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of the Tunisian border; the 70-80,000 inhabitants of the zone were to
be relocated. This plan promised to cripple further rebel infiltration
into Algeria from Tunisia, since the French forces would then be
instructed to fire upon anyone moving through the area. The refugees
created by this lan, however, and its “scorched earth” aspects pro-
vided additional fuel for Franco-Tunisian tensions.

Many incidents occurred in the ensuing weeks, and the GOC
efforts seemed to prove fruitless. Tunisia insisted that the only terms
acceptable to it for ending the crisis involved complete French evacua-
tion from Tunisian territory; France was adamant in its refusal to
consider such a demand and further insisted that Tunisia stop aiding
Algerian revolutionaries. Tunisia also demanded additional territory in
the Sahara (see case #187: Algerian Sahara, 1961-70). On 20 February
French troops arrested several Tunisian citizens at Remada in retalia-
tion for a mine explosion that had killed two French soldiers. Tunisia
charged that this incident confirmed that France still thought of itself
as exercising sovereignty in Tunisia, and Tunisian police closed French
consular offices in the country (France had refused repeated demands
that the offices be withdrawn earlier that week). Further deadlocks
ensued over the issue of controlling the Tunisian-Algerian border.

Negotiations were halted during the French constitutional crisis of
April-May 1958; Premier Gaillard had decided in early April to resume
direct negotiations with Tunisia, but the French National Assembly had
refused to support his policy. Gaillard resigned, and when it became
apparent after several days that Pfimlin would be likely to replace him,
the French Army«—especially the units stationed in Algeria—seized polit-
ical control, threatened to drop paratroops on Paris, seized control in
Corsica, and led to de Gaulle assuming power and a new constitution
(Fifth Republic) in France. ;

De Gaulle was generally in favor of easing tensions with Tunisia,
but in May an outbreak of hostilities at Remada and at the French

military base at Gabes (200 miles north of Tunis) caused a rapid 1
deterioration of the situation. Fighting broke out at Remada when
French troops attempted to cross a Tunisian blockade. Military inel

dents became increasingly serious; Tunisia ordered total mobilization o

its forces, and France resumed bombing raids. This series of clashes left 8
300 Tunisians and 5 French dead; as the fighting halted, Tunisia
proclaimed a state of emergency and requested direct Anglo-American

intervention.

Additional minor clashes occurred in late May and carly June, and
the Security Council met on 2 June in response to compYaints from
both parties. The GOC was making progress, however, and so the
Council adjourned to permit direct negotiations to proceed. By that
date France’s buffer zone along the Tunisian-Algerian border had sue:
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ce.eded in greatly reducing the flow of arms to the Algerian revolution-
aries, and Tunisia had decided that the major French base at Bizerte
was an issue for later negotiations. With GOC assistance, the parties
agreed that French troops would be evacuated from all bases in Tunisia
exce]pt for Bizerte, where a force of approximately 12,000 troops
would remain, but Tunisian sovereignty over the base was recognized;
the customs union between France and Tunisia established prior to the:
latter’s independence would be abolished; and the Tunisian educational
system would be Arabized. Thus, the outcome of the dispute was a
general reduction of French influence and presence in its former col-
ony. However, the agreement’s first provision, permitting French forces

to remain at Bizerte, later led to renewed hostiliti $
Bizerte, 1961-63). es (see case #190:

Refs: NY Times, 1958

Mark W. Zaf:her, Dag Hammarskjold’s United Nations (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1970) 94

#134: CHILEAN-ARGENTINE BORDER, 1958-
Parties: Chile v. Argentina
Agents: UK

_ I?efinition of the boundary between Argentina and Chile has
hjstprlca]ly been a source of continued conflict between the two states.
Various border agreements and protocols were signed in 1881, 1883
and 1902; the latter was a general arbitration treaty which provideci
that either party could submit any dispute that could not be settled
through direct negotiations to arbitration by the UK and that the other
party would submit to such arbitration. From 1958 until the present
the two states have been in nearly constant conflict over their frontier;
icrc have been frequent border violations, but except for one incident’
in 1965 there has been no bloodshed. Confrontations involving shoot-
ing, however, have occasionally flared.

The conflict has surrounded three areas in particular. One is the
Beagle Channel, a strait separating Argentina’s part of Tierra del Fuego
fr(.)m Chile’s Navarino Island. A second is the Palena area, involving a 24
mile stretch of sparsely-inhabited territory along the Andes frontier
between the two countries. The Laguno del Desierto region was a third
arca of conflict, also located on the Andean frontier to the south.

The most intractable of these three disputes appears to have been
that of the Beagle Channel. The 1881 border treaty had split Tierra del
IFuego, awarding half to Chile and half to Argentina; in addition, all of
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the islands south of the Channel, and including Cape Horn, were to be
Chilean. Cartographic errors placed the Channe% as running north of the
islands of Lennox, Nueva, and Picton; when it was discovered that its
actual position was south of those islands, Argentina raised a claim to
them. From time to time since 1900 the parties have attempted to
submit the issue to arbitration, but various impasses reached during the
preliminary negotiations prevented settlement. By 1958 the contro-
versy was infused with general political and nationalistic considerations
as well as national security interests. Chile was particularly concerned
that control of the Channel would permit Argentina to control Chile’s
trade in the Atlantic; moreover, possession of the islands would
strengthen Argentina’s claim to Antarctic territories that Chile also
claimed (see case #111: Antarctic Islands, 1956-58). Argentina con-
tended that Chilean military con trol over the islands would threaten the
Argentine town and naval base of Ushuaia, on Tierra del Fuego.
Argentina pointed out that nearly half of the Tierran population on its
side of the line was Chilean, and that percentage continued to increase
as Argentinians moved away and more Chileans moved into the area.

Activity in this area created constant tension from 1958-72. When
Chile constructed a lighthouse on Snipe Island (in the area of the
Channel), the Argentine navy destroved it; it was rebuilt and destroyed

ain, and Argentine forces occupied the island. After some diplomatic

tercations, the parties agreed to restore the pre-1958 situation on the
island. Conflicts continued alon both the land (Palena district) and
maritime frontiers, however, anc% it was only in 1960 that provisional

reements on the Palena and Channel borders were reached. The
Chilean Congress objected to various protocols that were supplemen-
tary to these agreements, however, charging that they permitted Argen-
tina too much freedom in Chilean waters; in 1963 Chile withdrew its
agreement to the accords.

During the following year the Palena district was the focus of
border conflict, and the parties agreed that the problem should be
submitted to the UK. The Palena question was resolved when the
British court of arbitration ruled on 14 December 1966; Argentina was
awarded most of the territory, while Chile was awarded the part that
had been settled by its nationals.

The parties had also agreed in 1964 that the Beagle Channel
question should be decided by the International Court of Justice (ICJ),
once certain preliminary accords had been reached. In keepin with
their determination to resolve the border question, Argentina an Chile
agreed during October 1965 to take steps to avoid incidents in the
Palena and Laguna del Desierto regions. On 8 November, however, a
Chilean police officer was killed during a border confrontation in the
Laguna area, reportedly the first loss of life in the conflict during
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;?}ngfir{:egczia;ﬁeqincts. {h‘gentinz maintained that the incident occurred
its territory and accused Chile of i i
that sovereignty over the area w ill i e, < ST
: as still in doubt and th ini
patroé _had ﬁl}'led first, in violation of the October agreerilte?lla‘tl Ao
ince the Argentinian armed forces wan ;
_ the ted to settle th
(;i):ﬂmt hm]htan!y and were also posing a threat to the civilia:: Lj\gr:rrrlz
inc?&é the presidents of both countries were eager to reso%ve the
o nt. lgeDe}tiember thfay reached an agreement to negotiate, and on
bo.rd:rcc{fgmr the resp}:&ctm:l Ministers of Defense met to instali a joint
ommission ¢ i i
s poin oy arged with adopting procedures to set up new
No progress was made in the B
. : eagle Channel controve -
f}‘:ci, and th}a;lconﬂlct es‘calated significantly in 1967. Durin‘é EZ’u};?gf
thz C};::r Cll ean warships confronted an Argentinian fishing vegssel in
i a]nne area, and' the reaction in Chile was explosive. Various
(E:};palrfsi p_a.n‘:}cs P‘;OCIalmEd their fears of Argentina’s “imperialist and
bansionist” ambitions. At the end of November a Chil
cruised within two miles of Ar ina’ i PR el
o _ gentina’s naval base at Ushuai
grgenti)nlan naval. and. air forces fired warning shots atsi:alg,nagg
Cﬁ:::lr;l 1el' Arg:entma re_}_ected Chile’s proposal that the UK arbi.trate the
Con ef c(ljtile.?tlop, arguing that British arbitration would be biased in
ke ?k[ :116 Flven the contemporaneous UK-Argentina dispute over
e jf ;;l-inIs allr;césé(scc caisé: #254: Falkland Islands, 1965-71). By the
_ g a mild war scare had built : ;
reinforced Ushuaia with aircraft i Wi Aasbsing. hed
: , an aircraft carrier, th i
submarine, and a patrol boat, and Chi AR iy ]
mbmasinngad viginity_ , and Chile also deployed various naval and
hrgc]ghsllllizez:&(]m[s)atltghsist‘; goi}rllt;ecme primarily diplomatic and were
ely su ; by it had put Argentina in a relatively isol
position in continental politics. Further di i A
. plomatic efforts achi
:’)a;pirlcl)chjment between Argentina and the socialist Chilean gofrerfl‘rrrfgna:
e ;n e. On 22 July 1971 the two presidents met and announced
Quecng;?egerit tcllmt l:h;e1 Cl!;annel border would be established by the
cen of England on the basis of a techni isi i
arbitration court drawn from the ICJ IO B e
Argentina’s concern over a Br'.' i
g : : itish pro-Chilean bias was th -
:;llp‘:fi iirs}us pirtlcwull‘l;;zcase. It was settled in general when thzst\l;ri)
é - December upon a new ten- i i
that provided for taking their differences to tﬁeca;er.bltranon ko4

Refs: NY Times, 1958-74
Robert N. Burr, ‘“Argentina and Chile,” in Steven L. Spiegel and

Kenneth N. Waltz, eds., Conflict i iti
s P e onflict in World Politics (Cambridge:
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