welcomed in 

all Arab states, particularly Jordan, where King Hussein 

viewed it with misgiving. There developed a great 

animosity between Jordan and the PLO, which intensified 

to the point that Hussein barred the organization from 

all activities, including recruitment in his country. At 

the other extreme was Syria, which realized that Nasser 

had outmaneuvered them at the Cairo summit of July 1964 

and muffled their demands for militant action against 

Israel. A more militant wing of the PLO—al fatah--was 

backed by Syria because it was prepared to undertake 

operations into Israel. The Syrian backing of Fatah 
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molded the pattern of Arab-Israeli and inter-Arab 

interaction essential to the outbreak of the 1967 War. 

By mid-1965, Fatah had begun to attack Israeli 

installations, developing plans to terrorize the 

population, in the hope of establishing a "desirable 

state of tension" between Israel and its Arab neighbors. 

By the end of the year as Fuad Jabber contends (1973, p. 

160), at least thirty-nine operations seemed to have been 

carried out, most of them harassments consisting of 

random bombings that inflicted relatively few casaulties 

but aroused intense Israeli concern about a new threat to 

its security. What was not quite clear initially was the 

state backing the raids, as they were undertaken from 

Jordan rather than Syria. This naturally aroused the 

Jordanians' fears of Israeli retaliation against them 

despite their lack of involvement in the operations. 

Equally prescient as one observer contends (Yaari, 1970, 

pp. 61-62), in light of later developments was Egypt's 

negative reaction to news of these early raids. There 

was a cautious attempt by Nasser and Hussein to avoid a 

real conflict with Israel as 1966 came to an end, even 

amidst mounting Israeli determination to punish the Arab 

raiders more severely. 

By the spring of 1967, Nasser, in an attempt to 

negate the consequences of the 1956 war, closed the 
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Strait of Tiran to Israeli shipping in the face of 

Israeli warnings that such action constituted a casus 

belli, a cause for war. Inevitably, tensions rose 

rapidly. Nasser demanded that the United Nations forces 

leave Egyptian territory along the Israeli border, and 

concluded a military pact with Jordan. When Iraq also 

joined the pact, the Israelis struck, initiating what is 

now known as the Six Day War of June 1967. 

As the name suggests, the confrontation was over in 

less than a week. Israel destroyed the forces of Egypt 

and Jordan in a matter of days. Once again, as it had 

done in the 1956 war, Israel conquered the Sinai all the 

way to the Suez Canal. It then turned against Syria and 

took the Golan Heights, a strategic plateau from which 

the Syrian army had fired repeatedly on the settlements 

below. But more important, Israel also took what had 

been Jordanian territory west of the Jordan River and the 

Dead Sea--a region that is generally known as the West 

Bank. With it, Israel came into possession of the entire 

city of Jerusalem, which immediately became the nation's 

new capital. 

Most observers agree that the Six Day War rearranged 

the map of this region, and its political repercussions 

still haunt the Middle East today. All the conquer-d 

territories--the Sinai Peninsula, the Golan Heights, the 
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West Bank, and Jerusalem--became Israeli-occupied lands, 

and as such they became the source of still further 

contention between Arabs and Israelis. 

War And The Search For Peace, 1967-1976 

In November 1967, the great powers once again sought 

to make use of the United Nations to resolve the 

conflict. The United States and the Soviet Union were 

fearful of being increasingly drawn into the Arab-Israeli 

wars, each backing one of the belligerents. In a rare 

display of Soviet-American cooperation, the United 

Nations Security Council sought to resolve the crisis by 

passing Resolution 242, which called for an Israeli 

withdrawal from territories conquered in the Six Day War, 

accompanied by a political settlement that would include 

an Arab recognition of Israel and a fair deal for the 

Palestinian refugees (for a full text of this resolution, 

see UN Monthly Chronicle^ December 1967, pp. 19-20). 

After some hesitation, Egypt and Jordan accepted 

Resolution 242, but Syria and the militant Palestinians 

rejected it. The Israelis were not readily inclined to 

give up all the spoils of victory, and they too rejected 

it. For two decades, leaders of various political and 

national persuasions have repeatedly reached for 

Resolution 242 as a potential solution to this dispute. 
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But the overwhelming strength of Israeli's military in 

effect negated the resolution. The Israeli government 

had no pressing need to return to its pre-1967 borders, 

particularly because it never contemplated the return of 

Jerusalem. And the Arabs have always insisted that in 

Resolution 242, "the territories occupied in the 

hostilities" meant "all territories" (see, for example, 

Eban, 1977, pp. 451-453) . 

General Moshe Dayan, the architect of Israel's 

victory in the Six Day War, expressed the extremist 

conviction when he said: "I would rather have land than 

peace"; to which Hussein of Jordan replied: "Israel can 

have land or peace, but not both" (quoted in Schmidt, 

1974, p. 249). The resultant deadlock became but another 

manifestation of how in this region the militants have 

nearly always carried the day. 

There is no doubt that diplomatic efforts between 

1967 and 1975 were seriously affected by governmental and 

organizational factionalism. Israeli cabinets were often 

paralyzed by differences over what territories should be 

retained and what to offer in return for "peace." Nasser 

attempted to balance his hope for negotiations with the 

desires of his military command for renewed hostilities, 

all the while facing increasing domestic unrest. 

Although the Arab heads of state and the Israelis 
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differed markedly on "peace" terms, the PLO opposed all 

efforts to attain any compromise with Israel, as it 

feared its political objectives would be ignored. On the 

one hand, according to Albert Weeks (1976, pp. 128-129), 

Soviet policy was divided, with diplomats and Communist 

Party leaders apparently backing the negotiations, 

whereas military officials opposed them out of fear that 

they would lose access to the Egyptian bases they had 

recently acquired. On the other hand, the Nixon 

administration's approaches to the Arab-Israeli conflict 

were severely hampered by the rivalry between then 

National Security Adviser Kissinger and then Secretary of 

State William Rogers. The contention by Steven Spiegel 

(1985, p. 102) is that Rogers and the State Department 

viewed the issue as a regional problem that should be 

resolved through negotiations as soon as possible, in 

concert with the Soviet Union if necessary. Kissinger, 

the globalist, wanted to oust the Soviet Union from the 

region before undertaking such talks, in order to 

establish the United States' total dominance over the 

negotiating process. 

Regional developments helped the Israeli cause in 

the short run. Jordanian-Palestinian strife in September 

1970 seemed to confirm Israel's value as an arm of 

American policy in the region, eager to counter Soviet 
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objectives. From that point onward, American aid to 

Israel increased measurably, with the Nixon 

administration deciding that no effort would be made to 

push further "peace" talks until Egypt get rid of the 

Soviet Union and turned to the United States. This 

policy remained in force until Egypt and Syria attacked 

Israel in October 1973, now referred to as the Yom Kippur 

War. 

It was obvious that the goal of this offensive 

initiated by Egypt's new President, Anwar Al-Sadat, who 

assumed office following Nasser's death in September 

1970, was to force American diplomatic involvement in the 

area and set in motion the process whereby the Arabs 

might regain territory in return for some form of 

"peace." Sadat had initiated this offensive against the 

seemingly impregnable Israeli position across the Suez 

Canal. Egypt enjoyed some initial successes, but Israeli 

forces successfully counterattacked and threatened to 

destroy the Egyptian army. The United Nations and the 

two superpowers intervened to stop the war by creating a 

state of equilibrium between them. Neither Israel nor 

Egypt was to be permitted to destroy the other. Egypt 

was permitted to retain a foothold on the east side of 

the Suez Canal, and the United Nations then created a 

buffer zone to keep the two sides apart. 
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With relations between Egypt and the Soviet Union 

going down the drain as a result of the ouster of Soviet 

advisers from Egypt in 1972, Kissinger exploited the 

situation to force talks between Egypt and Israel. These 

discussions and later negotiations with Syria led to 

agreements in 1974-1975 to disengage forces on the Golan 

Heights and in the Sinai, 

Perhaps, this phase also brought about another 

important evolution in Arab-Israeli relations following 

the 1973 war—changes in Palestinian thinking. With the 

1974 and 1977 Palestinian National Council (PNC) 

resolutions, the Palestinian goal became the achievement 

of a state in only a portion of Palestine, In essence, 

what they visualized was a two-state solution. Moreover, 

diplomacy, in addition to armed struggle, was accepted as 

a legitimate means to that goal. But this new approach 

did not get a fair hearing in the West, particularly in 

the United States, It seems that most Palestinian 

representatives were too inept to persuade their Western 

audiences that a major change had taken place, and the 

handful of articulate Palestinian intellectuals were no 

match for the scores of Israeli and American Zionist 

academics, analysts, and journalists, who persistently 

questioned Palestinian intentions and opposed Palestinian 

aspirations. 
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All these cumulated into a new phase in Arab-Israeli 

relations, particularly in the attempt to resolve the 

Palestinian question. 

Lebanon. The West Bank. And The Camp 
David Accords, 1977-1985 

For three years following the truce in the Yom 

Kippur War, the situation had remained essentially 

deadlocked. The basic problem was on the West Bank, 

seized by Israel in the 1967 war, which became merely an 

Israeli-occupied territory, to be bargained over in a 

peace conference that unfortunately never came about 

because no Arab state would deal with Israel. By 1977, 

however, the West Bank had taken on huge emotional 

importance. There was a new Israeli Prime Minister, 

Menachem Begin, a conservative with strong support from 

religious parties which insisted that the area was part 

of the ancient Hebraic Kingdom and should be permanently 

annexed. At the same time, a new generation of 

Palestinian Arabs had grown to adulthood and was 

increasingly swayed by the arguments of the PLO, led by 

Yasir Arafat, who proclaimed that the West Bank, and in 

fact all of Israel's territory, was the Palestinian's 

homeland, and that it must be freed from the Zionists and 

made into a new Arab state. It seemed that the West Bank 

situation was beyond resolution in 1977, particularly 
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with the PLO and the Israelis each convinced that the 

other side consisted of murderers with whom there could 

be no discussion. 

But on the less explosive area of the occupied Sinai 

desert, there was a possible door to compromise open. 

The Egyptian offensive in the 1973 war proved to be the 

first time that an Arab state had been able to wrest any 

territory at all from Israel. After suffering one 

humiliation after another for a quarter of a century, an 

Arab army had finally proven its battleworthiness. Sadat 

felt that now he could negotiate with Israel as an equal. 

Spurred by internal unrest as a result of his 

government's efforts to raise prices on staples and 

reduce its subsidies of those goods, Sadat realized that 

full "peace" with Israel, if achieved separately, would 

strengthen Egypt's ties with the United States and 

stabilize his country as well as his own rule. He was 

eager, more than anything else, to lift the economic 

burden of war-readiness from his struggling country. To 

the surprise of the Arab world and perhaps to the rest of 

the world as well, Sadat announced that the policy of 

nonrecognition of Israel was nonproductive, and that he 

would, if necessary, even visit Israel in the quest for a 

solution to the impasse. In an act of supreme courage, 

Sadat responded to an invitation from the Israeli 
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government and flew to Jerusalem on November 19, 1977, to 

address the Knesset, Israel's parliament. After a brief 

minisummit whirl, the two nations, enemies for nearly 

thirty years, agreed to begin talks at the ministerial 

level, looking toward a treaty. 

The United States watched with delight at these new 

developments in this region. A peaceful Middle East that 

offered no options for Soviet intervention, and that 

forced no uncomfortable choices between Jew and Arab, was 

something almost impossibly good to hope for. In fact, 

it proved almost impossible to bring off. Sadat, in 

order to avoid total isolation from his Arab neighbors, 

had to insist that his "peace" offer was conditional upon 

Israel's renunciation of the West Bank to some kind of 

Palestinian entity. Begin rejected this. Nor was Israel 

in a hurry to abandon its defense installations, oil 

fields, and settlements in the Sinai. Talks broke down, 

with angry words by both Sadat and Begin. By the summer 

of 1978, the "peace" process had shuddered and stalled. 

It was at this point that President Jimmy Carter 

stepped in as mediator. His administration agreed that 

the Palestinian question had to be resolved. He built on 

the positive developments between Israel and Egypt to try 

to accomplish this. He invited both Sadat and Begin to 

join him in face-to-face meetings at Camp David to see 
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if, with American good offices, harmony might be 

restored. After a long period of negotiations between 

the three leaders, the Camp David Agreement (a framework 

for peace in the Middle East), which led to an Egyptian-

Israeli Peace Treaty, was signed in Washington D.C. by 

Begin, Sadat, and Carter on March 16, 1979. The treaty 

ended a state of war of thirty years' duration between 

Egypt and Israel and brought about the diplomatic 

recognition of Israel by Egypt, with an exchange of 

ambassadors. In its turn, Israel pledged to return the 

Sinai to Egypt and did so by April 1982. This marked the 

first and only instance whereby an Arab state managed on 

its own to regain territory lost to Israel. Sadat, 

therefore, achieved through diplomacy what no other Arabs 

had achieved by methods of physical violence. For their 

efforts, the three leaders were nominated for the Nobel 

Peace Prize. In the end. Begin and Sadat, former 

terrorists turned diplomats, shared the prize. 

But the Camp David talks did not adequately address 

the thorny questions of Jerusalem, the West Bank, and the 

Palestinian refugees. Sadat wanted Palestinian 

independence from Israel; Begin spoke vaguely of 

Palestinian "autonomy" within the state of Israel. He 

was more interested in peace with Egypt and diplomatic 

recognition than in discussing the fate of the 
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inhabitants of what he considered to be an integral part 

of Israel and thus an internal matter. Nor did the Camp 

David Agreement settle the issue of Jerusalem. On this 

issue, virtually no Israelis are willing to compromise; 

Jerusalem has become the Israeli capital. A majority 

feel that Jerusalem must remain one and indivisible. But 

the Palestinians envisioned Jerusalem as the capital of 

their future state as well. 

The PLO was not consulted in these negotiations. 

Begin refused to talk to the PLO, a standing policy of 

the Israeli government since its formation. Nor was the 

PLC's leadership interested in joining the talks. 

Participation in the talks, after all, would have meant 

the de facto recognition of Israel. The PLO instead 

continued its armed attacks against Israel. 

Inevitably, many Arabs saw Sadat as a man who had 

betrayed the Palestinian and Arab cause. His dealings 

with Israel contributed to his domestic problems. As his 

critics became more vocal, his regime became increasingly 

repressive and his opponents in their turn became 

increasingly embittered, leading to his assassination in 

1981. 

The festering Palestinian problem continued to rile 

the region. In 1970, as earlier noted. King Hussein of 

Jordan had driven the PLO leadership from his country 
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after it had become clear that its presence in Jordan 

posed a threat to his regime. Searching for a home, the 

PLO found a new base of operation in southern Lebanon, a 

nation already divided between a politically dominant 

Christian minority and the majority Muslim population. 

In the early 1970s, Lebanon was a country on the edge of 

civil war with a government incapable of maintaining 

order. Lebanon's political factions operated private 

armies in an unrestricted manner. It was into this 

volatile environment that the Palestinians introduced 

their own private armies. And it was from Lebanon that 

the PLO launched its raids into Israel. 

The aftermath of a vicious civil war in Lebanon saw 

the south caught up in a struggle among Palestinian 

groups, Israeli proxies, and Israel itself, at times in 

direct alliance with Maronite politicians and 

paramilitary forces. This struggle, and increased PLO 

armed activities in Israel designed to forestall progress 

in American diplomacy, led to an Israeli invasion of 

south Lebanon in mid-March 1978. But the Israeli attack 

did not solve the question of the PLO in Lebanon, which 

became increasingly tied to the sentiments of the 

Palestinian population of the West Bank following Camp 

David. 
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However, according to a report published by The New 

York Times (Friedman, May 26, 1985, p.15), the PLO and 

Israel agreed in July 1981, on a "cessation of all armed 

attacks," The ceasefire for the next ten months was in 

part the work of the special American envoy to the Middle 

East, Philip Habib, Both sides abided by the terms of 

the agreement until June 1982, when, according to Smith 

(1988), the Begin government attempted to eliminate the 

Palestinian threat in Lebanon once and for all by 

launching an invasion into southern Lebanon once again. 

His contention is that the Israeli government's official 

explanation for the resumption of armed hostilities 

against the Palestinians was to secure Peace for Galilee, 

by eliminating the Palestinians across the border. In 

his view, this rationale for the invasion always had a 

hollow ring to it, since there had been no Palestinian 

attacks across that border for nearly a year. 

The invasion of Lebanon did bring about a military 

setback, although not necessarily a political defeat, for 

the PLO. Also, the Israeli forces did achieve the 

destruction of Syrian forces and military hardware the 

Soviets had provided, but Syria quickly recovered its 

losses and has remained as deeply entrenched in Lebanon 

as ever. The Israeli invasion also caused a temporary 
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setback for Egyptian-Israeli relations, as Egypt recalled 

its ambassador from Jerusalem in protest. 

Most observers agreed that the invasion of Lebanon 

by Israel did not resolve the central issues of the 

region. Instead, it added fuel to the fire of the civil 

war in that country. Up until the time of writing, the 

bloodletting continues in Lebanon, It seems also that 

the Israeli forces are still trying to extricate 

themselves from southern Lebanon, still launching 

reprisal raids against Lebanese Shites who have been on 

the heels of the retreating Israeli forces. Moreover, 

the questions of the Palestinian refugees and the West 

Bank until the end of this phase, were no closer to being 

resolved, and the state of hostilities continued to 

plague the region. 

Prospects For Accommodations, 1985-

With the intensification of diplomatic bargaining in 

1985, another major phase began to emerge in Arab-Israeli 

relations. But efforts to derail the process from both 

sides were equally noticeable. Despite King Hussein's 

bloody suppression of the PLO in 1970, the King and the 

PLO made common cause in 1985 in an uneasy alliance. 

They called for a Palestinian state on the West Bank, to 

include East Jerusalem, but this "state" would exist in 
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confederation with Jordan, whose ruler would have final 

authority, Israel would withdraw completely from 

occupied territories. Negotiations toward these goals 

would take place at an international conference sponsored 

by the United Nations, with the PLO attending as 

representative of the Palestinian people, Jordanian 

officials declared that by accepting inclusion in a 

confederation, Yasir Arafat was implicitly abandoning the 

PLO Charter of 1968, with its call for Palestinian 

statehood in what was now Israel. This in turn meant 

acceptance of Israel's right to exist, which could be 

acknowledged openly with a settlement. 

This initiative seemed to be a major step toward 

accommodation, but one fraught with pitfalls. Hussein 

preferred to regain the West Bank without Arafat but 

needed an alliance with the PLO to legitimize his actions 

in the eyes of the Arab world as well as those of the 

West Bank Arabs, most of whom remained loyal to Arafat. 

For his part, Arafat held no love for Hussein but saw him 

as a possible vehicle by which he could gain American 

support for PLO involvement in negotiations. Both saw 

their agreement and the American acceptance of their 

opening terms as a way to stop further Israeli 

settlements on the occupied territories. But Arafat's 

ties to his own constituency hindered the success of his 
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gambit. He would not recognize Israel openly, which 

could have opened the way for his acceptance into the 

international diplomatic arena, for to do so would 

prejudice his position within the PLO councils. 

For its part, the Reagan administration insisted 

that the PLO publicly and unequivocally accept UN 

Security Council Resolution 242 as a precondition for the 

United States even to consider the Hussein-Arafat terms. 

American officials hoped for direct Jordanian-Israeli 

talks under their sponsorship in which they would 

supposedly pressure Israel to make concessions, thereby 

indicating their good faith to the Arabs. They opposed 

an international conference not simply because of PLO 

participation but because the Soviet Union would 

necessarily be involved as well. This challenged the 

administration's determination to keep control of the 

Middle East diplomatic arena by blocking Soviet 

involvement in any settlement. 

In Israel, the Likud unilaterally condemned the idea 

of any talks regarding the West Bank, while Shimon Peres, 

then Israeli Prime Minister, proposed direct discussions 

between Israel and Jordan that might include non-PLO 

Palestinians. This seemed the most he could do, given 

the hard-line stance of his own constituencies and the 

Likud's and the settlers' determination to block any type 
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of agreement. Given these circumstances, little progress 

was made, despite Egyptian and Jordanian arguments that 

Arafat's step was welcome and should be encouraged by the 

United States. 

An attempt was made by Margaret Thatcher, then Prime 

Minister of the United Kingdom, to break the deadlock by 

inviting two Fatah members of the PLO National Council to 

meet with her in October 1985. This meeting was to 

include a statement approved by Arafat that would 

recognize Israel's existence more definitively. But 

radical Palestinian groups were equally determined to 

derail the plans. Actions designed to undermine 

Thatcher's initiative began on September 25, 1985, when a 

Palestinian assassination squad killed three Israelis in 

Cyprus. When captured, the group claimed to belong to an 

elite PLO group linked to Fatah and Arafat, although 

Arafat and the PLO denounced the incident. 

As a result of these killings in Cyprus, Israeli 

planes bombed the PLO headquarters outside Tunis on 

October 1, 1985, killing nearly fifty and wounding more. 

Israel claimed the attack was a retaliation for the 

"Arafat-sponsored" killing, but in a United Nations 

address, Tunisian Foreign Minister Beji Caid Essebsi 

charged in a New York Times report by Elaine Sciolino 
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(October 2, 1985, p, 10), that it most certainly was 

designed to derail Arafat's "peace" offensive. 

Another incident took place on October 8, 1985, 

which can also be viewed as efforts to derail the 

prospect for accommodation between Israel and the PLO. 

Some faction within the PLO commandeered a cruise ship in 

the Mediterranean, the Achille Lauro, apparently 

intending to disembark in Israel and take revenge for the 

Tunis bombings. Arafat condemned the undertaking and 

asked the attackers to surrender, but they did so only 

after killing an American Jew and dumping his body 

overboard. Lost in this uproar was the recognition of 

the underlying reality of the original chain of events, 

the Cyprus killings intended to provoke Israel to respond 

that would make it impossible for Arafat to accept 

Israel's existence. With the last-minute refusal to 

permit his representatives in London to sign the 

prearranged statement recognizing Israel, Arafat provided 

the last straw that derailed the attempt by Thatcher to 

revive the proposed "peace" talks. 

In February 1986, Hussein abruptly abandoned his 

attempts to shepherd Arafat into the diplomatic arena, 

unable to persuade him to accept Resolution 242. The 

United States welcomed Hussein's announcement and 

sponsored private Israeli-Jordanian conversations as the 
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year progressed toward an October deadline when the more 

adamant Likud party would take over in Israel. Faced 

with such a threat, both sides made concessions. Peres 

accepted the idea of an international conference espoused 

by Hussein, while the Jordanian King agreed to joint 

action with Israel on the West Bank designed to foil the 

Likud once Shamir assumed office as prime minister. Late 

October saw the appointment of Arab mayors in three West 

Bank towns and the reopening of a Jordanian bank closed 

since 1967. According to a report by Dan Fisher in the 

Los Angeles Times (October 2, 1986 p. 11), the timing 

suggested an American-backed accord designed to prevent 

the Likud from unilaterally annexing the area while 

establishing a precedent for future Israeli-Jordanian 

cooperation in its governance. 

In regard to Israeli-Egyptian relations, since the 

Camp David accords in 1979, the relationship has remained 

wary and cool. Sadat met for the last time with Begin in 

Alexandria in August 1981, just before his assassination. 

Since then, no Israeli prime minister had managed to 

arrange a face-to-face encounter with Sadat's successor, 

Hosni Mubarak, until Peres culminated a two-year 

courtship, finally meeting with the new Egyptian leader 

in Cairo on September 1986. 
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Peres believed it essential to thaw this chill 

before launching any negotiations with Jordan and the 

Palestinians. He understood that a substantial part of 

Israeli public had soured on the idea of making further 

territorial concessions for "peace," believing that 

Israel had never received "real peace" from Egypt despite 

the return of all of Sinai. Peacemaking had to become a 

popular cause again for Israel, if it were to have any 

chance of success with Jordan, and Egypt was the first 

hurdle on such a course. When he became Prime Minister 

of Israel in a coalition government with the more 

conservative Likud, Peres began immediately to bombard 

Mubarak with messages, signals, foreign intermediaries 

and Israeli emissaries to drive home this point. 

But Israel's occupation of Lebanon remained a 

serious political roadblock until the troop withdrawal in 

June 1985. Israeli acts of retaliations following 

Palestinian raids, such as the bombing of the PLO 

headquarters in Tunisia in 1985, frequently intervened to 

blight promising initiatives. Egypt remained frustrated 

by its inability to regain its accustomed leadership role 

in Arab affairs since making "peace" with Israel. 

Avoiding any more than minimal association with an Israel 

engaged in active conflict with other Arabs seemed the 
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prudent course for Egypt. And always there was the 

dispute over Taba. 

Taba beach, a few hundred meters of sand at the 

border south of Eilat, remained disputed territory when 

the Israeli-Egyptian accords were signed in 1979. From a 

minor annoyance, it grew into a major stumbling block in 

the way of improved relations between both nations. 

Exaggerated publicity for the issue in Egypt had 

eventually made Taba into a symbol of "Israeli 

intransigence." Negotiations took place on this issue 

sporadically from 1979 on, without result, with Egypt 

demanding binding international arbitration of the 

claims, and Begin and Shamir arguing for a negotiated 

compromise or for at least a nonbinding form of 

conciliation. After much debate on both sides, Egyptian 

and Israeli negotiators finally agreed on an arbitration 

formula, just in time to permit the long-awaited Peres-

Mubarak summit to take place in Alexandria. 

According to a report in the Los Angeles Times 

(August 10, 1987), the meeting between Peres and Mubarak 

produced positive results for both countries, culminating 

in a joint communique calling for 1987 to be "the year of 

negotiations for peace." Both leaders also agreed in 

principle on an international peace conference as a means 

of resolving the Palestinian question. But when Shamir 
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took over the prime ministership from Peres, there was no 

doubt that he was opposed to this, calling it a "Soviet-

inspired intervention." 

The focus of diplomacy has repeatedly returned to 

the Palestinian problem and, more precisely, to the West 

Bank. This is not unnatural, given its prominence in 

human as well as security terms. It contains the largest 

number of Palestinians under occupation and is the 

territory most coveted. Gaza, by contrast, has been 

rejected by Egypt, aspired to by Jordan only as a 

necessary adjunct of the West Bank, and viewed by Israel 

as being of secondary importance. 

Over the years, the practical diplomatic 

alternatives for the West Bank have narrowed to two, 

known in shorthand as "territory for peace" and 

"autonomy." The former has the longer pedigree. It is 

implicit in the United Nations Security Council 

Resolution 242, which has become the bedrock agreement 

that conditions all Arab-Israeli bargaining, although 

when it was negotiated in 1967, the resolution was 

deliberately left vague on whether Israel was to 

relinquish all or only part of the territories. For many 

years, the Israeli Labor party has supported variants of 

the principle of territorial compromise. It was part of 

the abortive September 1982 Reagan plan for the Middle 
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East, and its acceptance by all parties was made a 

precondition of the 1988 George Shultz plan. 

The essence of the concept is simple, though its 

details are immensely complex. In exchange for a 

decisive and permanent change in Israel's political 

relations with its Arab neighbors, Israel would be 

expected to relinquish some unspecified portion of the 

occupied territories. How much, where, and with what 

guarantees are points that would be worked out. 

By contrast, the concept of autonomy is a 

recognition of stalemate, a concession to the limited 

tractability of conflict. It does not rule out a 

compromise on territory but rather provides a means for 

getting there or to some other goal that is more 

practical than immediately trying to resolve such a 

contentious matter. As formulated in the Camp David 

Accords, autonomy for the West Bank and Gaza would 

provide an interim stage before negotiations on the final 

status of the territories. It is a device premised on 

some possibility of political change. The autonomy 

concept has assumed that a final settlement between 

Israel and the Palestinians is not now possible. Indeed, 

if the question of "Who owns the West Bank?" was posed, 

each party would assert that its claim was absolute. 
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Under this approach, it is assumed that attitudes 

might change if the Israeli-Palestinian relationship were 

changed from the current one of occupiers and occupied, 

especially if many of the practical functions of daily 

life were ceded to the Palestinians and most evidences of 

Israeli rule were removed. If after a period of years 

the question was posed, a more productive answer might 

emerge. 

The autonomy concept as embodied in the Camp David 

Accords, however, has seemingly been discredited. As its 

limited promise turned to failure, it became a symbol for 

the Arab states, save, to some extent, Egypt, of all that 

was wrong with the "peace" process, the United States 

role in it, and ideas that did not permit a full 

partnership for the Palestine Liberation Organization, 

which, by agreement reached at the 1974 Arab summit in 

Rabat, Morocco, is the sole legitimate representative of 

the Palestinian people. 

Israel has tried to set the conditions of an 

eventual "peace" conference by excluding the possibility 

of a Palestinian state. The Palestinians cannot expect 

more from negotiations, Israel has repeatedly stressed, 

than some form of autonomy. The reasons Israelis usually 

cite for refusing to consider Palestinian statehood are 

the state's lack of economic viability and, more 
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important, its potential as a security threat to Israel. 

While the first reason is no ground for excluding 

Palestinian statehood from the conference agenda, the 

second has been debunked in Israel by the Council for 

Peace and Security, a nonpartisan organization whose 

members include dozens of retired military officers. 

In December 1987, a new element developed in the 

occupied territories known as the Intifada or uprising 

that escalated the Palestinian problem to greater 

heights. This uprising is a major attempt by the 

indigenous inhabitants of Palestine to stem the Zionist 

colonization of the West Bank and Gaza. Since then, it 

has created a circle of violence that has resulted in 

many casualties, particularly on the side of the 

Palestinians. 

Despite the continuing hostilities in the occupied 

territories, never in recent years have "peace" prospects 

in the region been better, although efforts continue on 

the part of rejectionists on both sides to thwart them. 

No doubt, the most notable development in this regard is 

what happened at the nineteenth Palestinian National 

Council meeting in Algiers in November 1988. It marked a 

fundamental, radical, change in Palestinian thinking. 

According to a chronology of events in The Middle East 

Journal (1989, pp. 248-249), while proclaiming an 
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independent Palestinian state in the West Bank and Gaza, 

the Palestinian National Council, for the first time, 

implicitly recognized Israel by voting to accept United 

Nations Resolution 242. The body also adopted a 

declaration rejecting terrorism, as was a policy 

statement calling for the convening of an international 

peace conference under the auspices of the United 

Nations. A provisional government was to be formed by 

the PLC's Executive Committee and Central Committee. The 

PLO in essence abandoned the policy of armed struggle, 

which was long at the very core of Palestinian strategy, 

and adopted diplomacy as essentially the sole means of 

achieving a state on the West Bank and Gaza. According 

to this chronology of events, while Israel denounced the 

declaration as irrelevant and unimportant, the United 

States rejected the declaration of a Palestinian state, 

adding that the Palestinian National Council actions did 

not satisfy American conditions for dealing with the PLO. 

Reactions from other nations were positive. About 

seventy nations around the world, including the Soviet 

Union, China, and the twelve-member European Community 

had issued some form of recognition of the proclaimed 

state of Palestine. But some radical Palestinian 

factions like the Palestinian Popular Struggle Front 

(PPSF), the Palestinian National Salvation Front (PNSF), 
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and others controlled by Syria, were just as opposed to 

the actions of the Palestinian National Council as Israel 

was. While Libya welcomed the declaration of the state 

of Palestine, it denounced the acceptance of Resolution 

242 (The Middle East Journal. 1989, p. 249), 

It took further clarification of the PLC's new 

position for the United States to change its policy of 

not meeting with the organization. The first formal 

contact between the United States and the PLO was made on 

December 16, 1988, in Carthage, Tunisia. The United 

States-PLO dialogue marks the most psychological 

breakthrough in the search for a solution to the 

Palestinian problem. Yet the months that have passed 

since then have seen only a few unproductive meetings 

between American and PLO officials. 

The PLC's acceptance of Israel at the nineteenth 

Palestinian National Council meeting put an authoritative 

seal on Palestinian commitment to a two-state solution, 

which, since Britain's Peel Commission posited the idea 

in its 1937 report, has remained the only practical 

outcome to the conflict. By the acceptance of a two-

state solution, the PLO agreed to settle for a mere 

twenty-three percent of mandated Palestine. To them, it 

was a painful decision, but a realistic acknowledgement 
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that things cannot be as they were more than four decades 

ago and that something was better than nothing. 

More than anything, the Palestinian acceptance of a 

two-state solution, along with the endorsement of that 

solution by Arab states—including Syria—at the May 1989 

Arab summit meeting in Casablanca, has transformed the 

conflict between Arab and Jew. For the first time in a 

century, the struggle is no longer primarily over the 

same piece of territory. Since many Israelis also favor 

coexistence provided Israel's security is assured, the 

primary struggle is now between moderates and extremists 

within both camps, between those who seek peaceful 

coexistence and those who reject anything less than 

possession of the whole territory. Israel suddenly finds 

herself faced with three options: continued repression 

and the specter of apartheid, mass expulsion of the 

Palestinians from the occupied territories, or the ceding 

of the West Bank and Gaza for a Pal'^stinian state. While 

the third option seems to be the choice of the world 

community and may be inevitable historically, it has not 

been the choice of the Likud-led government of Israel, 

whose ideological raison d' etre is the retention of the 

territories. 

Prime Minister Shamir's April 1989 "peace 

initiative" calls for elections in the occupied 
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territories and for an eventual Camp David-type autonomy. 

Indeed, according to a report in the Washington Post 

(June 19, 1989) Shamir himself has conceded to his 

constituents that the plan is "largely a public relations 

exercise designed to take the heat off Israel." 

Addressing the Likud Central Committee on July 5, 1989, 

as the chronology of events shows (The Middle East 

Journal, 1989, p. 665), he spelled out the following 

conditions for the so-called "peace initiative": the 

exclusion of East Jerusalem residents from the elections, 

termination of the intifada as a precondition for 

negotiations, continuation of the Jewish settlement drive 

in the occupied territories, rejection of a Palestinian 

state, and no negotiation with the PLO. While the 

Palestinians would welcome free and democratic elections, 

none, however moderate, can be expected to accept these 

preconditions. 

As the struggle for Palestine moves toward one 

between moderates and extremist within each camp rather 

than one between Arab and Jew over the same piece of 

land, cooperation between those on both sides seeking 

coexistence has become more important than ever. Whether 

that cooperation will lead to a solution of the 

Palestinian problem remains to be seen. Some compromise 

on territory is almost certainly a necessary element of a 
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lasting solution. Some analysts believe that with the 

improved relations between the superpowers and perhaps, 

the end of the Cold War, we may begin to see these two 

obdurate parties begin to change their stance on the use 

of physical violence to find a lasting solution. 

Certainly, tension remains high in the whole of the 

region primarily because of the Palestinian problem. But 

can we simply conclude that a constant state of war or 

peace as conventionally understood has existed between 

Israel and her Arab neighbors since the end of World War 

II? This, therefore, is the continuing focus of this 

study. 

A third case study from a national perspective--the 

Algerian struggle for independence from France--follows. 



CHAPTER V 

FROM A NATIONAL PERSPECTIVE 
ALGERIA AND FRANCE 

Africa was the last frontier of white colonialism. 

At the close of World War II, the European powers--

Britain, France, Belgium, Portugal, and Spain--still held 

firmly to their colonies, which collectively encompassed 

virtually the entire continent. But with the awakening 

of African nationalism, this soon began to change. While 

there were only three independent nations on the African 

continent in 1945, by 1970 there were no less than fifty-

two . 

One particular struggle for independence was 

different. In the case of Algeria, although France 

recognized the inevitability of decolonization, political 

power was not willingly handed over to the nationalist 

leaders as in their other African colonies. The events 

generated by this have been called "the bloodiest 

struggle for national independence in Africa . . . " 

(McWilliams and Piotrowski, 1988, p. 120). 

This chapter attempts to review some of the major 

events that transpired during Algeria's struggle for 

independence from France. It is hoped that this case 

study will provide some theoretical insights into the 

research question from a national perspective. In 

205 
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conformity with the previous case studies, the 

interactions between Algeria and France have been 

separated into four arbitrarily drawn time periods for 

the purpose of categorizing the events. But first, some 

background to the relationship is provided. 

Background 

France's presence in Algeria dates back to 1830, 

when its first troops landed in this North African 

region. For the next seventeen years, France undertook 

to conquer the population completely, a population made 

up of Arabic-speaking people who professed the faith of 

Islam, a religion remarkably impervious to Christian 

missionaries. In 1848, the first French Roman Catholic 

settlers arrived. The French quest for empire in this 

section of the world thus became a bitter struggle 

between two cultures and two religions. In 1870-1871, in 

the wake of France's losing effort in its war with 

Germany, the Arab population rose in rebellion, in an 

attempt to rid themselves of French rule. But the 

rebellion was put down in blood and was followed by the 

widespread confiscation of Moslem lands. Algeria then 

became a land divided between the immigrant French, who 

had seized the best lands along the coast and who enjoyed 

the rights and protection of French citizenship, and the 
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native Algerians, for whom the law offered little 

protection. The French have always justified their 

colonial conquest as part of their civilizing mission. 

Yet, the blessings of French democracy were meant only 

for Europeans in Algeria, not for the indigenous Arab and 

Moslem population. 

In the years between the two world wars (1918-1939), 

the French government repeatedly grappled with the 

question of the status of native Algerians, Liberals, 

both French and Algerian, urged the integration of the 

Moslem Algerians into French society by granting them 

citizenship without their first having to convert to 

Catholicism. To that effect, in 1936 France's premier, 

Leon Blum, proposed a bill granting a number of selected 

native Algerians--soldiers with distinguished records in 

World War I, teachers, graduates from French institutes--

the privilege of French citizenship even though they 

continued to profess the faith of their ancestors. This 

meant that twenty-one thousand Moslems would be admitted 

to French citizenship during the first year, and that the 

list was to be increased in later years. However, bitter 

and unrelenting opposition killed the bill, and with it 

the opportunity of integrating Algeria with France. As a 

consequence, the fiction of the 1950s that Algeria was a 
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province of France clashed with the reality of a Moslem, 

Arabic Algeria distinct from French civilization. 

The aim of French colonial policy in Africa had been 

the assimilation of its African colonies into the French 

empire and the transformation of the African natives into 

French citizens. As in all other French colonies in 

Africa, indigenous Algerians were enjoined to abandon 

their own culture in favor of the "superior" French 

civilization. They were taught the French language and 

culture, and the elite among them received their higher 

education at French universities. No attempt was ever 

made to prepare the natives for independence; however, 

because the colonies were considered part of the French 

empire, they were permitted to send elected 

representatives to Paris where they held seats in the 

French National Assembly. 

There was a problem with the French program of 

assimilation in that it assumed that the population of 

the French African colonies wanted to become and in fact 

were somehow capable of becoming "French." In the case 

of Algeria, the assimilation of Moslem Arabs proved to be 

impossible, as the French settlers and the Arabs both 

rejected it. The Arabs in Algeria always understood that 

they were, first and foremost, conquered subjects. As 

one Moslem scholar, Abdelhamid Benbadis, put it: "The 
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Algerian people are not French, do not wish to be and 

could not be even if they wish" (Quoted in Mathews, 1961, 

p. 20). What followed was a growing sense of nationalism 

among the indigenous Algerians, culminating in their 

struggle for independence from France. 

Algerian Nationalism, 1945-1954 

World War II was fought for the noblest of reasons: 

against fascism, racism, and colonialism, and for 

democracy and human rights. It was little wonder that 

upon the conclusion of this war, the colonial peoples in 

Asia and Africa demanded the implementation of the ideas 

for which the war had been fought. To complicate matters 

for the Europeans, natives of these colonies had been 

recruited to fight precisely for these ideas. 

Inevitably, after the war the Algerians presented the 

bill for their services to the French. They simply 

wanted to implement their right to self-determination, a 

right which was the avowed policy of all western nations, 

including France. Aron has aptly stated the 

contradiction in this policy of self-determination in one 

of his books (1958, pp. 20-21). 

The first manifestation of the new Algerian attitude 

became apparent even before the end of World War II. On 

May 1, 1945, during the May Day celebrations in Algiers, 
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demonstrators staged an unauthorized march in which 

Algerians carried banners denouncing French rule and 

demanding Algerian independence. The French attempt to 

halt the demonstration led to the deaths of ten Algerians 

and a Frenchman. The French then boasted that they had 

ended all disorder. But several days latter, on May 8, 

1945, the V-E (Victory in Europe) day celebrations in the 

Algerian town of Setif turned into a riot. The French 

had hoisted the tricolor in honor of the victory of the 

allies. Algerian participants in the celebrations, 

however, had their own agenda. They came again with 

banners calling for the independence of Algeria. One 

young Algerian who defiantly carried Algeria's forbidden 

green and white flag with the red crescent was shot to 

death by a police officer. The act touched off an anti-

colonial rebellion in Algeria, leading to the death of 

some one hundred Europeans. 

What happened thereafter was a portent of the 

future. The heavy-handed French response brought into 

combat the police, troops, airplanes to bomb and strafe 

villages, and warships to shell coastal settlements. The 

British, as they did later that year in Vietnam when they 

secured that colony for France upon the defeat of the 

Japanese, came to the assistance of the French colonial 

administration by providing airplanes to carry French 
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troops from France, Morocco, and Tunisia. When the fight 

was over, the French conducted wholesale arrests--the 

traditional French policy after colonial outbreaks. A 

great number of Moslems were executed, a greater number 

were simply massacred. On May 13, 1945, the French 

staged a military parade in Constantine to impress upon 

the Algerians the decisive nature of their victory. 

French society was unanimous and determined in its 

response to Algerian defiance. In Paris, politicians of 

all stripes, including the Communist Party--whose 

official position was one of anti-colonialism and which 

later opposed the war in Indochina--strongly supported 

the suppression of the revolt in Algeria. The French 

colonial authorities admitted that the violence had been 

in part the result of food shortages. What they did not 

acknowledge was that the rebellion had been fueled by a 

deep-seated opposition to French rule in Algeria. 

Three things stand out clearly from Setif, according 

to Jacques Goutor; first, it was clear that the mood of 

the Moslems was dark, and that many of them were ready to 

resort to violence under sufficient provocation. 

Secondly, it was equally clear that the Europeans were 

ready to defend their position by force of arms, as was 

made obvious by the actions of "self-appointed militia 

who went about the country shooting down anything that 
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looked like a Moslem." Finally, Setif showed that when 

faced with a choice, the French government would bring 

its power to bear on the side of the Europeans in Algeria 

(1965, p. 29). Setif, it appears, marked the 

polarization of Moslem opinion; it became the point of no 

return for Moslem leaders, after which there could be no 

solution until bullets had spoken. 

Between the Setif incident and the actual outbreak 

of the rebellion, almost a decade later, a number of 

events took place which require examination, if one is to 

understand fully the process by which Moslem discontent 

was turned into a revolutionary movement. But generally, 

relative stability prevailed in Algeria before 1954. 

From the French side, this period can easily be called a 

lost decade. They had other problems to deal with which 

made Algeria seem a rather minor ailment. For example, 

there were immense difficulties connected with post-war 

recovery, the Communist threat from 1947-1950, the war in 

Indochina, inflation, and the German problem. 

Perhaps, the root of the discontent by Algerian 

Moslems lies in the political arrangements or the 

administration that was set up by France in Algeria. 

Executive power belonged to a Governor-General, appointed 

by and responsible to the French government, and assisted 

by a government council. In addition to this was the 
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institution of a French system of local government, with 

a French administrator running an area under the distant 

supervision of a Moslem Algerian Prefect, called Mecheri 

and a handful of prominent pro-French tribal leaders. 

Legislative power belonged to the French Parliament 

in matters concerning the Constitution and the civil and 

penal codes, and in matters concerning Algeria, to a body 

that was established after World War II, the Algerian 

Assembly, in conjunction with the Governor-General. 

This, in practice, meant that the approval of the 

Governor-General was necessary for the Assembly's 

decisions to be effective. This body contained two 

"colleges" of sixty members each. The first was composed 

of representatives of the Europeans and the very small 

number of "assimilated" natives. The second represented 

the majority of the Moslem population. 

This arrangement also meant that one-fourth of the 

members of the Algerian Parliament, or the Finance 

Commission, or the Governor-General could at any time 

request that a vote be taken by a two-thirds instead of a 

simple majority. This device ensured that the presence 

of a certain number of Moslems in the first college 

virtually eliminate any possibility of a Moslem majority 

to outvote the Europeans. As one observer sees this, 

"through manipulated elections and the appointment of 
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official representatives, the colonial authorities 

controlled enough votes in the second college combined 

with the European college to maintain European dominance" 

(Andrews, 1962, pp. 3-4). 

Dorothy Pickles has argued also that universal 

suffrage with a common roll did not exist in Algeria 

until 1958. She notes reluctantly that electors of the 

first college included less than half a million citizens 

subject to the French civil code in addition to about 

58,000 Moslems, while electors to the second college 

included almost one and one-half million Moslems subject 

to koranic law. To make things worse, she adds, there 

was a statute that somewhat restricted the possibilities 

for Moslems to pass from the second college to the first 

in the future (1963, p. 28). 

It is, therefore, not surprising that the Fourth 

French Republic pursued an Algerian policy along the same 

lines as that of its predecessor. Aron summarized this 

policy in one word: maintenir, meaning to maintain 

(1958, p. 53). In the new French constitution, the 

position of Algeria was left rather vague, only to be 

clarified by the Algerian Status of September 20, 1947. 

Algeria was still considered a part of France, and the 

only recognition of its peculiarity was a vague reference 
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to "measures which must be taken to bring justice to her 

peoples" (Cited in Goutor, 1965, p. 31). 

More significant for the immediate future, 

additional powers were delegated to the Algerian 

Parliament, signifying a further abandonment of 

responsibilities on the part of metropolitan France (see 

Oppermann, 1961, pp. 287-298, for full text of the 

Status). Algeria's Moslems were given greater 

representation in this parliament, but the grant of 

additional representatives was offset by the frequently 

demonstrated unwillingness of the French government to 

oppose effectively the rigging of elections, which 

insured that only the safest Moslem candidates were 

elected. 

In the equally significant realm of administration 

and social legislation, the French government found 

itself unable to take more than token steps toward 

improving the increasingly bleak conditions for the 

Moslem masses. An empty treasury made it impossible to 

undertake the vast programs of reform which would have 

been necessary to hold the line. In addition, Europeans' 

resistance to any reform made the prospect of progress 

even dimmer. Goutor went so far to say that the decade 

preceding the rebellion was a period of "regression" 

(1963, p. 32), Evidence of French under-administration 
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abound, and gradually, the French administrators lost 

touch with the Moslem masses and their realities. 

To account fully for the lack of understanding 

displayed by these administrators, one must add to their 

isolation from reality the fact that a deeply ingrained 

habit of considering the Moslems inferior led them to 

underestimate their ability to organize anything as 

complex as a full-scale rebellion. The difficulties 

encountered by the Moslems in organizing for action, 

their internal divisions, the open and secret struggles 

between nationalist factions, all of which were well 

known to the French police, tended to confirm their 

evaluation. France did not realize that an Algerian 

rebellion was in progress until the first shot had been 

fired. 

While the French were thus deceiving themselves, 

those Moslem leaders who were involved in setting a 

revolution on foot were hard at work. To find the 

origins of the central organization which assumed the 

leadership of the nationalist movement as of 1954, one 

must go back to the Parti du Peuple Algerien (PDA), 

outlawed since 1937. After the liberation of Algeria, 

this party reappeared under a new name, Mouvement Pour Le 

Triumphe des Libertes Democratique (MILD). The MILD was 

the respectable front which took part in general 
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elections, which published a number of newspapers of 

radical opinion, and which managed to stay one step ahead 

of administrative excommunication. The work of the MILD 

was symptomatic of radical changes in Moslem sentiment, 

although of little significance when compared to the 

purposes and actions of its secret ramifications. 

Beginning in 1945, the clandestine organization drew to 

its ranks a new crop of nationalists who brought new 

ideas and new blood to the old party. By 1954, it was 

obvious that the Moslems had resolved their differences 

and the problems connected with the organization of the 

rebellion that followed. 

Organized Anarchy, 1954-1958 

France's determination to retain control over 

Algeria must be viewed in the historical context of its 

prior struggle in Vietnam. The long war in Vietnam had 

drained the French people emotionally, physically, and 

economically. When defeat came in 1954, most of the 

French accepted the loss of Vietnam without bitter 

recrimination. They yielded to fate. At the outset of 

the Vietnamese conflict in 1946, French society had 

supported the suppression of the Vietnamese independence 

movement; eight years later, Vietnam had become a burden 

to be lifted from their shoulders. When in the Spring of 
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1954 France's Prime Minister Pierre Mendes promised to 

end the war by granting the Vietnamese independence, 

there were few dissenting voices. With the Geneva 

Conference of July 1954, the French colonial presence on 

the Asian mainland came to an inglorious end. 

Yet, within a few months of the Geneva settlement, 

the French were once more faced with the prospect of 

losing a colony, and this time it would be Algeria. The 

same people, however, who had been willing to abandon 

Vietnam, now took a different position. Having lost one 

colony, they were in no mood to contemplate another 

seeming humiliation--another defeat at the hands of a 

colonized people, a people of different color and 

religion. At stake were France's honor, its role as a 

great power, and its position in Africa. On the Algerian 

question, therefore, they refused to yield. 

It was no surprise that the French, having no 

justifiable reason to maintain their hold on Algeria, 

insisted that Algeria was not a colony but an integral 

part of France, a province across the Mediterranean, in 

the same manner that Brittany, Alsace, Lorraine, and 

Provence were provinces of France (See Behr, 1958, p. 

280). But the native Algerians were bent on independence 

from France at any price. 
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The ensuing struggle in Algeria was marked by 

methods of physical violence of extraordinary brutality. 

The revolution against France was organized by the Front 

de liberation nationale (FLN), which turned to the 

traditional weapon of the weak—terror. The FLN resorted 

to intimidation by bombing European targets in Algeria, 

while the Europeans logically and predictably bombed 

Moslem establishments. The French military responded 

with its own version of terror by executing and torturing 

prisoners in order to uncover the FLN's organizational 

structure. In 1956, the French Parliament, with the 

express support of the Communist Party, granted General 

Jacques Massy of the Tenth Parachute Division absolute 

authority to do whatever was necessary and with this the 

"Battle of Algiers" began. It ended with the destruction 

of the FLN's leadership. Brute force had triumphed over 

brute force and seemed to have settled the issue. Within 

a year the colonial uprising appeared to be over. 

But the rebellion continued, nevertheless, as new 

leaders emerged. Algerians, such as Ferhat Abbas, who 

had devoted their lives to cooperation with the French, 

joined the rebellion. The one million French settlers in 

Algeria demanded an increase in military protection and 

they received it. French military strength, initially at 

50,000 rose to 400,000. The bloodletting and the 



220 

atrocities continued. At the end, about two million 

Arabs of a population of nine million, had been driven 

from their villages to become refugees, and perhaps one 

million had died. 

Gradually, many in France began to comprehend the 

unpalatable truth that Algeria would never be French. By 

the late 1950s, the French, who had been unified on the 

Algerian question in 1954, began an intense debate on the 

subject. But the French settlers in Algeria always 

remained adamant that there could be no surrender. For 

them, this was not a subject for consideration. The 

attempt to put down the revolution had become too costly, 

both in economic and political terms. It divided French 

society to the point that it threatened to touch off a 

civil war. One of the telling arguments against the 

continued French occupation of Algeria was that it 

corrupted the young people who were serving in a French 

army guilty of repeated atrocities. Many French citizens 

(not unlike many of their United States counterparts 

during the war in Vietnam) became more concerned about 

the effect the killing, the brutality, and the torture 

had on their own society than the impact of such actions 

on the Arab victims. The costs of the continuing 

struggle were outweighing the benefits. Many of the 
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French, therefore, came to the conclusion that the time 

had come to quit Algeria. 

It took an exceptional political leader to take 

France out of Algeria, because the nation, which had been 

united in its desire to get out of Vietnam only four 

years earlier, remained bitterly divided on this 

question. The colonials in Algeria, who as French 

citizens, insisted on the protection of what they 

perceived to be their rights, and the army remained 

determined to stay. By 1957, the greatest danger to 

France was not the Algerian uprising, but a sequence of 

"white rebellions," which threatened to topple the 

constitutional government of France itself. Only a 

politician of the stature of General Charles de Gaulle 

was able to accomplish the difficult task of resolving 

the Algerian dilemma without plunging France into civil 

war. 

De Gaulle and Algeria, 1958-1962 

De Gaulle had emerged in World War II as the sacred 

symbol of French resistance to Nazi Germany and had thus 

salvaged France's honor. In June 1958, he was elected as 

the new French President at a time France was faced with 

very difficult circumstances, particularly the Algerian 

conflict. A few days after he resumed power, he 
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undertook an extensive tour of Algeria. His purpose was 

clear; his presence there would have a calming effect 

upon the exacerbated passions of the Europeans. 

Moreover, he hoped to rally Moslem opinion to his own 

views, a hope reinforced by the fact that thousands of 

Moslems turned out to cheer him wherever he went. On 

June 4, in Algiers, he left the protective ranks of his 

escort to plunge into the crowds and shake hundreds of 

hands. When he emerged, he said to the throng: "Je vous 

ai compris." meaning, he understood them. When the wild 

cheering had ebbed, he added: "As of today, there are in 

all of Algeria only Frenchmen in full standing, enjoying 

the same rights and sharing the same duties" (The New 

York Times. June 5, 1958). 

Given the circumstances, it appeared to those who 

heard these statements that de Gaulle had "understood" 

the wishes of the people to remain French and that he 

proposed to make this a reality by making the Moslems 

into full-fledged citizens. The impression which he left 

in Algiers was further strengthened by a statement which 

he made in Oran, on the following day, to the effect that 

"France is here and will always be here" (The New York 

Times. June 7, 1958). If this was simply a sentimental 

reminder that France had left an indelible mark upon 
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Algeria, it was a subtlety much too fine to be grasped by 

the crowds. 

In September 1958, a referendum was conducted 

throughout France in which the voters were asked to 

express approval of de Gaulle's plan for a new 

constitution. This included, among other things, the 

option of independence for African and Asian possessions. 

As for Algeria, there was a clause recognizing her 

"personality" and another clause establishing a single 

electoral college and a common electoral roll for all 

Algerians. There was to be no more discrimination in 

employment, education, or in the application of social 

legislation. The vote of confidence that de Gaulle 

received was overwhelming; to him, it was a clear mandate 

to proceed with his plans. 

Armed with this evidence of his power, de Gaulle 

immediately undertook another tour of Algeria. At 

Constantine, on October 3, 1958, he delivered his famous 

speech in which he outlined his plans for the future of 

Algeria. In it, he said that the referendum mutually and 

forever pledged Algeria and France one to the other. The 

fulfillment of this pledge must be found in the 

improvement of conditions for all of Algeria's residents. 

He then went on to outline a five-year plan for Algeria 

which came to be known as the Constantine Plan. This 
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plan called for vast land reforms, the industrialization 

of Algeria supported by heavy French and foreign 

investments, the joint development of Saharan mineral 

resources and an educational system for all. The plan 

also included provisions whereby all discrimination in 

employment, voting rights and in other public and private 

rights would cease (see. Home, 1978, pp. 340-341). 

On the face of it, the Constantine Plan, with its 

concomitant of heavy French commitments, would certainly 

carry the political implication that Algeria would remain 

intimately tied to France. From this standpoint, 

however, there was in the Constantine speech a passage 

which was most disquieting. On the question of Algeria's 

political future, de Gaulle was most reticent: 

I believe that it is quite useless to freeze 
in advance, into words, that which, in any 
event, is going to take shape, little by little, 
as it is undertaken . . . The future of Algeria 
will . . . be built on a double foundation: her 
personality and her close solidarity with 
metropolitan France. (quoted in Goutor, 1963, p. 
50) 

He had closed his speech with an appeal to the rebels to 

stop their fratricidal war and to foreign nations like 

the Soviet Union and some Arab countries who were 

supporting the Algerian Moslems to cease meddling in the 

affairs of France because he felt this was an internal 

French problem. 
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Most observers agree that de Gaulle had in mind some 

middle solution, such as partial autonomy. Some viewed 

the Constantine Plan as an attempt to exploit Moslem 

support and to reorient Moslem opinion towards France and 

away from the FLN. De Gaulle regarded total independence 

for Algeria as a disaster, for he believed that it would 

mean death or departure for most Europeans, misery for 

the Moslems, and an almost certain rebellion by many 

members of the professional army. He believed that 

millions of Moslems supported the FLN only because they 

feared to be caught on the wrong side of the fence should 

independence become a sudden reality. His proposal of a 

middle solution can therefore be seen as a means of 

rallying millions of uncommitted Moslems to a compromise 

which would minimize violence. 

This stance is also reflected in his "peace of the 

brave" proposal made at a press conference on October 23, 

1958. After saying in his opening statement that the 

referendum made it clear that it was now possible for the 

Algerians and the French of metropolitan France to build 

the future together, he added something that inevitably 

alienated the Europeans and the army: 

I say unequivocally that, as for them, the men of 
the insurrection have fought courageously. Let the 
peace of the brave come, and I am sure that all 
hatred will fade and disappear . . . Let those who 
opened fire cease fire and let them return without 
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humiliation to their families and their work . . . 
Wherever they are organized for combat, their 
leaders need only enter into contact with the French 
command . 

He added some words directed at the leaders of the FLN, 

urging them to designate who might negotiate with French 

authorities in Morocco or Tunisia, who would ensure their 

arrival to metropolitan France. He finally said: 

The political destiny of Algeria is Algeria itself 
. . . future solutions will be based upon the 
courageous personality of Algeria, and upon its 
close association with metropolitan France. I 
believe that this ensemble, completed by the Sahara, 
will link itself . . . with the free states of 
Tunisia and Morocco. (quoted in Goutor, 1963, pp. 
51-52) 

The "peace of the brave" statement was viewed by all 

factions in Algeria as a revolution in official French 

policy in Algeria. This was the first time that an 

official statement had granted the rebel movement any 

sort of legitimacy. It provoked the white settlers in 

Algeria, including some members of the French military. 

In fact, the bitterness found among the ranks of the 

professional army was compounded with resentment over the 

meaningless victory which they had achieved in Algeria. 

Some questioned his actions, characterizing him as a 

traitor. It led to what M. Cottaz (1962) called "the 

revolt of the colonels." 

If the "peace of the brave" speech was greeted with 

anger and rebellion in Algeria, it was received with 
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considerable relief in metropolitan France. De Gaulle 

seemed to have acted according to the will of the people, 

for many were anxious to see their sons and husbands 

return safely home. Many more found the Algerian burden 

an insupportable obstacle to the economic boom which 

awaited France, should there ever be a disengagement from 

the costly Algerian venture. The idea that colonies were 

a drain on the national treasury had finally hit home. 

Once de Gaulle established the first link on the road to 

"peace," the movement of opinion became irresistible. By 

1959, the "crisis of conscience" which had shaken France 

so deeply had passed. The hour for self-searching, for 

serious questions about France's responsibilities to the 

Moslems was over. The problem would be de Gaulle's to 

resolve amicably. 

As for the Moslems, their reaction to de Gaulle's 

olive branch was mixed. According to Oppermann (1961, p. 

212), some leaders in the FLN were tempted by the French 

leader's offer. But the whole idea of surrender was a 

difficult obstacle on the path to "peace." Moreover, 

acceptance of de Gaulle's conditions would probably lead 

to their submersion in a tide of Moslem opinion willing 

to settle for a halfway solution. From the standpoint of 

timing, de Gaulle's proposal was most astute, for it came 

at a time when Moslem opinion showed signs of 
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war-weariness. It was, therefore, not surprising that 

the FLN opted to keep Moslem opinion in line in order to 

push through to independence. The nationalists had 

organized a Provisional Government of the Algerian 

Republic (GPRA) on September 19, 1958, presided over by 

Ahmed Abbas. This step was intended to lend the movement 

an additional degree of respectability, to give it more 

effectiveness in diplomatic relations, and to demonstrate 

to the world that Algeria was capable of governing 

herself. In a sense, however, the establishment of a 

provisional government reflected the fear of the FLN that 

de Gaulle might find some other representative group 

within Algeria which might negotiate, leaving the FLN 

out. 

However, the year following the "peace of the brave" 

statement brought no remarkable progress towards "peace." 

Although, de Gaulle was not heard from on the subject of 

Algeria during this period, he was concerned about Moslem 

opinion of his plan for their independence. His speech 

of September 16, 1959, reflected his disappointment that 

the Moslems had not responded positively. He seemed to 

have lost hope for a French solution when he said: 

We will solve the Algerian problem as a great nation 
should do, choosing the only path worthy of being 
followed. I mean the free choice which the 
Algerians themselves will make of their future . . . 
Thanks to the progress of pacification, to 
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democracy, and to social advancement, we can now 
look forward to the day when the men and women who 
live in Algeria will be in a position to decide 
their own destiny . . . Taking into account all of 
these factors, I deem it necessary that recourse to 
self-determination be here and now proclaimed, 
(quoted in Goutor, 1963, p. 54) 

According to this new plan, Algeria would be given the 

opportunity to vote on her own destiny within four years 

after the restoration of "peace", defined by de Gaulle as 

the time "when not more than two hundred persons a year 

will lose their lives in ambushes or in isolated attacks" 

(see, Macridis and Brown, 1960, p.322). The intervening 

period would be used to empty prisons, permitting the 

return of refugees, and giving the Moslems a chance to 

meditate on their future. 

Fourteen months after«resuming power with the 

understanding that he would keep Algeria French, he had 

unequivocally assured Algeria the right to self-

determination under Moslem control. He continued to 

appeal for restraint from all sides and a cease-fire and 

a peaceful solution from the Moslems. A series of 

official meetings took place between French officials and 

the Moslem resistants, with no apparent compromise 

reached on the issues of negotiations and the cease-fire. 

Having sought and received approval of a negotiated 

settlement in Algeria along the principle of 
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self-determination through a referendum on January 8, 

1961, he declared the age of colonization to be over, 

calling for serious negotiations with the Moslems. In 

May, 1961, talks began at Evian, France, aimed at 

independence for Algeria. With a succession of 

agreements signed on March 18, 1962, between France and 

the FLN which represented the Algerian Moslems Algerians 

overwhelmingly approved them. 

Evian, an End 
Colonialism t 

and a Beginnin 
o Cooperation, 

ig, From 
1962-

On March 19, 1962, the armed conflict in Algeria 

over independence came to an official end. For France, 

the Evian agreements were a sobering ending to eight 

years of bitter armed conflict, of deep internal 

conflict, and of the end of her imperial glory. For the 

Moslems of Algeria, the Evian agreements marked a 

beginning, exciting but uncertain. The independence for 

which they had fought so bitterly and so bravely was 

about to become a reality. 

The agreements fall into several distinct parts. 

The first portion deals with the immediate problem, a 

cease-fire for Algeria. It addressed troops withdrawal, 

exchange of prisoners, and problems of military 

disengagement. The second part dealt with the modalities 

of Algeria's transitional government between cease-fire 
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and self-determination. The third section dealt with 

"individual rights and liberties" to be guaranteed by the 

new Algerian state, providing a blanket amnesty for both 

Europeans and Moslems. This section also addressed the 

issues of citizenship for Europeans in Algeria and their 

properties. 

The next portion of the Evian Agreements set forth 

the principles of cooperation with France. The Algerian 

government agreed to guarantee the interests and rights 

of individual and legal entities, in return for which 

France pledged herself to continue technical and cultural 

assistance to Algeria, as well as granting her special 

benefits such as preferential tariffs and marketing 

quotas. In addition, France pledged her continued 

assistance in the development of the resources of the 

Sahara, in return for which Algeria promised to guarantee 

existing mining concessions and to give French firms 

preferential treatment in the granting of all further 

concessions. These arrangements were subject to review 

in 1965. The last portion of the Evian Agreements was 

devoted to the elaboration of regulations to govern the 

process of self-determination, particularly the 

referendum (for a full text of this Declaration, see, 

Israel, (ed.), 1967, pp. 2745-2775). 
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On the whole, both sides made important concessions, 

both sides won on major points, both sides pulled back 

considerably from certain points on which they had 

publicly opposed all compromise. It is reasonable to 

conclude that moderation finally prevailed on both sides. 

The final steps in implementing the Evian Agreements were 

carried out in the first week of July, 1962. On July 1, 

the self-determination vote was held throughout Algeria. 

To the question "do you wish Algeria to become an 

independent state cooperating with France under the 

conditions defined under the declaration of March 19, 

1962?" Six million of Algeria's six-and-one-half million 

eligible voters answered yes. Therefore, on July 3, 

1962, de Gaulle solemnly proclaimed the independence of 

Algeria. 

The evolution of the relationship between Algeria 

and France throughout the period of colonialism and since 

Algerian independence has been a unique one. Certainly, 

a lot of events have taken place that can be 

conventionally described as either war or peace. But in 

the events that took place, the structures of France 

already had international components, since she was in 

charge of the legitimate machinery of the government in 

Algeria. On the one hand, France represented what Tamkoc 

(1967) calls the "militant conservatives." On the other 
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hand, the Algerian Moslems,—the "militant 

revolutionaries" as Tamkoc (1967) would also call them--

had to acquire their own international components since 

they had to approximate France as closely as possible to 

supplant them. 

Therefore, such events cannot be placed in the 

traditional dichotomy of civil and international because 

of the convergence of external and internal variables 

that affected them. Since the stakes involved the 

destinies of other countries and peoples in the world, 

they were not insulated from the wider patterns of 

international politics. Accordingly, scholars like 

Tamkoc (1967) and George Modelski (1964) have argued that 

the involvement of the international community on both 

sides creates the ubiquitous international circular 

processes of intervention culminating in the 

"internationalization" of such dyadic events. 

But it remains to be determined empirically whether 

the dyadic relationships between the selected countries 

can fit into a different mode of thinking in today's 

international relations. The following chapter provides 

the analysis of the data and findings, in the search for 

some valid conclusion. 



CHAPTER VI 

DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

This chapter tests the hypothesis that the 

juxtapositioning of conflict and cooperation between 

selected actors in contemporary international relations 

has moved international behavior away from war, but did 

not bring about peace, as the terms are conventionally 

understood. An analysis of events data from the Conflict 

and Peace Data Bank (COPDAB) presents an opportunity for 

the researcher to assess the degree of cooperativeness or 

conflictiveness between the selected actors from 1948 to 

1978. This data set also provides the researcher with 

the frequency and intensity of the international behavior 

of one actor against the other, as well as a measure of 

yearly Dimensions of Interactions: the Conflict DIs and 

the Cooperation DIs. In the following pages, a case by 

case analysis of the data as executed shows some 

interesting findings in regard to the research 

hypothesis. 

Case Study #1: U.S. and 

The Soviet Union 

From a global perspective, a yearly frequency 

distribution of events along the 15-point scale provided 

by Azar in the data set was executed first, with the 

234 
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United States as the actor and the Soviet Union as the 

target. This was used to characterize the behavior of 

the United States, since it accounted for both the 

intensity and the frequency of the actor's actions toward 

the Soviet Union. 

On the basis of COPDAB's data. Table 3 shows the 

number of yearly events directed at the Soviet Union by 

the United States from 1948 to 1978, the period the data 

covered. The results show that the years 1948 with 181 

total events, 1959 with 163, and 1973 with 161, had the 

highest frequency of events in that order. No single 

event occurred on either point 1 or 15 along the 15-point 

international scale. Only one event occurred on point 2 

of this scale in 1964. The distribution also shows that 

the most conflictive events occurred on point 14 of the 

scale in 1950 with 3 and in 1953 with 1 (See Figure 1). 

A significant number of events occurred between points 4 

and 11 on the 15-point scale, which is reflective of the 

mean range of 6.7 in 1974 to 9.8 in 1950. 

With data available on both frequency and intensity 

of the actor's behavior toward the target, we combined 

these variables into a single measure called "Dimension 

of Interaction" (DI). To compute the yearly dimension of 

interaction between the United States and the Soviet 

Union, we simply multiplied the yearly frequency of 
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Table 3. Frequency Distribution by Year 1948-1978. 
Actor = U.S. Target = U.S.S.R. 

YEAR 
1948 
1949 
1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

FREQUENCY (f) BY SCALE 

5 ^ 
Scale 

7 8 9 
Values 
10 11 12 13 14 15 

1 1 

1 

4 
1 2 
14 

2 2 
1 1 
1 6 
1 12 

3 3 
14 

2 9 
1 4 

1 
1 10 
3 8 
2 3 
1 6 
1 8 

1 5 12 
1 6 26 
2 13 30 
1 12 24 
1 10 16 

4 3 
3 4 8 
1 4 6 

1 
2 
4 
6 
1 
7 
4 
3 
7 
12 
3 
8 
6 
1 
2 
1 
8 
12 
4 
8 
13 
6 
7 
14 
8 
4 
2 
11 
7 

18 
5 
6 
21 
17 
39 
13 
36 
19 
11 
26 
47 
3 
36 
29 
16 
9 
7 
31 
30 
17 
32 
24 
24 
27 
55 
21 
17 
5 

37 
28 

19 
4 
14 
13 
21 
16 
10 
37 
9 
32 
14 
23 
9 
24 
14 
7 
6 
8 
17 
16 
6 
8 
33 
12 
16 
20 
12 
17 
9 
32 
33 

100 28 
23 9 
40 6 
57 10 
33 6 
33 3 
13 2 
24 1 
17 10 
33 7 
23 
56 5 
24 5 
37 11 
39 6 
4 
8 
8 
23 
13 
15 
12 
22 
15 
4 
19 
8 
8 
8 
24 6 
29 16 

1 
4 
7 
2 
4 
7 
4 

5 
3 

TOTAL 
EVENT 
181 
42 
74 
106 
87 
109 
42 
121 
63 
88 
77 
163 
44 
123 
113 
45 
33 
26 
95 
91 
52 
73 
110 
79 
104 
161 
90 
73 
31 
126 
125 

MEAN 
9.5 
9.6 
9.8 
9.2 
9.0 
8.4 
8.4 
8.0 
8.5 
9.1 
8.0 
8.2 
9.4 
8.5 
8.4 
7.5 
7.4 
8.6 
8.0 
7.7 
8.0 
7.6 
8.2 
7.5 
7.2 
7.0 
6.7 
6.8 
7.7 
7.9 
8.5 
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events at each scale point by the weighted value of that 

point. To get the conflict DIs, we added the scores of 

the conflict part of the scale, just as we added the 

scores of the cooperation part to get the cooperation 

DIs. 

Table 4 summarizes this dimension of interaction 

with the United States as the actor. While the 

proportion of conflict DIs was greater than cooperation 

DIs between 1948 and 1962, the reverse was true for most 

of the years between 1963 and 1976. This measure of 

cooperativeness and conflictiveness between these two 

nations, at least on the basis of the United States' 

behavior, does not differ significantly from the pattern 

of behavior established by Table 3. 

Therefore, based on the occurrence of events 

directed at the Soviet Union by the United States, it is 

evident that while relations between these two 

superpowers never got worse than exhibiting sometimes 

strong and/or mild verbal expressions displaying 

hostility and/or discord, it never also got better than 

meetings of higher officials, conferring on problems of 

mutual interest; issuing joint communiques, exchanging 

ambassadors, and stating or explaining policy. One can 

only deduct from this pattern that while there was a 
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movement away from war, their interactions certainly did 

not bring them to peace as conventionally understood. 

It was also necessary to reverse the roles, this 

time with the Soviet Union as the actor and the United 

States as the target. This provided the researcher an 

opportunity to detect any variation in pattern as seen 

when the United States was designated as the actor. 

Table 5 shows the frequency distribution by year for the 

period data covered with these roles reversed. 

There are obviously more events directed by the 

Soviet Union at the United States. The greatest yearly 

total occurred in 1962 with 234, 1959 with 225, and 1948 

with 175, in that order, with a mean range of 6.9 in 1974 

to 9.8 in 1948. No single event occurred on points 1 and 

2 on the cooperation end of the scale and on points 14 

and 15 on the conflict end (See Figure 2). 

Interestingly, all of the events were distributed between 

points 3 and 13 on the 15-point international scale, with 

a lot of them closer to the neutral point 8. 

Table 6 shows the dimension of interaction with the 

roles reversed. Again, there seems to be no apparent 

difference in the pattern seen with the United States as 

the actor in Table 4. However, only in 1955 and 1972 

through 1975 were the cooperation DIs greater than the 

conflict DIs. While this may point to a greater amount 
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Table 5. Frequency Distribution by Year 1948-19 78. 
Actor = U.S.S.R Target = U.S. 

YEAR 
1948 
1949 
1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

1 2 3 

• 

1 

1 
1 

1 

2 
1 

2 
1 
1 
3 

1 4 

4 

1 

1 
1 

2 

3 
3 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
3 
4 
2 
7 
1 
5 
7 

5 
6 
2 

5 

4 
3 
15 
4 
2 
8 
20 
3 
13 
17 
12 
9 
1 
17 
15 
7 
7 
12 
11 
16 
31 
22 
15 

11 
5 

FREQUENCY (f) BY SCALE 
Scale Values 

6 7 8 9 10 11 
4 8 16 103 27 
1 1 8 11 1 
1 4 1 16 49 
4 15 16 33 1 

8 8 23 5 
1 22 14 18 

8 9 16 1 
5 29 9 21 
1 12 7 13 3 
18 1 13 47 

9 38 17 36 2 
13 67 47 66 6 
1 6 5 42 7 
8 31 15 51 7 
11 59 1 30 76 26 
1 17 3 27 6 
5 10 6 26 5 
1 7 13 26 9 
9 19 1 27 73 4 
1 20 2 22 54 3 
3 8 12 30 4 
6 28 1 10 26 5 
26 1 14 23 6 

5 22 9 30 2 
6 22 2 4 19 2 
11 42 1 9 21 
8 26 3 18 5 1 
5 15 1 23 4 5 

4 7 9 4 
12 21 34 33 8 
22 1 26 22 4 

12 
4 

1 
1 
1 
1 
2 

1 
1 

5 

2 
1 
2 
1 

1 

1 

3 

13 14 15 
7 

2 
1 
2 
2 

1 
1 
1 
3 

9 

2 

2 
1 

TOTAL 
EVENTS 
175 
24 
72 
77 
47 
63 
40 
83 
40 
82 
111 
225 
71 
126 
234 
67 
65 
60 
153 
122 
66 
83 
82 
82 
75 
120 
87 
76 
27 
127 
95 

MEAN 
9.8 
9.0 
9.4 
8.8 
9.4 
8.4 
9.0 
7.6 
8.4 
9.0 
8.1 
8.1 
9.4 
8.3 
8.8 
8.2 
8.4 
9.4 
8.6 
8.7 
8.8 
8.2 
8.2 
7.9 
7.3 
7.0 
6.9 
7.2 
9.0 
8.0 
8.2 
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of conflict than cooperation represented by each of the 

scale-points in relation to the neutral point 8, it 

certainly does not show the former condition to be static 

throughout the period the data covered. 

From the two patterns established by these data, 

there is no evidence that the two extremes of war and 

peace characterized the behaviors of these superpowers 

toward each other. The closest they were to war as 

operationalized in this study was the provision of 

material support of subversive activities against each 

other, while the closest to peace was the conclusion of a 

series of military agreements, and engaging in joint 

programs and plans to initiate and pursue disarmament. 

Certainly, the data reflect, on the one hand, the 

beginning of the Cold War between East and West, and on 

the other hand, the institutionalization of detente as a 

foreign policy posture of both the United States and the 

Soviet Union. 

Therefore, there have been sharp fluctuations in 

their relations over the period of study, with heated 

confrontation some of the time followed by other times of 

renewed efforts at cooperation. Their relationship seems 

to be responding to changing circumstances. What this 

suggests is a long-term but unstable trend from 

cooperation toward greater cooperation. Most 
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interesting, however, is the extent to which their 

actions have been reciprocal, developing into a 

symmetrical action-reaction syndrome: the kind of events 

directed by one tends to be returned by the other. 

Periods when one directs cooperative events at the other 

have also been met with cooperative events; similarly, 

periods of belligerence by one have also been periods of 

belligerence by the other. 

Case Study #2: Israel and 
Her Arab Neighbors 

From a regional perspective, a yearly frequency 

distribution of events along the 15-point international 

scale in the data set was executed. First, the 

researcher designated Israel as the actor and the 

selected Arab neighbors—Syria, Lebanon, Jordan, Egypt, 

and the PLO—as the target. Table 7 presents the results 

of the frequency distribution of events by year between 

1948 and 1978. In accordance with the research 

objective, we wanted to know how these events are 

distributed on the 15-point international scale, so as to 

be able to ascertain their conflictive or cooperative 

nature. 

The results reveal that the years 1973 with 350 

total events, 1967 with 330 total events, and 1974 with 

284 total events, had the highest frequency throughout 
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Table 7. Frequency Distribution by Year 1948-1978. 
Actor = Israel Target = Egypt, Syria, Lebanon, 
Jordan, PLO 

YEAR 
1948 
1949 
1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5 

1 2 

2 
1 
1 

1 1 
1 1 

1 
8 
7 
5 

2 4 
2 

2 14 

6 

5 
1 
1 

3 
1 
6 
16 
8 

1 

13 
5 
4 
3 
3 
4 
5 
12 
17 
6 
17 
8 

FREQUENCY (f) BY SCALE 
Scale Values 
7 
12 
20 
2 
10 
1 
6 
8 
34 
31 
14 
2 
4 
5 
1 
2 
6 

1 
8 
36 
6 
5 
14 
38 
19 
44 
34 
19 
28 
27 
48 

8 9 
2 7 
2 5 

1 
3 5 

2 
1 2 
4 19 
11 

1 26 
4 
1 

2 

3 
1 
2 
3 
17 
5 

1 10 
3 9 
1 12 
3 25 
5 19 
1 18 
4 17 
2 21 

13 
1 40 

10 
33 
14 
8 
13 
5 
17 
14 
101 
124 
118 
12 
16 
18 
16 
15 
26 
3 
15 
26 
13 
37 
62 
47 
34 
89 
131 
46 
13 
31 
49 
29 

11 
5 
3 

1 
1 
1 

4 
4 
6 

1 

1 
3 

1 
1 
15 
11 
11 
3 
8 
14 
26 
20 
7 
31 
17 
11 

12 
2 

3 
1 

1 
6 
5 
3 
4 

2 

1 

10 
9 
1 

8 
4 
4 
3 
4 
17 
5 
8 

13 
3 
1 
1 

3 
1 
8 
18 
12 
8 
12 
4 
13 
6 
3 
1 

8 
22 
60 
37 
25 
7 
34 
18 
59 
29 
16 
23 
21 

14 
10 
3 

2 

1 
2 
37 
36 
14 
10 
7 
10 
6 
3 
4 
7 
2 
13 
42 
16 
59 
83 
16 
37 
27 
78 
10 
4 
3 
10 

15 
30 
3 
1 
4 

1 
4 
9 
23 

1 
2 

1 

42 
5 
33 
44 

2 
63 
6 
3 

8 

TOTAL 
EVENTS 
104 
61 
17 
40 
7 
37 
33 

225 
270 
231 
39 
46 
39 
39 
32 
42 
12 
23 
59 
330 
156 
223 
231 
127 
232 
350 
284 
128 
162 
156 
200 

MEAN 
11 .5 
8.6 
10.1 
9.6 
9.7 
9.2 
9.9 
10.2 
10.5 
10.4 
11 .5 
11 .4 
11 .2 
11 .5 
11 .1 
10.0 
12.5 
10.0 
10.8 
10.8 
11 .5 
12.1 
12.4 
9.7 
10.7 
10.8 
11 .2 
9.8 
9.7 
9.6 
9.3 
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the period of study. Of these, however, the highest 

number of events occurring on point 15 (the most 

conflictive value) of the scale took place in 1973 with 

63, 1970 with 44, and 1967 with 42 in that order. On the 

whole, there were more events that occurred on the 

conflictive end of the scale (points 9 through 15) than 

on the cooperative end (points 1 through 7). It should 

be noted here that no single event occurred on points 1 

and 2 of the international scale in the period which the 

data covered. Also, only one event occurred on point 3 

in 1956 and 1957. 

This table also reveals that the fewest events 

directed by Israel to her Arab neighbors occurred in 1952 

with only 7, of which 5 occurred on point 10 of the 

international scale. Most of the events distributed on 

the cooperative end of the scale occurred on point 7, 

while most of the events occurred on point 10 on the 

conflict end of the scale. Figure 3 provides a graphic 

illustration of these findings. 

To account for the intensity of the events directed 

by Israel to these selected Arab neighbors, we simply 

multiplied the number of events distributed on each scale 

value by the weighted value. In accordance with our 

research design, we wanted to combine both frequency and 

intensity of the behavior of one actor against its target 
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into a single measure known as "Dimensions of 

Interactions" (DIs). As a result, the researcher was 

able to ascertain the yearly DI between Israel and her 

Arab neighbors, as well as the yearly conflict DIs and 

cooperation DIs. 

Table 8 is a summary of the dimension of interaction 

with Israel as the actor and the selected Arab neighbors 

as the target. The findings show the amount of conflict 

and cooperation represented by each of the scale points 

in relation to the neutral point 8, which had been 

arbitrarily given an intensity value of 1. They provide 

a better picture of the conflictive or cooperative nature 

of the events directed by the actor toward the target in 

the period of study. Perhaps the most interesting of 

these was the ratio of conflict DIs to cooperation DIs. 

For every one cooperative DI there were 23 conflict DIs. 

This simple assessment of the relative intensities of the 

scale points shows a disproportionate intensity of events 

in favor of the conflict end of the scale between the 

designated actor and the target. Highest conflict DIs 

were in 1973, 1970, and 1969 in that order. Lowest 

conflict DIs were in 1965, 1950, and 1952 in that order. 

Conversely, the highest cooperation DIs were in 1978, 

1973, and 1974 in that order. This may be misleading 

because of the high conflict DIs for the same years. But, 
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the lowest cooperation DIs were in 1964 with zero, and 

1952 and 1961 each with 6. 

To get a different perspective on the nature of the 

relationship between Israel and the selected Arab 

neighbors, the roles were reversed, this time with Egypt, 

Syria, Lebanon, Jordan, and the PLO grouped together as 

the actor and Israel as the target. Table 9 shows the 

frequency distribution by year for the period of study 

when these roles were reversed, while Figure 4 

graphically illustrates the yearly highest conflict and 

lowest cooperation, together with the mean. 

Surprisingly, there were fewer events directed at 

Israel by the group of Arab neighbors. This may be due 

to the fact that fewer events were recorded for this 

group by Azar during the collection of these data. More 

events may have been recorded that were directed at the 

group of neighbors by Israel. Also, except for 1948, 

1956, 1967, and 1972 through 1974, there were fewer 

events on the conflict end of the scale directed by the 

group of neighbors at Israel. 

A pattern of behavior similar to that of Israel as 

the actor was developed while accounting for the relative 

intensities of events on the scale points. Table 10 

summarizes the dimension of interaction, providing both 

the yearly conflict DIs and cooperation DIs, together 

with the total yearly DIs. While the ratio of the con

flict DIs to the cooperation DIs substantially increased 
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Table 9. Frequency Distribution by Year 1948-1978. 
Actor = Egypt, Syria, Lebanon, Jordan, PLO 
Target = Israel 

YEAR 

FREQUENCY ff) BY SCALE 
Scale Values 
8 10 11 12 13 14 15 

TOTAL 
EVENTS MEAN 

1948 
1949 
1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

4 
3 21 

2 
3 9 

3 
5 

1 2 
2 27 
1 16 

8 
2 
2 
1 

1 
1 

1 
6 

1 27 
6 
7 

4 14 
1 19 
3 13 
3 35 
5 34 

5 12 15 
2 5 9 

8 46 
6 34 

1 

5 
4 

4 
12 

1 
2 
4 
2 
3 

1 
2 

3 
1 
1 
3 

4 
4 
2 

1 
1 
6 
9 
2 

1 
1 
2 

2 
1 
2 
3 
12 
5 
2 
9 
6 

12 28 
7 15 
16 

7 17 
1 15 
20 
27 

34 
17 
9 
15 
4 
18 
18 
55 
57 
61 
18 
12 
13 
6 
7 
15 
11 
14 
40 
135 
52 
57 
45 
55 
135 
150 
57 
35 
44 
77 
40 

14 
3 
6 
5 
2 
4 
6 
9 
14 
17 
2 
7 
5 
4 
1 
1 
4 
4 
10 
25 
12 
4 
4 
14 
19 
19 
7 
3 
8 
13 
7 

2 
1 
1 

1 
8 
6 
10 
20 
17 
1 
3 
1 
3 
5 
5 

3 
9 
27 
28 
55 
12 
13 
35 
29 
9 
6 
38 
25 
21 

1 
2 
1 
3 
5 
19 
12 
32 
13 
2 
5 
3 
5 
2 
9 
5 
22 
38 
29 
19 
18 
5 
39 
26 
63 
16 
8 
9 
4 

5 
2 

1 
1 

2 
49 
3 
7 
9 
7 
4 
4 
3 
4 

1 

12 
26 
63 
70 
4 
10 
19 
40 
19 
6 
4 

21 

14 

25 

3 
66 
12 

102 
51 
21 
35 
13 
40 
43 
182 
148 
147 
45 
34 
30 
22 
23 
30 
25 
31 
92 
303 
162 
208 
177 
120 
297 
374 
248 
135 
138 
206 
152 

11 .8 
8.7 
10 
9 
9 
10 
10 
10 
10 
11 
11 
11 
11 
11 
11 
10 
11 
10 
10 
10.8 
11 .4 
11 
11 
10 
10 
11 
11 
9 
10, 
9, 
8. 

9 
6 
0 
5 
0 
1 
9 
3 
5 
9 
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(33 to 1), 1973 was the most intense in relation to the 

neutral point 8 of the scale. Also, the years 1978, 

1977, and 1974 had the highest cooperation DIs in thdt 

order. The cooperation DIs were extremely low between 

1960 and 1965. 

The findings from this analysis suggest that while 

events between Israel and her selected Arab neighbors 

show their relationship cannot possibly be characterized 

as one of peace, there were certainly some events that 

reflect strong verbal expressions displaying hostility in 

their interactions. Some of these events also reflect 

diplomatic-economic hostile actions, political-military 

hostile actions, small scale military acts, limited war 

acts, and extensive war acts causing deaths, dislocation 

and high strategic cost to both sides (see Appendix A). 

This analysis points to the volatility of this region and 

the implication for the rest of the world. There seems 

to be an absence of trust because of the deep-rooted 

discord between these players, leading to many periods of 

heated confrontation, with very few efforts at 

cooperation. 

While this may be true, there is evidence from the 

data that their relationship cannot be correctly defined 

as one of total peace or total war as operationalized. 

These conditions have fluctuated throughout the period 

under study. However, data suggest that their 
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relationship was closer to violent conflict and further 

from peace, a condition which has been operationalized in 

this research as one of intermediacy. 

Case Study #3; Algeria 
and France 

From a national perspective, we executed a yearly 

frequency distribution of events along the 15-point 

domestic scale provided in the data set. Of the three 

case studies arbitrarily selected, this was the most 

unusual because of the circumstances involved, 

particularly as they relate to an external player, 

France. However, consistent with the pattern set by the 

analysis of the two previous cases, the researcher also 

reversed the roles of the players, beginning with France 

as the actor and Algeria as the target. The goal was to 

use the data to ascertain whether one can actually 

characterize the interactions between these players as 

one of either war or peace, or whether these fit a third 

condition which we operationalized as a state of 

intermediacy. 

Table 11 shows the results of the distribution of 

events along the 15-point domestic scale with France as 

the actor and Algeria as the target. Apparently no 

single event was recorded for the years 1948 through 

1953. Most of the events directed by France at Algeria 

occurred between 1954 and 1963. This may be due to the 
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Table 11. Frequency Distribution by Year 1948-1978. 
Actor = France Target = Algeria 

YEAR 
1948 
1949 
1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

1 2 3 

1 

1 
1 
2 
2 
1 

4 

3 
4 

6 
6 
6 
1 

3 

5 

1 

1 
2 
3 

2 
10 
4 
8 

2 
1 

1 

2 

2 

FREOl JEN( :Y ( 

Scale Values 
6 7 

2 
3 17 
1 7 
2 7 
4 18 
6 19 

12 21 
6 8 
5 4 
4 4 
2 1 
2 4 
4 4 

2 
2 

1 2 
2 4 

4 
3 

1 2 
1 
2 
1 

8 

6 
7 
3 
7 
9 
3 
3 

2 
1 

1 

9 

2 
8 
2 
4 
9 
15 
4 
3 
2 

1 
4 
2 

2 

1 
1 

f) BY 

10 

1 
8 
19 
3 
6 
8 
9 
13 
9 
2 

1 
1 
2 
1 

5 

3 

SCALE 

11 

2 
8 
16 
9 
9 
9 
5 
6 
5 

2 

4 

3 

12 

1 
2 
6 
7 

3 
4 
2 
8 

1 

1 

13 

9 
7 
2 
4 
3 
6 

2 

1 

14 

2 
28 
78 
33 
7 
12 
17 
12 
8 
1 

15 

4 
42 
21 

14 
8 
4 

TOTAL 
EVENTS 

5 
45 
187 
119 
35 
82 
88 
91 
60 
29 
17 
14 
24 
25 
20 
5 
12 
18 
1 
8 
3 
6 
2 
8 
3 1 

MEAN 

12.4 
13.0 
12.7 
12.0 
10.1 
10.6 
10.2 
9.5 
9.4 
7.6 
8.2 
5.3 
5.5 
6.2 
7.1 
6.0 
7.2 
7.1 

11 .0 
8.8 
7.0 
6.8 
8.0 
9.6 
5.6 
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fact that Algeria's struggle for independence was most 

intense during these years, leading to the forging of a 

clear and precise relationship with France. According to 

this table, very few events occurred from 1964 to 1968, 

with none on the extremes of the scale. 

The results of the distribution of events show that 

the highest total events (187) occurred in 1956, followed 

by 1957 with 119. In addition, the years 1955, 1956, and 

1957 had the highest mean distributions along the 15-

point domestic scale with 13.0, 12.7, and 12.0 

respectively (See Figure 5). Also, 1956 had the single 

highest number of events along points 14 with 78, and 15 

with 42, throughout the years the data cover. 

Conversely, the fewest number of events occurred in 

1972 with 1, 1976, with 2, and 1974 and 1978 both with 3. 

Except for only a single event that occurred in 1972 on 

point 11 on the scale, events directed by France at 

Algeria between 1963 and 1978 were relatively close to 

the neutral point 8, with most of them on the cooperative 

end of the domestic scale. 

The same procedure was followed as in the two previ

ous case studies, to account for the relative intensities 

of the events' scale points with France still the actor. 

Table 12 shows the yearly dimension of interaction in 

this regard. The results show that the events recorded 

in 1956 and 1957 were the most intense. However, from 
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1963 through 1978, there was a gradual decline of events' 

intensities in relation to the neutral point 8. This 

perhaps reflects the efforts made by de Gaulle to resolve 

the question of independence for Algeria, culmilating in 

the Evian agreements that marked a sobering end of the 

bitter armed conflict. 

Table 13 shows the frequency distribution of events 

along the 15-point domestic scale with the roles 

reversed, while Figure 6 graphically shows the yearly 

highest conflict, lowest cooperation, and the mean. Only 

very few events on the whole were directed at France by 

this actor, with the range being 1 in 1969 to 99 in 1956. 

Consistent with the pattern found when France was 

designated as the actor, events were more frequent along 

the points on the conflict end of the scale within those 

years of 1954 through 1961, when the bitter armed 

struggle for Algerian independence took place. From then 

on, most events occurred between points 4 and 12 on the 

15-point domestic scale. 

In accounting for the relative intensities of these 

events' scale points, there emerged a moderate pattern as 

shown in Table 14. While it was still obvious that the 

conflict DIs were disproportionate to the cooperation DIs 

in most of the years of study, there is no evidence to 

support a characterization of the relationship between 

these players as one of either war or peace. If there is 
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Table 13. Frequency Distribution by Year 1948-1978 
Actor = Algeria Target = France 

YEAR 
1948 
1949 
1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

1 2 3 4 

, 

3 
1 
3 
3 
3 

1 3 

1 
1 
1 
1 

1 

5 

4 
5 
1 

8 
1 
3 

1 
2 

2 
1 

1 

FREQUENCY 
Scale 

6 7 8 

7 2 
5 1 
3 
5 

1 6 1 
6 16 3 
5 8 1 
2 3 
1 9 

4 
5 1 

4 6 
1 6 1 
1 

4 2 
2 
1 

1 3 
5 
2 

2 2 

(f) BY 
Values 
9 10 

1 
1 15 
2 17 

7 
4 3 
5 13 
7 15 
7 6 
5 3 
1 1 
1 

2 
1 2 
2 2 

1 6 
2 
1 1 

1 
2 1 
2 2 
1 6 

2 

SCALE 

11 

1 
2 
1 
2 
1 

1 
2 

1 

1 
4 
2 

7 
2 

3 

1 
1 
1 
2 

12 

2 

2 
1 
3 
2 
1 
4 
7 
2 
1 
1 
4 

1 
2 

1 

13 

4 
14 
5 

13 
6 
3 

1 

14 15 

1 2 
14 
56 1 
28 
3 
11 
10 
12 

1 

TOTAL 
EVENTS 

4 
21 
99 
60 
16 
24 
53 
65 
35 
26 
22 
11 
21 
22 
25 
1 

23 
11 
4 
8 
8 
7 
6 
9 
9 

MEAN 

13.7 
13.3 
12.5 
11 .8 
10.5 
11.1 
11 .0 
10.0 
8.2 
8.0 
8.7 
7.8 
6.5 
7.6 
7.7 
6.0 
9.1 
8.3 
7.5 
8.0 
6.8 
8.3 
10.1 
9.2 
7.8 
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anything this case represents according to the data, it 

is the moderation of their relations that prevailed after 

the question of independence for Algeria was resolved. 



CHAPTER VII 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

The conventional understanding of war and peace in 

international relations has always been one of either 

nation A is at "war" with nation B or at "peace." War as 

a legal condition is usually regarded as an aberration 

from the norm, a malfunction of an organism whose normal 

condition is one of peace. Despite the presence of "war" 

and "peace" as conditions as well as processes in the 

relations between nations in the international system, 

there is a body of literature that contains diverse and 

often contradictory definitions of these concepts. 

Compounding this problem is the extensive popular use of 

many terms to express nuances of politics and emotions, 

all reflecting "war" and "peace." 

A review of the existing literature shows how "war" 

and "peace" have preoccupied many of mankind's most 

profound thinkers and how they have been the objects of 

intensive research among many scholars. Despite all the 

attention, it was obvious from our point of view in this 

research that the definitions so far generated by these 

scholars and thinkers contain other concepts crying aloud 

to be defined in their own right. 
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Our efforts in this study had been to empirically 

show whether theoretical development in regard to the 

concepts of "war" and "peace" as conditions and as 

processes in the interactions of nations in the 

international system is presently lagging behind the 

evolving reality of day-to-day practice. Consequently, 

this research aimed at ascertaining whether some of the 

international community's most generally employed 

conceptualization, the images we form about how nations 

conduct their international affairs, have produced a less 

accurate picture of the structure, dynamics, and 

operation of the contemporary international system. 

Hence we assumed in this study that nations, in 

their post World War II international system, conduct 

their affairs neither in a "legal state of war" nor in a 

"legal state of peace" as regulated within the 

international legal order called "international law." 

This motivated us to raise a general question as to the 

juxtapositioning of the legal and political nature of war 

and peace since the end of World War II. We particularly 

wanted to know whether international actors are moving 

along a continuum the opposite points of which are 

regarded by conventional wisdom as "war" and "peace." 

The goal was to attempt to remodel some of the 

conventional ways in which we think about war and peace 
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in international relations, because simply to imagine 

that nations are either at war or at peace, in our 

opinion, was to simplify a vast and complex realm of 

international behavior. 

Therefore, we selected three dyadic relations from a 

global, regional, and national perspective, and based on 

the COPDAB data, analyzed their dyadic events that have 

led to cooperation and conflict from 1948 to 1978 along a 

15-point cooperation and conflict scale. In view of the 

major hypothesis in this study, we expected that the more 

cooperative and less conflicting the interactions between 

nations, the further they are from physical methods of 

violence or war as conventionally understood. We also 

expected that the more conflicting and less cooperative 

the interactions between nations, the further they are 

from the condition of identity of interests or peace as 

conventionally understood. 

The findings from the three case studies suggested 

that the either-war-or-peace paradigm does not apply to 

the characterization of the behavior of the selected 

actors in the period the data covered. There were 

substantial fluctuations of conflictive and cooperative 

events directed at and from one player to another. In 

the case of the United States and the Soviet Union, data 

supports a clear pattern of reciprocity of events between 



269 

these superpowers, developing into a symmetrical action-

reaction syndrome. In the case of Israel and her 

selected Arab Neighbors, while data suggested that their 

relations throughout the period of study were closer to 

violent conflict, the researcher was unable to conclude 

that a condition of a "legal state of war" or a "legal 

state of peace" existed between them, despite the 

development that arose between Egypt and Israel after the 

Camp David Accord. Finally, in the case of Algeria and 

France, we found no evidence from the analysis of the 

data that would lead us to characterize their 

relationship in the period of study as that of either war 

or peace. This case study also shows the inadequacy of 

dichotomizing between civil and international dyadic 

events that may be conflictual. 

Certainly, these case studies affirm our major 

hypothesis in this study that the juxtaposition of 

conflict and cooperation, at least, among the selected 

players in contemporary international relations has moved 

their behavior away from war, but did not bring about 

peace as these terms are conventionally understood. 

Instead, these relationships fit into a third condition, 

which we operationalized as a state of intermediacy. 

Since our particular methodological technique was 

the case study, we had earlier acknowledge in this study 
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that our ability to generalize our findings could be 

severely limited, because of the uniqueness of each case. 

However, two factors helped in mitigating the expected 

impact. One of these was the fact that we selected three 

different cases, each representing different levels of 

international relations. We were not only interested in 

testing our hypothesis from a global perspective, but 

from regional and national perspectives as well. We 

believe that this would add to the depth and breadth of 

any general conclusions that we may draw from the 

findings of these selected cases. Another factor was the 

fact that we applied the same empirical analysis to all 

the selected cases. We believe that this would supply 

sufficient commonality to make any generalization 

plausible. 

We therefore agree, based on the findings in the 

selected cases, that the opportunities for applying the 

power approach in the conduct of international affairs 

will continue to diminish in contemporary international 

relations. At the same time, we also agree that the 

opportunities for applying the peace approach in the same 

vein will continue to increase in contemporary 

international relations. However, this does not imply 

that international relations have and will be conducted 
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in totalities of either war or peace as conventionally 

understood. 

It is our view that the use of these terms in that 

respect in today's international relations gives an 

unrealistic image of the characterization of how nations 

behave toward one another. We believe that the pattern 

of international relations in the seventeenth century on 

which Grotius based his theory of international law, in 

which he contended that there is no middle ground between 

war and peace, is invalidated by the facts of 

contemporary international life. 

Further, it is our conclusion that an armistice 

agreement does not put an end to "war" and exchange this 

condition with one of "peace." This is evident in the 

case of Israel and her selected Arab neighbors. While 

such agreements may lead to a cessation of hostilities, 

they do not lead to peace as operationalized in this 

study. 

Therefore, we reject this rigid adherence to these 

traditional concepts because this study shows that there 

are patterns of international behavior that are not 

consonant with either peace or war. We think it would be 

useful in today's international relations to do away with 

the old dichotomous approach and acknowledge in law as in 
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fact that there is a third condition intermediate between 

war and peace, as Jessup (1954) theorized. 

We see the conditions of war and peace in today's 

international relations from a holistic point of view. 

Therefore, we think that matter is nothing else but a 

bundle of energy (E =mc2), and that observed patterns of 

matter are reflections of patterns of mind. We see the 

universe not as a collection of physical objects, but 

rather as a complicated web of relations between various 

parts of a unified whole. 

We see the conditions and processes of war and peace 

as interdependent, interconnected, and interrelated, and 

simply different aspects of the same phenomenon. While 

recognizing the individuality of war and peace, the point 

is that the difference and contrast between them is 

relative within an all-embracing unity. War and peace 

must be regarded as methods of resolution of conflicting 

interests whose modality varies in terms of seriousness 

of demands and resistance to demands. They are varying 

levels of risks to an international actor's vital 

interests. There is no such thing as total war and total 

peace. This premise is based on the philosophy espoused 

by Fritjof Capra (1975) that any pair of opposites 

constitute a polar relationship where each of the two 

poles is dynamically linked to the other. 
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Consequently, there is a continuous interplay 

between war and peace in contemporary international 

relations. Like everything else and every other idea, 

they are in a state of flux, constantly evolving. These 

are not absolute conditions in today's pattern of 

international behavior. They do not exist as static 

phenomena or in their totality. 

Like many scholars, among them Dahl (1976), Jessup 

(1954), Tamkoc (1988), and Boulding (1978), we reject the 

old dichotomous approach of describing international 

interactions as one of either war or peace. Such 

conventional thinking and knowledge which dichotomizes 

tangible and intangible phenomena into two neatly 

separated and mutually exclusive "absolute" categories 

simplifies complex ideas and complex matters which are 

juxtaposed. To do this is to accept the overly 

restrictive nature of this mode of thinking in 

contemporary international relations. In our opinion, 

such a view no longer accounts for the full variety of 

significant international events that determine how 

nations behave. What has emerged in today's world is 

this merging between war and peace, and the realization 

that there is an intermediate state between these two 

conditions. 
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Implications For International Law 

No doubt, international law has a rich history 

dating back to antiquity. Most scholars agree that the 

major undertaking of the contemporary international 

system has been the creation and adaptation of legal 

norms to which the global community can subscribe. 

Although it performs imperfectly, like all systems of 

law, it is relied on daily by the international community 

in the process of redressing grievances. 

Contemporary international law regulates the conduct 

of states in times of war and peace in the traditional 

sense. In recent times, the problem of defining war and 

peace has been compounded by the existence of various 

levels and shades of international behavior, obscuring 

the traditional distinction between them. The process of 

lawmaking at the international level implies that when a 

particular behavior pattern becomes widespread, it 

becomes legally obligatory. Most positivists assert that 

if a type of behavior occurs frequently in the 

international community, then it ought to be legally 

approved. 

We believe that law modifies state practice less 

than it is modified by it. Our study shows that there is 

an intermediate status between war and peace in 

contemporary international relations and that present 
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international law is deficient in regulating conditions 

and processes that are neither consonant with war nor 

peace as conventionally used. While we do not suggest 

here that international law should do away with laws 

guiding the behavior of nations in times of war and peace 

traditionally, we calls for laws recognizing this 

condition in the relations between international actors. 

We also believe that the principles of international 

law which are closely related to vital interests of 

states, are not only an integral part of the 

international political process but an instrument of 

statecraft. States have always been preoccupied with 

security interests and as a result, when national 

survival is perceived to be at stake, legal restraints no 

longer control behavior. To avoid the use of 

international law as a foreign policy tool and as a 

symbol of rectitude, and to make it a guide to conduct 

that is not preoccupied with security concerns, the laws 

have to be designed to fit an intermediate status. We 

believe that it is only by doing this that a more 

realistic legal order can be built. 



SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Primary Sources 
Public Documents 

The Evian Agreements (1962). 

Hague Convention III Relative to the Opening of 
Hostilities (1907). 

Hague Convention IV Respecting the Laws and Customs of 
War on Land, with Annex and Regulations (1907). 

League of Nations Covenant (1920). 

United Nations Bullettin. "Peace in the Holy Land: Final 
Armistice Agreement Signed." Vol. VII, No. 3. 
(August 1, 1949), pp. 102-103. 

United Nations Charter (1945). 

United Nations Monthly Chronicle. "United Nations 
Security Council Resolution 242 (November 22, 
1967). Vol. IV, No. 11. (December, 1967), pp. 19-
20. 

United States Department of State, Bullettin, January 
1979c, p. 2. 

Memoirs 

Kennan, George F. Memoirs. Boston: Little, Brown, 
1967. 

Truman, Harry S. Memoirs. Vol. I Garden City, N.Y. 
Doubleday, 1955-1956. 

Books 

Adler, Mortimer J. How To Think About War and Peace 
New York: Simon and Schuster, 1944. 

Ambrose, Stephen E. Rise of Globalism. Baltimore: 
Penguin Books, 1980. 

276 



277 

Andrews, William G. French Politics And Algeria: The 
Process Of Policy Formation 1954-1962. New York: 
Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1962. 

Angell, Norman. The Great Illusion: A Study of The 
Relation of Military Power to National Advantage. 
4th ed. New York: G.P. Putnam's Sons, 1913. 

Aquinas, Saint Thomas. The Summa Theologica, Vol.11. 
Great Books of The Western World. Vol. 20. Chicago: 
Encyclopedia Britannica, i952. 

Aron, Raymond. Peace And War: A Theory of International 
Relations. (Translated by Annette Baker Fox). 
Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1966. 

. L'Alqerie et la Republique. Paris: Librairie 
Plon, 1958. 

Augustine, Saint. The City of God. Great Books of The 
Western World, Vol.18. Chicago: Encyclopedia 
Britannica, 1952. 

Beer, Kenneth A. Peace Against War. San Francisco: 
Freeman Press, 1981. 

Black, Henry C. Black's Law Dictionary. St. Paul, 
Minn.: West Publishing Company, 1983. 

Blainey, Geoffrey. The Causes of War. New York: Free 
Press, 1973. 

Boulding, Kenneth E. Conflict And Defense. New York: 
Harper and Row, 1962. 

. Stable Peace. Austin, Tex.: University of 
Texas Press, 1978. 

Bozeman, Ada B. The Future of Law in Multicultural 
World. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University 
Press, 1971. 

Brandon, Donald. American Foreign Policy: Beyond 
Utopianism and Realism. New York: Appleton-
Century-Crofts, 1966. 



278 

Brierly, J. L. The Law of Nations: An Introduction to 
the International Law of Peace. 6th ed. Edited by 
Sir Humphrey Waldock. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 1963. 

Campbell, John C. Defense of the Middle East: Problems 
of American Policy. New York: Frederick A. 
Praeger, 1960. 

Capra, Fritjof. The Tao of Physics: An Exploration of 
the Parallels Between Modern Physics and Eastern 
Mysticism. Boulder, Colo.: Shamhala Publications, 
Inc., 1975. 

Clausewitz, Karl Von. On War. New York: Modern 
Library, 1943, Vol. I and II. 

Charlesworth, James C. (ed.). A Design For Political 
Science: Scope, Methods and Objectives. 
Philadelphia: American Academy of Political and 
Social Science, 1966. 

Cobban, Helena. The Palestinian Liberation Organization: 
People Power, and Politics. Cambridge, Eng.: 
Cambridge University Press, 1984. 

Coplin, William D. The Functions of International Law. 
Chicago: Rand-McNally, 1966. 

Coser, L. The Functions of Social Conflict. New York: 
Freeman Press, 1956. 

Cotaz, M. Les Proces du Putsch d'Alger et du Complot de 
Paris. Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 
1962. 

Dahl, Robert A. Democracy in the United States: Promise 
and Performance. Chicago: Rand McNally, 1976. 

Dedring, Juergen. Recent Advances in Peace and Conflict 
Research: A Critical Survey. Berverly Hills, Cal.: 
Sage Publications, 1976. 

Dulles, John Foster. War or Peace. New York: MacMillan 
Co., 1950. 

Eban, Abba. Abba Eban: An Autobiography. New York: 
Random House, 1977. 



279 

Ekirch, Arthur A. Jr. Ideas. Ideas, and American 
Diplomacy. New York: Basic Books, 1966. 

Erasmus, Desiderius. The Complaint of Peace, (translated 
by Thomas Paynell). New York: Garland Publishing, 
1972. 

Erikson, Erik H. Gandhi's Truth: On The Origins of 
Militant Nonviolence. New York: W.W. Norton, 1969. 

Falk, Richard A., Hanrieder, Wolfram, (eds.) 
International Law and Organizations. Philadelphia: 
Lippincolt, 1968. 

Fenwick, Charles G. International Law. New York: 
Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1948. 

Forman, James D. That Mad Game: War and the Chance For 
Peace. New York: Scribner, 1980. 

. The United States and the Origins of the Cold 
War. New York: Columbia University Press, 1972. 

Gamson, William A., Modigliani, Andre. Untangling the 
Cold War. Boston: Little, Brown, 1971. 

Glahn, Gerhard Von. Law Among Nations. New York: 
MacMillan Publishing Company, Inc., 1981. 

Goutor, Jacques R. Algeria and France: 1830-1963. 
Muncie, Ind.: Ball State University Press, 1965. 

Grieves, Forest L. Conflict and Order: An Introduction 
To International Relations. Boston, Mass.: 
Houghton Mifflin Co., 1977. 

Grob, Fritz. The Relativity of War and Peace: A Study in 
Law, History, and Politics. New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 1949. 

Grotius, Hugo. De Jure Belli ac Pacis. (Carnegie 
Edition) Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1926. 

. The Right of War and Peace. Translated by A. C. 
Campbell. London: M.W. Dunne, 1901. 

Hackworth, Green Haywood. Digest of International Law. 
Vol. I. Washington, D.C: U.S. Government Printing 
Office, 1940-1944. 



280 

Hall, W.E. A Treatise On International Law. 8th ed. 
Translated by A. P. Higgins. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1924. 

Henkin, Louis. How Nations Behave. 2nd ed. New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1971. 

Hobbes, Thomas. Leviathan: Great Books of The Western 
World, Vol. 23. Chicago: Encyclopedia Britannica, 
1952. 

Hoglund, Bengt, Ulrich, Jorgen W. "Peace Research and 
the Concepts of Conflict - Summary and Criticism," 
in B. Hoglund and J. W. Ulrich (Eds.), Conflict 
Control and Conflict Resolution. Copenhagen: 
Munksgaard, 1972. 

Home, Alistair. A Savage War of Peace: Algeria 1954-
1962. New York: The Viking Press, 1978. 

Hyde, Charles C. International Law. Vol.11. Boston: 
Boston University Press, 1922. 

Israel, Fred L. ed. Major Peace Treaties Of Modern 
History: 1648-1967. "UN Armistice With North Korea 
and The Chinese People's Republic (Signed in 
Panmunjom, Korea, On July 27, 1953)." New York: 
Chelsea House Publishers, 1967. 

Jacobini, H. B. International Law: A Text. Homewood, 
111.: The Dorsey Press, 1968. 

Johnson, Gunnar L. Conflicting Concepts of Peace in 
Contemporary Peace Studies. Sage Professional 
Papers in International Studies, Vol. 4, No. 02-046. 
Beverly Hills, Cal.: Sage Publications, 1976. 

Kegley, Charles W., Wittkopf, Eugene R. World Politics: 
Trend and Transformation. New York: St. Martin's 
Press, 1981. 

Kelsen, Hans. Principles of International Law. New 
York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1966 

Khouri, Fred J. The Arab-Israeli Dilemma. Syracuse, 
N.Y.: Syracuse University Press, 1985. 

Kissinger, Henry A. American Foreign Policy. New York: 
Norton Publishers, 1977. 



281 

Kousaulas, D. G. Power and Influence: An Introduction 
to International Relations. Montery, Cal.: 
Brooks\Cole Publishing Co., 1985. 

Lawrence, T. J. The Principles of International Law. 
7th ed. New York: Random House, 1906. 

Levi, Werner. Law and Politics in the International 
Society. Beverly Hills, Cal.: Sage Publications, 
1981. 

Lin Yutang. The Wisdom of Laotse. New York: Random 
House, 1948. 

Lippman, Walter. Some Notes on War and Peace. New York: 
The Macmillan Co., 1933. 

Locke, John. Concerning Civil Government, Second Essay. 
Great Books of The Western World, Vol. 35. Chicago: 
Encyclopedia Britannica, 1952. 

Lovell, John P. Foreign Policy in Perspective. New 
York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1970. 

Mackay, Ruddock F. Balfour: Intellectual Statesman. 
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1985. 

Mathews, Tanya. War in Algeria: Background for Crisis. 
New York: Fordham University Press, 1961. 

Macridis, R., Brown, B. The de Gaulle Republic: Quest 
for Unity. Homewood, 111.: Grove Press, 1960. 

McWilliams, Wayne C , Piotrowski, Harry. The World Since 
1945: Politics, War, and Revolution in the Nuclear 
Age. Boulder, Colo.: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 
Inc. 1988. 

Melko, Mathew. 52 Peaceful Societies. Ontario: 
Canadian Peace Research Institute Press, 1973. 

Mildlarsky, M. On War. New York: Free Press, 1975. 

Mills, Walter, Real, James. The Abolition of War. New 
York: The Macmillan Co., 1913. 

Moore, John Bassett. A Digest of International Law. 
Vol. VII. Washington: Carnegie edition, 1906. 



282 

Nelson, Keith L., Olin, Spencer C. Why War?: Ideology, 
Theory and Historv. Berkeley: University of 
California Press, 1979. 

Nys, Ernest. Les Origins de Driot International. Vol. 
III. Brussels, 1894. 

Oppenheim, Lasse, F.L. International Law: A Treatise. 
Vol. II Disputes, War, and Neutrality. H. 
Lauterpacht (ed.) London: Longmans, Green and 
Co., Ltd., 1965. 

Oppermann, T. Le Probleme Algerien. Paris: Artheme 
Fayard, 1961. 

Oxford English Dictionary. (Compact Edition). Vol. II. 
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1981. 

Palmer, Norman D. (ed.) A Design for International 
Relations Research: Scope, Theory, Methods and 
Relevance. Philadelphia: American Academy of 
Political and Social Science, 1970. 

Perez, Don. The Middle East Today. 4th ed. New York: 
Praeger Publishers, 1983. 

Pickles, Dorothy. Algeria And France: From Colonialism 
to Cooperation. New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 
Inc., 1963. 

Piano, Jack C. Olton, Roy. The International Relations 
Dictionary. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 
Inc., 1988. 

Quester, George H. (ed.) Power, Action, and Interaction. 
Boston: Little, Brown, 1971b. 

Reves, Emery. The Anatomy of Peace. New York: Harper & 
Row, 1945. 

Richardson, Lewis F. Statistics of Deadly Quarrels. 
Pittsburgh, Penn.: The Boxwood Press, 1960. 

Rummel, R. J. Understanding Conflict and War. Vol 4. 
War, Power, Peace. Beverly Hills, Cal.: Sage 
Publications, 1979. 



283 

Understanding Conflict and War. Vol.5. The 
Just Peace. Beverly Hills, Cal.: Sage 
Publications, 1981. 

Tanter, Raymond. Dimensions of Conflict 
Behavior Within and Between Nations (1955-1960). 
Ann Arbor, Mich.: Inter University Consortium for 
Political Research, 1971. 

Schelling, T. C. The Strategy of Conflict. New York: 
Oxford University Press, 1960. 

Schmidt, Dana Adams. Armageddon in the Middle East. New 
York: John Day, 1974. 

Singer, J. David, Small, Melvin. The Wages of War; 
1816-1965. New York: John Wiley, 1972. 

Smith, Charles D. Palestine and the Arab-Israeli 
Conflict. New York: St. Martin's Press, 1988. 

Snyder, G.H., Diesing, P. Conflict Among Nations. 
Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1977. 

Sorokin, Pitirim, A. Social and Cultural Dynamics Vol. 
Ill: Fluctuation of Social Relationships, War, and 
Revolution. New York: American, 1937. 

Spanier, John. American Foreign Policy Since World War 
II. 9th ed. New York: Holt, Rinehart, and 
Winston, 1983. 

Spiegel, Steven L. The Other Arab-Israeli Conflict: 
Making America's Middle East Policy, From Truman to 
Reagan. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1985 

Starke, J.G. An Introduction to The Science of Peace 
(Irenology). Leyden, The Netherlands: A.W. 
Sijthoff, 1968. 

. An Introduction to International Law. 8th ed. 
London: Butterworths, 1977. 

Sturzo, Luigi. The International Community And The Right 
of War. London: Garland Publishing, Inc. 1929. 

Tamkoc, Metin. Political and Legal Aspects of Armistice 
Status. Ankara: Faculty of Administrative 
Sciences, 1963. 



284 

—• International Civil War. Ankara: Faculty of 
Administrative Sciences, 1967. 

The Turkish-Cvpriot State: The Embodiment of 
the Right of Self-Determination. London: K. Rustem 
and Brother, 1988. 

The Holy Bible: The New King James Version. Isaiah 
48:22. New York: Thomas Nelson Publishers, 1982. 

Tocqueville, Alexis de. Democracy in America. 
Translated by Henry Reeve. New York: D. Appleton, 
1904. 

Tucker, Robert W. The Just War: A Study in Contemporary 
American Doctrine. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins 
University Press, 1960. 

Tugwell, Rexford G. Off Course: From Truman to Nixon. 
New York: Praeger, 1971. 

Vattel, Emeric de. The Law of Nations. Book III, 6th 
American Edition. Translated by Joseph Chitty. 
Philadelphia: Carnegie Edition, 1844. 

Verzijl, J. H. W. International Law in Historical 
Perspective. Leiden: Sijthoff and Noordhoff, 1978. 

Waltz, Kenneth N. Man, the State and War. San 
Francisco: Freeman Press, 1965. 

Wasley, Stephen L. Political Science: The Discipline 
and Its Dimensions. New York: Scribner's, 1970. 

Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary. Springfield, Mass.: 
G. and C. Merriam Company, 1975. 

Weeks, Albert L. The Troubled Detente. New York: New 
York University Press, 1976. 

Weisberger, Bernard A. Cold War, Cold Peace: The U.S. 
and Russia Since 1945. Boston: Houghton Mifflin 
Company, 1984. 

Wehr, Paul, Washburn, Michael. Peace And World Order 
Systems: Teaching And Research. Beverly Hills, 
Cal.: Sage Publications, 1976. 



285 

Wright, Quincy. A Study of War. 2 Vols. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1942. 

Yaari, Ehud. Strike Terror. The Story of Fatah. New 
York: Bantam, 1970. 

Yaniz, A. Palestinian Liberation Organization: A 
Profile. "The Palestinian National Convenant: 
(Cairo, July 17, 1968)." Jerusalem: Israel 
Universities Study Group for Middle Eastern Affairs, 
1974. 

Zampaglione, Gerardo. The Idea of Peace in Antiquity. 
(Translated by Richard Dunn). Notre Dame: 
University of Notre Dame Press, 1973. 

Zouche, R. An Exposition of Fecial Law and Procedure, or 
of Law Between Nations and Questions Concerning the 
Same. Translated by J. L. Brierly. Washington D.C: 
Carnegie Institute, 1911. 

Articles and Periodicals 

Alexandroff, Richard R., Stein, Arthur. "History, 
Quantitative Analysis, and the Balance of Power," 
Journal of Conflict Resolution. Vol. XXI. (1977), 
pp. 3-24. 

Baker, Ross K. "Outlook for the Reagan Administration," 
in Gerald Pomper, et al. (eds.), The Election of 
1980: Reports and Interpretations. Chatham, N.J.: 
Chatham House, pp. 142-169. 

Behr, Edward. "The Algerian Dilemma," International 
Affairs. Vol. 34, (July, 1958), pp. 280-290. 

Bennett, Roy. "Reagan's Foreign Policy: New Dangers," 
Social Policy. (Summer 1982) pp. 50-56. 

Bouthoul, Gaston. "Definition et delimitation de la 
pax," Etudes Polemologigues, II (Jan. 1974) pp. 30-
54. 

Brzezinski, Zbigniew. "How the Cold War was Played," 
Foreign Affairs. Vol. 52 (October 1972), pp. 181-
209. 



286 

Bull, Hedley. "International Theory: The Case for a 
Classical Approach," in Klaus Knorr and James A. 
Rosenau (eds.), Contending Approaches to 
International Politics. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton 
University Press, 1969. 

D'Estang, Vallery G., Nakasone, Y., Kissinger, H. "East-
West Relations," Foreign Affairs. Vol. 68, No.3, 
(Summer 1989), pp. 1-21. 

Deutsch, Karl W. Discussions on "The Causes of War" by 
Michael Howard, in Oyvind Osterud (ed.). Studies of 
War and Peace. Oslo, Nor.: Norwegian University 
Press, 1986. 

Duval, Robert D. "An Appraisal of the Methodological and 
Statistical Procedures of the Correlates of War 
Project," in F. W. Hoole and D. A. Zines (eds.) 
Quantitative International Politics: An Appraisal. 
New York: Praeger Publishers, 1976. 

Eagleton, Clyde. "The Attempt to Define War," 
International Conciliation, No. 291, (June) 1933, 
pp. 237-287. 

Eckhardt, William, Azar, Edward. "Major World Conflicts 
and Interventions 1945-1975," International 
Interactions. Vol. 5 (1978a), pp. 75-110. 

Falk, Richard A. "New Approaches to the Study of 
International Law," American Journal of 
International Law. Vol. 61, (April 1967). 

Friedman, Thomas L. "Paper Says Israel Outlined 
Invasion," The New York Times. May 26, 1985, p. 
15. 

Fisher, Dan. "Israel, Jordan Stepping up Cooperation on 
West Bank," Los Angeles Times. October 2, 1986, p. 
11. 

Gaddis, John Lewis. "The Post-War International System: 
Elements of Stability and Instability," in Oyvind 
Ostrum, (ed.) Studies of War and Peace. Oslo, Nor.: 
Norwegian University Press, 1986. 

Galtung, Johan. "Violence, Peace, and Peace Research," 
Journal of Peace Research, No.3 (1969) pp. 167-191. 



287 

"La Science de la Paix: Historique et 
Perspectives," S^ence et Paix. No. I, (1973) pp. 
J O - D O . 

Gelb, Leslie H. "The Future of Arms Control: A Glass 
Half Full," Foreign Policy. No.36, (Fall, 1978), 
pp. 21-32. 

Gochman, C "Studies of International Violence: Five 
Easy Pieces?" Journal of Conflict Resolution. Vol. 
20 (1976), pp. 539-560. 

Hanson, Betty Crump, Russett, Bruce M. "Introduction," in 
Bruce M. Russett, (ed. ) Peace. War, And Number.̂ . 
Beverly Hills, Cal.: Sage Publications, 1972. 

Hoffman, Stanley. "International Systems and 
International Law," in Richard A. Falk and Saul 
Mendlovitz (eds.) The Strategy of World Order. 
Vol. II. New York: War Law Fund, 1966. 

• New York Review of Books. February 4, 1982. 

Hunter, Robert E. "Power and Peace," Foreign Policy. 9 
(Winter 1972-73) p. 381. 

Ishida, Takeshi. "Beyond the Traditional Concepts of 
Peace in Differing Cultures," Journal of Peace 
Research. No.2 (1969) pp. 133-145. 

Jabber, Fuad. "The Palestinian Resistance And Inter-Arab 
Politics," in William Quandt, (ed.) The Politics of 
Palestinian Nationalism. Los Angeles: Freeman 
Press, 1973. 

Jessup, Philip C "Should International Law Recognize an 
Intermediate Status Between War and Peace?" 
American Journal of International Law. 48 (1954) 
pp. 98-101. 

Kaplan, Morton A. "The New Great Debate: Traditionalism 
vs. Science in International Relations," in Klaus 
Knorr and James A. Rosenau (eds.) Contending 
Approaches to International Politics. Princeton, 
N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1969. 

Kennan, George F. "The United States and the Soviet 
Union: 1917-1976," Foreign Affairs. Vol. 54, 
(July, 1976), pp. 670-690. 



288 

. (X) "The Sources of Soviet Conduct," Forei 
Affairs. Vol.25, (July, 1947), pp. 566-582: 

an 

Kende, Istvan. "Wars of Ten Years (1967-1976)," Journal 
of Peace Research. Vol. 15 (1978), pp. 227^^24r 

. "Twenty-five Years of Local Wars," Journal of 
Peace Research. Vol. 8 (1971) pp. 5-22. 

Kirkpatrick, Jeanne J. "Beyond the Cold War," Foreign 
Affairs. Vol.69. No.l, (1989) pp. 1-16. 

Kunz, Joseph L. "The Changing Science of International 
^^^'" American Journal of International Law. Vol. 
56 (April, 1962). ' 

Layne, Christopher. "Superpower Disengagement," Foreign 
Policy. No.77, (Winter 1989-1990), pp. 17-40. 

Levy, Paul, Simons, Marie-Dominique, D'Oliveira E. Souza, 
Jorge. "Polemique de Polemoloques," Extrait de Res 
Publica. No.4 (1972) pp. 725-744. 

Los Angeles Times, (August 10, 1987). 

McNair, Lord. "The Legal Meaning of War," Grotius 
Society Transactions. Vol. XI, (1926) p. 29. 

Modelski, George. "The International Relations of 
Internal War," in James N. Rosenau (ed.) 
International Aspects of Civil Strife. Princeton, 
N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1964. 

Morgenthau, Hans J. "Historical Justice and the Cold 
War," New York Review of Books. No.13 (July 10, 
1969), pp. 10-17. 

Most, B. A., Starr, Harvey. "Conceptualizing "War": 
Consequences for Theory Research," Journal of 
Conflict Resolution. Vol. 7 (1983), pp. 137-1159. 

Newcombe, Alan, Newcombe, Hanna. "Approaches to Peace 
Research," Peace Research Reviews. Vol. 4, No.4 
(February, 1972), p. 10. 

Nikhilananda, Swami. "Peace: The Hindu View," in Robert 
Ginsburg (ed.). The Critique of War: Contemporary 
Philosophical Explorations. Chicago: Henry 
Regnery, 1969. 



289 

North, R.C "Conflict," in International Encyclopedia of 
the Social Sciences. Vol. III. New York: Crowell 
and Collier, 1968. 

Oppenheim, L. "The Science of International Law; Its 
Task and Method," The American Journal of 
International Law. II (1908) pp. 313-357. 

Pearson, F. S. "Geographic Proximity and Foreign 
Military Intervention," Journal of Conflict 
Resolution. Vol. 18 (1974) pp. 432-460. 

Pound, Roscoe. "Philosophical Theory and International 
Law," Bibliotheca Visseriana. Vol. I Leiden 
Books, 1922. 

Puchala, Donald J., Fagan, Stuart I. "International 
Politics in the 1970s: The Search for Perspective," 
International Organization 28 (Spring, 1974), p. 
252. 

Rogov, Sergey M. "Detente is not Enough," Foreign 
Policy. No. 74 (Spring, 1989), pp. 86-102. 

Rosencrance, Richard, Stein, Arthur. "Interdependence: 
Myth or Reality," World Politics. Vol.26, 
(October,1973) pp. 1-27. 

Schlesinger, Arthur M. Jr. "Origins of the Cold War," 
Foreign Affairs. Vol.46 (October, 1967), pp. 22-52. 

Schmid, Herman. "Politics and Peace Research," Journal 
of Peace Research. No.3, (1968) pp. 217-232. 

Sciolino, Elaine. "Tunisian Calls Israeli Raid "State 
Terrorism'," The New York Times. October 2, 1985, 
p. 10. 

Singer, J. David. "Rejoinder to the Critique," in F.W. 
Hoole and D.A. Zinnes (eds.) Quantitative 
International Politics: An Appraisal. New York: 
Praeger Publishers, 1976. 

Small, Melvin. "Doing Diplomatic History^by the Numbers, 
A Rejoinder (to Paul W. Schroeder)," Journal of 
Conflict Resolution. Vol. 21 (1977), pp. 23-34. 



290 

n!l! ^PPiicfbility of Quantitative International 
politics to Diplomatic History," Historian. Vol. 

Starr Harvey "An Appraisal of the Substantive Findings 
^ L n ^^^J^l^tes of War Project," in F. W. Hoole 
Pn?n?H.c* ? ^ T ^^^^'^ Quantitative International 
Politics: An Appraisal. New York:Praeger 
Publishers, (1976), pp. 81-304. 

The Middle East Journal, "Chronology." Vol. 43 No 2 
(Spring, 1989), pp. 247-288. ' 

The Middle East Journal, "Chronology." Vol. 43 No 4 
(Autumn, 1989), pp. 655-688. ' ' ' 

The New York Times, 

The New York Times, 

The New York Times, 

The New York Times. 

The New York Times. 

The New York Times. 

May 10, 1982). 

May 15, 1981). 

February 1, 1980) 

June 7, 1978). 

June 11, 1963) . 

June 7, 1958). 

The New York Times. (June 5, 1958). 

Ullman, Richard H. "Ending the Cold War," Foreign 
Policy. No. 72 (Fall, 1988), pp. 130-151. 

Washington Post. (June 19, 1989). 

Washington Post, (February 18, 1987). 

Williams, Phil. "U.S.-Soviet Relations: Beyond the Cold 
War?" International Affairs. Vol. 65, No. 2 (Spring 
1989), pp. 273-288. 

Wilson, G. G. "Commentary," American Journal of 
International Law. Vol. XXVI. (1932), pp. 327-328. 

Wright, Quincy. "Change in the Conception of War," 
American Journal of International Law. Vol. XVIII 
(1926), pp. 755-767. 



291 

. "Law And Politics in The World Community," in 
George A. Lipskey, (ed.) Law And Politics In The 
World Communitv. Berkeley, Cal.: University of 
California Press, 1953. 

Unpublished Material 

Boulding, Kenneth. "The Learning of Peace." A 
Presidential Address delivered at The International 
Studies Association Convention. St. Louis, Mo., 
1974. 

Brook, David. "The UN and The Arab-Israel Armistice 
System (1949-1959)," New York: Columbia 
University, 1961 Ph.D Dissertation. 

Goodman, Alen E. "The Causes and Consequences of 
Detente, 1949-1973." Paper presented to the 
National Security Education Seminar, Colorado 
Springs, Colo. (July, 1975). 

Most, Benjamin A., Starr, Harvey. "The Spread of War: An 
Empirical Critique of the Poison\Modifled Poison 
Approach to the Study of Diffusion." Report F77-01 
Bloomington: Center for the International Policy 
Studies, Indiana University, 1977. 

. "Techniques for the Detection of Diffusion: 
Geopolitical Considerations in the Spread of War." 
Presented at the International Studies Association 
Convention, Toronto, Can., 1976. 



292 

APPENDIX A 

COPDAB INTERNATIONAL SCALE 

1 5. Extensive war acts causing deaths, dislocation and 

high strategic cost. 

Use of atomic or nuclear weapons; full scale air, 

naval, or land battles; invasion of territory; occupation 

of territory; massive bombing of civilian areas; 

capturing of soldiers in battle; large scale bombing of 

military installations; chemical or biological warfare. 

14. Limited war acts. _ 

Intermittent shelling or clashes; sporadic bombing 

of military and industrial areas; small scale 

interception or sinking of ships; mining of territorial 

waters. 

13. Small scale military acts. 

Limited air, sea, or border skirmishes; border 

police acts; annexing territory already occupied; seizing 

material of target country; imposing blockades; 

assassinating leaders of target country; material support 

of subversive activities against target country. 

12. Political-military hostile actions. 

Inciting riots and rebellions (train and financially 

aid rebellions); encouraging guerrilla activities against 

target country; limited and sporadic terrorist actions; 
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kidnapping or torturing foreign citizens and prisoners of 

war; giving sanctuary to terrorists; breaking diplomatic 

relations; attacking diplomats or embassies; expelling 

military advisor; nationalizing companies without 

compensation. 

11• Diplomatic-economic hostile actions. 

Increasing troop mobilization; boycotts; imposing 

economic sanctions; hindering movement on land, 

waterways, or air; embargoing goods; refusing mutual 

trade rights; closing borders and blocking free 

communication; manipulating trade and currency to cause 

economic problems; halting aid; granting sanctuary to 

opposition leaders; mobilizing hostile demonstrations 

against target country; refusing to support foreign 

military allies; recalling ambassador for emergency 

consultation; refusing visas to other nationals or 

restricting movement in country; expelling or arresting 

nationals or press; spying on foreign government 

officials; terminating major agreements. 

10. Strong verbal expressions displaying hostility in 

interaction. 

Warning retaliation for acts; making threatening 

demands and accusations; condemning strongly specific 

actions or policies; denouncing leaders, system, or 

ideology; postponing heads of state visits; refusing 
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participation in meetings or summits; levelling strong 

propaganda attacks; denying support; blocking or vetoing 

policy or proposals in the UN or other international 

bodies. 

9• Mild verbal expression displaying discord in the 

interaction. 

Low key objection to policies or behavior; 

communicating dissatisfaction through third party; 

failing to reach an agreement; refusing protest note; 

denying accusations; objecting to explanation of goals, 

position, etc.; request change in policy. 

8. Neutral or non-significant acts for the inter-nation 

situation. 

Rhetorical policy statements; non-consequential news 

items; non-governmental visitors; indifference 

statements; compensating for nationalized enterprises or 

private property; no comment statements. 

7. Minor official exchanges, talks and policy 

expressions--mild verbal support. 

Meeting of high officials; conffering on problems of 

mutual interest; visit by lower officials for talks; 

issuing joint communiques; appointing ambassadors; 

announce cease-fire; non-governmental exchanges; 

proposing talks; public non-governmental support of 
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regime; exchanging prisoners of war; ask for support of 

policy; stating or explaining policy. 

^' Official verbal support of goals, values, and regime. 

Official support of policy; raising legation to 

embassy; reaffirming friendship; asking for help against 

third party; apologizing for unfavorable actions or 

statements; allowing press correspondents entry; thanking 

for aid; resuming broken diplomatic or other relations. 

5. Cultural and scientific agreement and support (non-

strategic ) . 

Starting diplomatic relations; establishing 

technological or scientific communication; proposing or 

offering economic or military aid; recognizing 

government; opening borders; conducting or enacting 

friendship agreements; conducting cultural and academic 

agreements or exchanges. 

4. Non-military economic, technological and industrial 

agreement. 

Making economic loans, grants; agreeing to economic 

pacts; giving industrial, cultural, educational 

assistance; conducting trade agreements and granting most 

favored nation status; establishing common transportation 

or communication network; selling industrial-

technological surplus supplies; providing technical 
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expertise; ceasing economic restrictions; repaying debts; 

selling non-military goods; giving disaster relief. 

3• Military, economic and strategic support. 

Selling nuclear power plants or materials; providing 

air, naval, or land facilities for bases; giving military 

technical or advisory assistance; granting military aid; 

Sharing highly advanced technology; intervening with 

military support at request of government; concluding 

military agreements; training military personnel; joint 

programs and plans to initiate and pursue disarmament. 

2. Major strategic alliance (regional or international). 

Fighting a war jointly; establishing a joint 

military command or alliance; conducting joint military 

maneuvers; establishing economic common market; joining 

or organizing international alliances; establishing joint 

program to raise the global quality of life. 

1. Voluntary unification into one nation. 

Merging voluntarily into one nation-state; forming 

one nation with one legally binding government. 
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APPENDIX B 

COPDAB DOMESTIC SCALE 

1. Major governmental programs and policies to 

substantially increase socio-economic freedoms and 

equality. 

Items in this category describe a very extensive 

role for the government elites in trying to initiate and 

implement policies and programs which substantially 

improve the quality of life economically, socially, and 

politically. These policies and programs should be 

directed towards the national integration of the society 

in a manner so as to create an egalitarian and just 

society. Events in this category should imply 

substantial initiatives to reduce structural 

victimization in the society. Examples of events in this 

category are laws enacted to protect the rights of 

minorities; initiation of extensive social and economic 

welfare programs and policies; and programs aimed to 

reduce or eliminate illiteracy. Other examples are: 

Guarantee energy, food, and basic resources to all parts 

of the country/society; invest substantially in reducing 

illiteracy and infant mortality and related social ills; 

start extensive social welfare programs; abolish slavery; 

establish economic structures to improve distribution; 
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legislate suffrage regardless of sex, race, or origin; 

write social security, labor and retirement insurance 

laws; enact laws to protect the rights of minorities and 

individuals. 

2. Important governmental actions to establish and 

promote political rights and equality. 

This category addresses substantive governmental 

activities which promote political rights and freedom by 

reducing political repression. Measures which 

substantially reduce conditions of domination, 

censorship, and fear and reinstitute both structures and 

channels for political expression are included in this 

category. Examples of this are releasing political 

prisoners; granting amnesty to opposition leaders; 

lifting government censorship; and instituting free 

elections. Category 2 represents a quantitative 

improvement initiated by the government in promoting the 

political rights of individuals or groups and expanding 

the political freedom in society. 

Upholding constitutional rights by higher courts. 

Reform the judicial, constitutional and educational 

systems. Restore the normal constitutional life. 

Reinstitute the normal constitutional life. 

Reinstitute voluntary assembly and free elections. 
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Open universities, schools and public facilities that 

were closed for political unrest. 

Return revoked citizenship and permit free movement. 

Release political prisoners; government lifts censorship 

or curfew. 

Grant amnesty to exiled leaders and nationals. 

3. National activities to ease internal tension by 

lowering the levels of economic inequality between groups 

in the society. 

This category includes events that reflect a clear 

governmental policy towards the establishment of a more 

just and egalitarian society in economic terms and the 

creation of a less tense and uncertain environment at a 

societal level. Examples of event statements in category 

3 are governmental actions, programs and policies which 

increase the national per capita income; assure more 

equitable redistribution; reduce poverty; improve levels 

of employment; and facilitate social mobility. 

Return expropriated property. 

Initiate agrarian reform. 

Grant laborers a share in corporate decision-making. 

Government alters taxes making them more equitable. 

Start new educational institutions. 

Improve income distribution of individuals and 
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corporations. 

Government release frozen accounts of opposition. 

4. General public engages in activities to reduce 

domestic instability and economic hardship. 

The event in this category are characterized by the 

support given by the general public for those 

governmental activities which are intended to reduce 

conflictive relations in the society at large. Events 

which reflect greater political participation and greater 

cultural, social and economic assimilation between elites 

and masses are included in this category. For example, 

formation of labor unions; successful arbitration between 

labor and management; end of major strikes waged against 

the government; and surrender of rebels and opposition 

leaders. 

Form Unions. 

Opposition participates in political, economic and 

cultural life of the nation. 

Rebels surrender. 

End hunger or general strikes. 

Public shows support of government. 

Vote of confidence. 

Political support of legislation to reduce structural 

inequalities. 
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Public joins in support of government external policies. 

Domestic ceasefires. 

5. Moderate official policies which can improve the 

overall physical and human resources of the nation-state. 

Category 5 encompasses all measure which contribute 

to the ultimate improvement in the material quality of 

life of the country. Any activity, program or policy 

which adds to the general development of the country or 

its human resources should be considered part of this 

category. Examples of event statements in this category 

are the exploration, discovery or technological 

harnessing of natural resources such as oil or mineral 

deposits; the construction of hospitals, port facilities, 

roads and highways; and the expansion of health and 

safety services. 

Improving the level of technology. 

Construct port facilities and transportation modes. 

Adopt policies facilitating free movement of goods and 

services. 

Enact laws to protect the environment. 

6. Verbal agreements intended to mobilize greater public 

support and national unity. 

Events in this category are verbal statements 

intended to mobilize support for the regime and increase 

social and national cohesion. This is the arena where 
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the government and opposition groups jointly work to 

resolve their differences, solve national problems or 

crises, and create an atmosphere of national unity. 

Examples of events in this category are leaders of 

various factions negotiating to reduce a crisis 

situation; government hears and promptly acts upon 

grievances advanced by the public representative; 

government and labor leaders cooperate to fight inflation 

and energy crises. 

Request public support for domestic and foreign policy. 

Agree to confer or study social welfare 

legislation/programs. 

Exploration to improve economic and industrial conditions 

in the country. 

Government agrees to study complaints of the public. 

Government and opposition talk about mutual concern. 

Government and labor representatives meet or agree to 

change conditions. 

Dismiss or oust unpopular or corrupt officials. 

Negotiate the release of kidnapped persons. 

7. Events of national symbolic value. 

Events in category 7 include statements which have 

minimal impact on the socioeconomic or political life of 

the nation but are nevertheless nominally positive. 

Events such as appointments of new cabinet members; 
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celebration of national holidays; the participation in 

international meetings; and reports of economic matters 

or routine governmental news are examples of these 

category. 

Report on matters of state: budget, imports, exports. 

Elect low-level officials. 

Ministers and cabinet officials appointed. 

Reporting of news events. 

Celebrate holidays. 

8. Routine, purposive actions. 

Events in this category are state actions undertaken 

as part of their privileges as states. Examples are 

reporting, informing, announcing and making declarations 

which reflect neither cooperation nor conflict and which 

have neither positive nor negative impact on the 

situation. 

Announce problems being studied. 

Issue rhetorical statements. 

9. Intra-governmental tensions. 

Events in this category are those which deal with 

official governmental difficulties or crises. Examples 

of this are dismissal of public officials; an abrupt 

reshuffling of the cabinet; intra-governmental accusatory 

statements; and resignations of high-level governmental 

officials in protest of governmental actions or policies. 
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Reshuffle or dismiss cabinets for political conflict 

reasons. 

Intra-governmental conflictive statements or actions. 

Governmental resignation due to political problems. 

10. General Opposition to governmental policies and 

activities. 

This category refers to the lowest level of 

conflictive events that are undertaken by individuals or 

groups of individuals who are not part of the government. 

They are part of the opposition, unions or organized 

groups in one sense or another, who oppose the government 

and its policies. In being the lowest level of domestic 

conflict, category 10 events are primarily limited to 

those verbal activities such as threats, demands, acts of 

protest, marches, and strikes which do not result in 

physical violence. Other examples of events in category 

10 are demanding the release of jailed or detained 

opposition members; limited strikes or threats of 

strikes; and the calling for a general strike or armed 

opposition to the government. 

Demand release of jailed or detained opposition. 

Request ouster or impeachment of unpopular officials. 

Accuse government of arbitrary acts of injustice or 

revenge. 

Opposition lines up against governmental policies. 
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Limited strikes or threats of strikes. 

Distribution or confistication of anti-regime propaganda 

papers or documents. 

Opposition calling for general strikes, civil or armed 

resistance or retaliatory acts. 

11. Minor restrictions on socio-economic reforms or 

freedoms. 

This category refers to those events which restrict 

the socio-economic rights of the population at large. It 

is the lowest level of domestic conflict regarding 

actions taken by the government which have a negative 

impact upon large segments of the nation. This category 

differs from category 10 in that the critical actor for 

these types of events is the government; the restrictions 

or limitations come as a direct result of the 

government's actions. Examples of events which would 

fall within this category include the imposition of a 

partial curfew in response to civil disorder; official 

devaluation of currency; and official accusations by 

government spokespersons of treasonous or violent acts 

committed by major forces who oppose the government. 

Short-term restrictions on travel and internal movement. 

Mobilize drafts to conduct wars. 

Impose partial curfew or censorship. 

Impose taxes to conduct war. 
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Devalue currency without compensation. 

Reject ideas of social legislation reforms. 

Accuse opposition of treason and with violent acts and 

destruction. 

Abolish minor social welfare programs. 

12. Major governmental actions and policies to restrict 

free movement of people and deny them their civil rights. 

Category 12 is similar to category 11 in that the 

government is the critical actor and it is the population 

at large who is being acted upon. However, there is a 

critical difference between these two categories. While 

category 11 deals primarily with the restrictions upon 

rights and freedoms, category 12 addresses itself to the 

abolition of some but not all institutional rights within 

the country, with primary emphasis on those rights which 

serve to promote freedom of movement, assembly, speech, 

and the right to private property. For example, 

forbidding public gatherings; confisticating the property 

of citizens without compensation; dismissal of judges for 

political reasons; and disbanding parliament temporarily. 

Forbid pubic gatherings. 

Detain opposition leaders or place them under house 

arrest. 

Freeze accounts of opposition leaders for political 

reasons. 
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Restrict use of public facilities and close airports. 

Revoke citizenship and cancel passports of citizens for 

political reasons. 

Expropriate private property without compensation. 

Dismiss judges arbitrarily. 

Close universities, schools or public facilities for 

political reasons. 

13. Physical violence and military unrest. 

This category includes actions of overt violence 

precipitated by governments, groups, institutions and 

individuals. All actions that disclose instability and 

initiate conflict are included herein. Examples of this 

category deal with actions taken against elements in the 

army considered to be disloyal to the government; secret 

policy activities against nationals; violent actions 

among different groups and factions in between these and 

government; mass arrest; and the kidnapping of public 

officials or groups. 

Large-scale stockpiling of arms by private citizens. 

Creating private militia. 

Large-scale riots and general violent strikes. 

Extensive violence in the streets. 

Pursuing and crushing liberation movements. 

Coup d'etat. 

Mass arrests. 
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14. Abolition of civil rights. 

This category includes events which describe the 

intrusion of government into the civil and political 

rights and activities of citizens. All actions taken by 

the government to restrict or deny individuals, groups, 

Jjarties or organizations from pursuing their political 

and civil rights are included in this category. 

Governments which define for themselves the role of sole 

guardian or arbitrator of what a society would say or do 

tends to precipitate events which restrict or deny basic 

political and social rights and actions. Examples are 

imposing total curfew, martial law, or a state of 

emergency; arbitrary seizure of newspapers or public 

facilities; arbitrary arrest and sentencing of opposition 

leaders in a manner which clearly denies these persons or 

groups their political and civil rights. 

Abolish parliamentary life or halt it arbitrarily. 

Impose total curfew or martial law. 

Declare state of emergency. 

Abolition of civil courts and political rights and 

freedoms. 

Arrest dissident journalist or opposition leaders. 

Military control of public media facilities. 

Enact total censorship. 
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Abolish social welfare piograms affecting large portions 

of the society. 

Violate ethnic or individual rights. 

15. Highest level of structural violence and acts of 

internal war. 

This category includes events of the highest 

behavioral and structural violence. They indicate the 

deterioration of the quality of life as indicated by the 

massive loss of life; the loss of effective law and 

order; massive civil upheavals; large-scale chaos; and 

the prevalence of terror, fear, disease, sickness and 

famine throughout the nation. 

Torture and execution of political prisoners and enemies 

of the state. 

Assassinate public figures for political and internal war 

reasons. 

Large-scale bombing and terrorist activities. 

Campaigns of extermination. 

Execute public officials by government or rebels for 

political and internal war reasons. 
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