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Preface

In the volatile theatre of contemporary global politics, few leaders have generated as much controversy, fascination and polarized judgment as Donald John Trump. To his supporters, he is an audacious and unconventional dealmaker capable of breaking diplomatic deadlocks that had persisted for decades. To his critics, he represents a destabilizing force who disrupted established norms, weakened multilateral institutions, and personalized international diplomacy in ways that introduced uncertainty and risk. Amid these sharply divergent interpretations, Trump advanced a persistent and politically powerful claim during both his rise and return to power: that he was, fundamentally, a peacemaker.

This book does not accept that claim as self-evident, nor does it dismiss it as mere political branding. Instead, it treats the claim itself as an object of inquiry. The central task of this study is not to judge intent or character, but to evaluate outcomes, mechanisms, and durability. It asks a disciplined analytical question: does the claim of peacemaking withstand systematic, empirical, and comparative examination?

Peace Maker Donald Trump is neither a political endorsement nor a partisan indictment. It is a research-driven investigation grounded in peace studies, diplomatic history, and policy analysis. The book examines how peace is narrated, pursued, and evaluated in an era increasingly shaped by leader-centric, transactional, and media-saturated diplomacy. By focusing on Trump’s diplomatic engagements between 2017 and 2025, the study explores a broader transformation in the practice of international negotiation—one in which leadership performance, deal-making logic, and public visibility often rival institutions, procedures, and multilateral frameworks in shaping outcomes.

At the heart of this inquiry lies a fundamental and policy-relevant question: What does peace mean when diplomacy becomes personalized, performative, and transactional rather than institution-driven and procedural? Traditional diplomatic models, particularly those developed in the post–Second World War international order, conceptualized peace as a gradual, institutionally embedded process sustained by norms, treaties and multilateral governance. Trump’s diplomatic style challenged this model by emphasizing direct leader-to-leader engagement, leverage-based bargaining and visible outcomes over incremental consensus-building.

This shift generated both opportunities and vulnerabilities. In certain contexts, transactional diplomacy appeared to accelerate normalization and reduce immediate conflict risks. In others, it produced agreements that were symbolically significant but institutionally thin, raising questions about sustainability, verification, and long-term stability. This book situates Trump’s diplomacy within these tensions—between spectacle and substance, deals and durability, disruption and stability—and examines them through a structured analytical framework rather than ideological alignment.

To move beyond rhetorical claims, the study adopts a peace evaluation framework designed to assess peacemaking through measurable indicators. These include ceasefire durability, depth of normalization, trends in violence and the degree of institutionalization supporting diplomatic outcomes. By applying these criteria consistently across cases—ranging from Middle East normalization initiatives and North Korea summit diplomacy to alliance renegotiations, treaty withdrawals, and economic coercion—the book distinguishes between short-term de-escalation and structurally resilient peace.

This approach reflects a core methodological commitment of the study: peace is treated not as a moral label or political achievement, but as a variable political condition that can be assessed, compared, and measured. Such an approach is particularly necessary in a period when peace claims are frequently embedded in political narratives, amplified through media performance, and leveraged for domestic legitimacy. By separating narrative from outcome, the book seeks to clarify where diplomacy produced tangible stability and where it merely suspended conflict without resolving underlying tensions.

The analysis further situates Trump’s diplomacy within broader structural shifts in global politics. Contemporary international relations are increasingly shaped by personalization of leadership, rapid information cycles, domestic political polarization, and declining patience for slow multilateral processes. Trump’s approach represents an intensified expression of these trends rather than an isolated anomaly. As such, the book does not treat his diplomacy solely as an individual phenomenon, but as a case study through which larger changes in peacemaking practices can be examined.

From a policy perspective, this study aims to contribute at three levels. First, it offers scholars a structured framework for evaluating peace claims in leader-driven diplomatic environments. Second, it provides policymakers and practitioners with evidence-based insights into the conditions under which transactional diplomacy may produce limited but meaningful results—and where it is likely to fall short without institutional reinforcement. Third, it informs public discourse by demonstrating why peace must be assessed through outcomes and durability rather than declarations and symbolism.

Ultimately, this book argues that peace should not be understood as a personal accolade or political brand. It is a designed process, dependent on governance structures, verification mechanisms and long-term commitment beyond any single leader or electoral cycle. By examining the claim of “Peace Maker Donald Trump,” this study seeks to illuminate a broader and enduring challenge: how peace can be credibly pursued, responsibly evaluated and sustainably preserved in an international order increasingly shaped by personalized power, transactional logic and contested narratives.
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The Political Use of the Term "Peacemaker"

The term “peacemaker” carries a unique and potent symbolic weight in political discourse, operating far beyond its semantic simplicity to embody a complex interplay of rhetoric, legitimacy, power projection, and narrative construction. It is, in essence, a highly strategic and performative label, wielded to shape perceptions both domestically and internationally, conferring an aura of moral authority and differentiating leaders on the global stage. This symbolic deployment performs dual functions: internally, it crafts an image of benevolence and effectiveness to bolster political capital; externally, it signals an active, sometimes transformative engagement with the chronic conflicts that shape international relations. Hence, the invocation of the “peacemaker” identity is not merely descriptive or aspirational; it is inherently political and instrumental, layering claims of virtue over concrete diplomatic activity and outcomes.

To critically engage with Donald John Trump’s(born June 14, 1946) self-presentation and global portrayal as a “peacemaker,” it is necessary to disentangle the term’s layered meanings and its historical and contemporary uses. Traditionally, a peacemaker is understood to be a mediator, a reconciling figure who facilitates dialogue, fosters mutual understanding, and endeavors to create frameworks for lasting stability. This conventional view aligns with institution-centric diplomacy—a mode of engagement rooted in multilateralism, collective security arrangements, adherence to norms and treaties, and reliance on established international organizations such as the United Nations, NATO, or the International Atomic Energy Agency. Institution-centric diplomacy prioritizes systemic solutions, structured negotiations, and the cultivation of shared rules that transcend individual personalities or specific deals. Within this paradigm, peace is conceptualized in terms of sustainable conflict resolution, entrenchment of norms, and the gradual transformation of hostile relations into cooperative ones.

Against this well-established diplomatic backdrop, Donald Trump’s claim to peacemaking unfolds quite differently. His leader-centric, transactional style places the individual—and particularly his own persona—as the axis around which peace processes revolve. Diplomatic engagements often hinge on direct, personal interactions, public spectacle, and headline-driven summits rather than protracted multilateral mechanisms or institutionally anchored efforts. This approach reconfigures the nature of negotiation from a procedural, often painstaking collective endeavor, into a matter of personal rapport and deal-making acumen. The emphasis shifts away from long-term structural transformation toward immediate, visible agreements that signal progress and showcase leadership prowess.

One must recognize that this leader-centric model, while not novel in diplomacy’s history, gained renewed prominence under Trump’s tenure. The personal chemistry established with other heads of state, the theatrical staging of meetings, and the emphasis on “making a deal” reflect a deliberate fusion of politics, media strategy, and international negotiation. It reframes diplomacy as simultaneous performance and transaction, designed to produce tangible, if sometimes ephemeral, results that resonate with domestic audiences and international observers alike. This model underscores public diplomacy as a key site where peace claims are negotiated and asserted, often deliberately bypassing or diminishing the role of traditional institutions, bureaucracies, and norms.

The implications of this shift challenge foundational assumptions about what constitutes peace and who can legitimately claim credit for it. Whereas institution-centric diplomacy embeds peace within norms and collective agreements, leader-centric diplomacy personalizes the process and its outcomes, embedding peace claims within political narratives that blur the boundary between substantive achievement and symbolic accomplishment. This dynamic raises profound research questions: How should peace be defined in the context of predominantly transactional diplomacy? What mechanisms underlie leader-centric peace efforts, and to what extent do they produce verifiable, durable outcomes? How do public diplomacy and media spectacle influence both the perception and the reality of peace?

To grapple with these questions, it is essential first to delineate what peace means beyond rhetorical flourish. Peace, at its core, involves the absence of violent conflict, but positive peace expands this to include justice, structural equity, reconciliation, and institutionalization of cooperation to prevent relapse into hostilities. The leader-centric model, by emphasizing deals and personalized agreements, often cultivates what is termed “negative peace”—a cessation or pause in overt conflict without necessarily addressing the underlying root causes or power asymmetries. It is therefore crucial to develop evaluative frameworks that distinguish between the appearance of peace and its substantive depth.

This need for rigorous, empirical evaluation underpins the development of a robust peace indicators framework, designed to assess claims objectively and systematically. Such a framework encompasses multiple criteria: first, ceasefire durability—does the agreement hold over time, or is it a temporary lull preceding renewed conflict? Second, the depth of normalization—do agreements translate into sustained diplomatic, economic, and societal integration or remain symbolic gestures lacking follow-through? Third, trends in violence—does the trajectory indicate genuine conflict de-escalation or mere displacement or suppression of hostilities? And fourth, institutionalization—are new structures created to support ongoing peacebuilding, or does the agreement depend solely on the goodwill or political calculus of individual leaders?

By applying this peace evaluation framework to Trump’s diplomatic initiatives, one can move beyond partisan interpretations and anecdotal assessments to a grounded analysis of outcomes. The framework facilitates differentiation between theatrics and tangible progress, short-term tactical ceasefires and strategic conflict resolution, personalized deal-making and collaborative institution-building. This distinction is critical in the context of global politics, where peace claims often serve as instruments of domestic legitimacy or international branding rather than markers of durable transformation.

Analyzing the “peacemaker” label through this lens also invites reflection on the broader politics of narrative construction in diplomacy. Leaders invoke such powerful imagery to assert agency and reshape historical narratives, effectively crafting a legacy prior to, or even in lieu of, clear evidence of accomplishment. The political economy of peacemaking is thus intertwined with media ecosystems, voter psychology, and geopolitical competition. It reflects the growing convergence between domestic political imperatives and international diplomacy in the era of mass media and social networks, where perception management is as crucial as policy design.

Trump’s strategic use of the peacemaker narrative often involved juxtaposing his approach with perceived failures of his predecessors and contemporaries. He framed his unorthodox modus operandi—characterized by unpredictability, disruptive techniques, and personalized deal-making—as a necessary corrective to entrenched bureaucratic inertia and ineffective multilateralism. By presenting himself as a broker of historic agreements or unprecedented dialogue, particularly with long-standing adversaries such as North Korea or Middle Eastern actors, Trump sought to position his leadership outside conventional paradigms, thus reengineering the definition of peace diplomacy itself.

This redefinition carries significant consequences. On one hand, it democratizes diplomatic agency by shifting focus toward charismatic leadership and visible results. On the other hand, it risks undermining the rigor, stability, and inclusiveness that institutionalized diplomacy traditionally upholds. Moreover, it raises questions about the sustainability of peace achieved through leader-dependent deals, especially when political fortunes reverse or successor regimes lack the same personal commitment.

The “peacemaker” narrative also operates as a potent ideological tool domestically, functioning as a symbol of strong leadership that appeals across partisan lines and resonates with key constituencies. In this sense, it is not only a global diplomatic asset but also a domestic political strategy that harnesses national pride and the desire for conflict resolution as validation of electoral mandates. This dual domestic-international utility amplifies the narrative’s potency and complicates efforts to assess it purely on empirical grounds.

Furthermore, the transactional logic underlying Trump’s diplomacy reframes peace processes as zero-sum, quid pro quo exchanges—a series of individual dealings rather than cumulative norm-building. While this approach can accelerate visible agreements by bypassing multilateral processes and cumbersome bureaucracy, it often neglects the systemic entrenchment necessary for durable conflict transformation. Consequently, the trade-offs implicit in this model include potentially increased volatility, erosion of trust in traditional institutions, and the risk of temporary ceasefires without addressing root causes.

Engaging with these complexities requires a conceptual openness to plural modes of peace and diplomacy, recognizing that different contexts and conflicts might warrant diverse approaches. However, critical scrutiny remains essential to differentiate substantive peace from cosmetic or performative success. This entails interrogating the mechanisms producing peace, the institutions that sustain it, and the metrics by which success is judged.

In sum, the “peacemaker” label functions as a multi-dimensional political narrative that intertwines symbolic meaning with strategic intent. Donald Trump’s embrace of this identity embodies a distinct, leader-centered model of diplomacy sharply contrasted with the traditional, institution-dependent mode. By foregrounding personal diplomacy, transactional deals, and public spectacle, his approach challenges orthodoxies about peacebuilding while exposing tensions between immediate conflict pauses and enduring stability. To fully comprehend and evaluate his peace claims, one must move beyond rhetoric and incorporate empirical frameworks that consider ceasefire durability, normalization depth, violence trends, and institutionalization. Such rigorous analysis not only clarifies the substance behind the peacemaker veneer but also contributes to a more nuanced understanding of peace itself in the fluid, often performative realm of contemporary geopolitics. Through these analytical lenses, Trump’s peacemaker narrative can be situated within both historical continuities and innovative disruptions in the art and politics of diplomacy, offering vital insights for scholars, policymakers, and the public in an era where peace is as much a contested story as it is an international condition.

Trump’s Diplomacy: Institution-Centric vs Leader-Centric Approaches

In the broad tapestry of international diplomacy woven since the aftermath of the Second World War, the prevailing paradigm has been one firmly rooted in institution-centric negotiations. This tradition rests on multilateral frameworks, codified norms, and a deliberate process designed to transcend individual personalities, aiming to create a stable and predictable global order. The United Nations, NATO, the World Trade Organization, and myriad treaties and conventions exemplify this approach, underscoring diplomacy as a collective, rule-based enterprise. Within this milieu, peacemaking emerges not simply as the cessation of violence but as a sustained enterprise requiring institutions capable of mediating conflicts, enforcing agreements, and fostering cooperation in complex webs of interdependence. The processes typically involve diplomats, bureaucracies, and technocrats, where person-to-person dynamics are mediated through protocol and consensus, diluting the influence of any single actor’s idiosyncrasies. The idealized postwar world order thus privileges enduring structures that purportedly transcend momentary leadership and transient political agendas, ensuring that peace is anchored in resilient institutions rather than in the whims of individuals.

Against this backdrop, Donald Trump's self-proclaimed identity as a peacemaker introduces a striking departure from the established norms, demanding a reexamination of the very modes through which peace is conceptualized and enacted. His diplomacy, often characterized as leader-centric and transactional, pivots decisively away from institutionally embedded processes towards a personalized, performance-oriented mode of engagement. In this schema, politics and diplomacy coalesce into a theatre of high-stakes, one-on-one negotiations where the leader’s personal charisma, risk appetite, and bargaining acumen become paramount. This approach elevates the individual leader over institutions, blending deal-making with spectacle, and reshaping diplomacy from a technocratic process into a contest of wills, narratives, and media management. The 'peacemaker' label, in Trump’s hands, becomes both a strategic emblem and a symbolic asset, signaling control, decisiveness, and toughness — attributes that appeal domestically and internationally to constituencies yearning for tangible results amid protracted global uncertainties.

Fundamentally, Trump’s diplomacy centers on transactional logic: every engagement is framed as a deal, every relationship a negotiation balancing reciprocal gains rather than shared values or long-term institutional norms. Unlike the traditional paradigm that views agreements as part of a broader peace architecture, Trump's perspective treats them as discrete, often bilateral understandings, with limited concern for their embeddedness within a wider framework. This transactionalism underscores a pragmatic if controversial ethos — that peace is a commodity best secured by maximal leverage and careful trade-offs. Summits are staged as theatrical platforms for personal diplomacy, where symbolic displays of cordiality or toughness are as critical as the substantive content, fueling media cycles and shaping public perception. Such an approach privileges clarity, simplicity, and immediacy over complex multilateralism, often bypassing established institutional procedures that are portrayed as cumbersome, slow, or contrary to national interests.

Personalized negotiation, however, entails a double-edged dynamic. On one hand, it can unlock stalemates by cutting through bureaucratic inertia and allowing flexibility unattainable in multi-actor settings. On the other, it raises concerns about volatility, the sustainability of agreements, and the marginalization of diplomatic institutions that historically serve as guarantors of continuity and compliance. Trump’s interactions with North Korea’s Kim Jong-un illustrate this paradox vividly: the unprecedented summits broke new ground in leader-to-leader communication, transforming a decades-long impasse into a sequence of high-profile engagements. Yet, they also exposed the fragility of accords dependent on personal rapport and rhetorical signaling, revealing limited progress on verifiable denuclearization or institutionalized verification mechanisms. The leader-centric model thus foregrounds the powers and vulnerabilities inherent in personalization — where peace depends not only on the substance of deals but on the evolving dynamics of individual relationships shaped by ego, domestic politics, and the unpredictable vicissitudes of international pressures.

Public diplomacy in Trump's repertoire is not a subdued back-channel affair but a spectacle realized in the glare of media spotlight and social branding. The communication strategy revolved around direct appeals to the public and adversaries alike, employing social media, press conferences, and publicized meetings to influence narratives and project strength. This public-facing diplomacy intersects with transactionalism by making each gesture a calculated signal, extending beyond the immediate counterpart to a global audience of competitors, allies, and domestic supporters. The performative element transforms diplomatic engagements into public relations achievements, where the optics of handshake photos, joint statements, and summit theatrics become integral to the peace process itself. Such an approach resists the traditional confidentiality of negotiations, fostering transparency but also unpredictability, and occasionally undermining behind-the-scenes consensus-building essential to durable peace settlements.

The strategic bypassing or even outright rejection of traditional institutions forms another cornerstone of Trump’s peacemaking paradigm. Whether announcing withdrawal from multilateral treaties, challenging alliance contributions, or renegotiating trade agreements, the Trump administration consistently signaled skepticism towards established global governance. This erosion of institutional authority reflects a recalibration of national sovereignty and an emphasis on autonomous decision-making. While this stokes arguments about reclaiming agency from bureaucratic inertia or unfair burden-sharing, it simultaneously raises questions about collective responsibility, trust, and the ability to govern transnational challenges. The weakening or sidelining of institutions diminishes their dispute resolution and enforcement capacities, risks fragmentation, and may lead to fragmented, unstable peace arrangements reliant on volatile bilateral deals and ephemeral leader goodwill.

From an academic standpoint, interrogating the meaning and implications of the 'peacemaker' label under such conditions compels rigorous scrutiny. The term itself functions both as a politically resonant narrative, wielding soft power in legitimizing and glorifying leadership, and as an analytical concept inviting empirical assessment. It demands questions about what quantifies peace beyond rhetoric, what mechanisms underpin sustained conflict resolution, and how personalized, transactional diplomacy measures up against institution-based models in delivering outcomes that endure beyond electoral cycles and leader tenures. This inquiry necessitates a systematic peace indicators framework capable of operationalizing metrics such as ceasefire durability, normalization depth, patterns of violence, institutionalization of agreements, and inclusivity of stakeholders.

Such a framework provides a robust tool for disentangling symbolic successes from substantive peace. For instance, it allows scholars and policymakers to evaluate whether the Abraham Accords — heralded as historic breakthroughs in Arab-Israeli relations under Trump — constitute structurally transformative peace or episodic, elite-driven deals with limited societal embedding. Similarly, North Korea summit diplomacy, despite its unprecedented direct engagement, can be measured against quantifiable benchmarks like denuclearization verification, sustained reduction in hostilities, and reciprocal commitments grounded in institutional oversight versus tentative, unilateral declarations. The peace-score paradigm thus fosters transparent, empirical benchmarking of what peace achieved through leader-centric, transactional diplomacy truly represents—and whether it satisfies the criteria for positive, structural peace or merely amounts to negative peace, a temporary absence of conflict.

Contrasting with conventional diplomacy, Trump’s model also foregrounds several contested assumptions. It interprets peace less as a collective good co-produced through multilateral engagement and more as an outcome of strategic deals leveraging relative advantage. National interest trumps international norms or collective governance, and power dynamics play out openly rather than sublating to procedural diplomacy. The leader becomes not just a negotiator but a potent symbol of national destiny, where personal credibility and toughness correlate with diplomatic efficacy. While this confers agility and the potential for bold breakthroughs, it also introduces instability by tethering diplomacy to unpredictable personality-driven fluctuations, party politics, and fluctuating domestic support. This volatile dynamism poses challenges to the long-term institutionalization of peace and the cultivation of interlinked, multilateral trust networks essential for global stability.

The ramifications of this shift are profound for the practice and study of peace and conflict resolution. If peace increasingly depends on transactional bargains struck by individual leaders rather than on enduring institutions and multilateral frameworks, the field must reconcile the tension between achievement and durability, charisma and accountability, opportunity and fragility. The personalization of diplomacy elevates the role of rhetoric, symbolic performance, and public engagement, yet also necessitates swift, evidence-based evaluation to prevent the substitution of spectacle for substance. Furthermore, the transactional ethos reframes conflict resolution as periodic renegotiation rather than as systemic transformation, with ramifications for how scholars conceptualize peacebuilding, conflict relapse, and the role of international law. Ultimately, the juxtaposition of institution-centric diplomacy with leader-centric, transactional styles invites critical reflection not only on what peace means in the contemporary era but also on who wields the power to define, enact, and sustain it.

Exploring Trump’s diplomacy through this comparative lens thus reframes scholarly and public discourse. It reveals a paradigm that challenges entrenched postwar diplomatic orthodoxies, emphasizing personalized power over collective governance, transactional deals over enduring frameworks, and public spectacle over meticulous protocol. This realignment complicates the effortless attribution of the peacemaker mantle to any single actor, urging precise, context-sensitive analyses that differentiate between symbolic gestures and verifiable achievements. By systematically applying peace indicators and scrutinizing concrete cases such as the Abraham Accords, North Korea engagements, treaty withdrawals, and trade diplomacy, one can distill a nuanced understanding of the successes, limitations, and enduring impacts of leader-centric diplomacy.

In so doing, we uncover the intricate anatomy of a diplomacy style where peace is simultaneously a political narrative, a performance, and a contest of power. The 'peacemaker' label in this milieu becomes less a static honorific and more a strategic claim subject to empirical validation and critical debate. Whether this model signals a durable shift in how states conceive and achieve peace, or represents a transient departure from institution-driven stability, remains a central question of contemporary peace studies. The scholarly task is to chart these contours with clarity and precision, disentangling rhetoric from reality, and laying the groundwork for informed discussions on the future of international diplomacy in an era of evolving leadership dynamics.

Research Question: How Should “Peace” Be Defined and Measured?

The concept of peace, though seemingly straightforward in everyday discourse, demands careful unpacking when positioned within the intricate arena of international relations, diplomacy, and political narrative. At its most elemental, peace suggests the absence of conflict, a cessation of violence, or a harmonious state of coexistence. Yet this simple framing belies a complex spectrum of meanings and dimensions that shift depending on theoretical vantage points and practical contexts. Throughout history, peace has been cast not merely as a static condition but as a dynamic process, an aspirational ideal, a normative framework, and often a powerful political instrument. Understanding what peace means and how it is measured is foundational to any rigorous attempt to assess claims of peacemaking, particularly those that are politically charged and symbolically potent, such as those advanced by Donald Trump during his two nonconsecutive terms in the highest office of the United States.

The label ‘peacemaker’ itself functions as more than a descriptive tag; it is a strategic narrative device wielded to confer legitimacy, moral authority, and international stature. Political leaders commonly invoke this designation to signal their capacity to transcend conflict, deliver stability, and embody goodwill, all while cultivating a public image of decisive leadership. However, such a designation is inherently contested and mediated by various actors—including political opponents, media, scholars, and the public—each interpreting and often politicizing what constitutes peace and by what standards it can be claimed. The ‘peacemaker’ story, therefore, serves as a powerful trope in political communication, blending rhetoric with selective storytelling to shape perceptions and legitimize policy choices. This book begins its analytical journey by situating Trump's claim within this tradition, interrogating the implications of self-styled peace narratives in the highly mediated and personalized realm of contemporary leadership politics.

Conventional diplomacy, particularly in the post-World War II international order, has profoundly relied on institution-centric frameworks—a web of multilateral organizations, treaties, international law, and shared norms—that collectively seek to provide predictability, stability, and enduring mechanisms for dispute resolution. Institutional architecture fosters incremental progress through dialogue, consensus-building, and the gradual construction of mutual trust. In this model, peace is often conceived as positive peace—a state of comprehensive social justice, absence of structural violence, and the establishment of resilient institutions that mitigate conflict’s recurrence and intensification. Measurement of peace in such paradigms embraces multidimensional indicators, including reductions in militarized disputes, the depth of diplomatic engagement, the entrenchment of legal frameworks, socioeconomic development, and the durability of peace accords.

By contrast, Trump’s diplomacy, as this volume explores, marks a deliberate and provocative departure from this institutionally anchored approach. It embodies a leader-centric model characterized by direct, personalized negotiations conducted in high-profile summits, often public-facing rather than behind closed doors; a transactional logic that focuses on reciprocal, immediate deals rather than long-term institution-building; and a penchant for strategic disruption—leaving institutions like the Iran nuclear deal and the Paris climate agreement, and occasionally bypassing or challenging long-standing alliances. These tendencies elevate performance, symbolism, and the spectacle of diplomacy to central roles, reframing peace efforts less as gradual processes and more as headline-grabbing feats of deal-making. Embedded in this style is a tension between the allure of swift, visible results and the risk of undermining durable frameworks that sustain stable peace.

The challenge, then, is to deconstruct what peace means within this transactional, leader-centered diplomacy, and to establish a robust empirical framework capable of transcending rhetorical flourish to measure actual peace outcomes. How should peace be defined in such a context, and by what metrics can its presence, absence, or quality be discerned? Can peace claims premised on negotiated deals, often brokered through personalized leadership, sustain beyond the initial performance, or are they ephemeral pauses in underlying conflicts? To address these pressing questions, the book articulates several interrelated research queries, vital to both scholarly critique and practical policy assessment. First, what are the conceptual boundaries of peace relevant to the contemporary geopolitical milieu shaped by Trump’s diplomacy, particularly given divergent understandings of peace in terms of negative peace (cessation of violence) and positive peace (transformation of structural causes)? Second, what mechanisms underpin leader-centric transactional diplomacy, and by what causal pathways do these mechanisms generate durable or ephemeral peace outcomes? Third, which indicators, both quantitative and qualitative, best capture the multifaceted nature of peace, enabling objective evaluation amid contested assertions and political spin?

To pursue these questions, this study introduces a comprehensive peace indicators framework grounded in peace and conflict studies while adapted to the particularities of transactional diplomacy. This framework pivots on multidimensional criteria broadly encompassing ceasefire durability, normalization depth, violence trends, institutionalization of agreements, and the inclusiveness and legitimacy of peace processes. Ceasefire durability involves assessing whether agreements lead to sustained reductions in violent clashes, including measurements of relapse into hostilities or the emergence of new conflict episodes. Normalization depth evaluates the extent to which diplomatic breakthroughs translate into substantive trust-building, cooperation in security, economic, and cultural domains, and whether they reshape hostile perceptions among populations and elites. Violence trends are monitored not only in overt conflict zones but also in proxy conflicts, cyber domains, economic coercion, and asymmetric warfare, thereby capturing broader peace and conflict dynamics. Institutionalization refers to whether deal-based peace initiatives reinforce or erode international and domestic institutional capacities essential for conflict management and compliance verification. Inclusiveness interrogates whether peace agreements involve a broad spectrum of stakeholders, including marginalized groups, civil society, and regional actors, or represent narrow elites’ bargains that risk sowing future discord. Legitimacy scrutinizes the acceptance of agreements by affected populations and the international community, considering factors such as transparency, consent, and adherence to norms.

By applying this framework, the analysis transcends simplistic binary assessments—peace or no peace—and instead offers nuanced gradations capturing the spectrum from conflict pauses to sustainable peacebuilding. It also allows for comparison between Trump’s leader-centric, deal-focused initiatives and traditional institution-centric diplomacy models, exposing trade-offs and tensions inherent in each approach. Furthermore, the framework is designed to confront politically driven narratives by prioritizing measurable outcomes and independent verification over self-proclaimed successes.

Crucially, the framework acknowledges that peace is neither a monolithic nor static state; it is an evolving interplay between structures and agency, between institutional resilience and individual leadership, between long-term transformation and short-term pragmatism. It recognizes that transactional diplomacy, while often critiqued for its perceived superficiality, can catalyze breakthroughs otherwise unattainable within rigid multilateral settings, yet may equally precipitate fragilities by sidelining collective mechanisms and undercutting trust. The research questions, therefore, aim to elucidate these dialectics, assessing not just whether Trump’s diplomacy achieved peace, but how it reconfigured peace-making itself as a practice and concept.

In operationalizing these questions, the book employs mixed methods, triangulating quantitative data—such as frequency of violent incidents, treaty compliance rates, and economic indicators—with qualitative case studies, expert interviews, and content analysis of diplomatic communications and media representations. This methodological pluralism reflects the complexity of peace phenomena and secures greater validity and reliability in conclusions.

Ultimately, determining how peace should be defined and measured in the context of Donald Trump’s diplomacy is not merely an academic exercise. It carries profound implications for how policymakers approach current and future peace efforts in an increasingly complex and fragmented international order. Does the ascendancy of leader-centric transactional diplomacy suggest a paradigm shift signaling a new era of peace-making tailored to the personalized, media-saturated political landscape? Or does it reveal the limits and risks of sidelining institutions designed to manage collective security challenges? Can a peace framework that privileges measurable outcomes and multidimensional indicators inform smarter policy that balances charisma with institutional stewardship? These exploratory questions, grounded in a rigorous evaluative framework, aim to chart a course through these dilemmas, enabling clearer understanding and more constructive debate.

As the book progresses, it situates itself as a clarifying lens amidst polarized portrayals of Trump as either a transformative peace-builder or a destabilizing disruptor. By interrogating the definition and measurement of peace in relation to Trump’s unique brand of diplomacy, the analysis paves the way for a more sober and evidence-based appraisal of his peace claims, one that honors the complexity of peace itself and the diverse pathways through which it may be pursued, achieved, or imperiled in the contemporary global arena. Through this inquiry, the work strives to deepen scholarly engagement with evolving peace dynamics, contribute to the refinement of peace evaluation tools, and inform praxis that aspires to security, justice, and stability in an era marked by both extraordinary opportunities and profound uncertainties.
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Deal-making Logic: Leverage, Pressure, Incentives

The underpinning logic of Donald Trump's approach to diplomacy can best be understood through the prism of deal-making, a mode of interaction deeply intertwined with leverage, pressure, and incentives. Unlike the classical diplomatic tradition, which leans heavily on slow, iterative processes fostered within institutional frameworks, Trump's method foregrounded a more immediate, goal-oriented strategy that treated international relations akin to high-stakes business negotiations. At the core of this method is the use of leverage—be it economic, military, or political—as a tool to recalibrate the bargaining power dynamic in favor of the United States. Trump’s emphasis on leverage was rooted in the conviction that American strength, manifest predominantly through economic weight and military capabilities, could be flexed to extract concessions from allies and adversaries alike. This calculus is emblematic of his broader ‘America First’ ideological posture, which prioritized tangible national benefits over abstract ideals of multilateral cooperation and shared burdens.

In practice, leverage often translated into the selective application of pressure—whether in the form of tariffs aimed at reshaping trade dynamics, sanctions intended to isolate or punish, or threats to withdraw from longstanding treaties—to compel other actors toward desired outcomes. The logic here leans on the classic bargaining principle that discomfort or cost can provoke recalculation and concession. However, Trump’s approach departed from traditional diplomacy in the intensity and theatricality of the pressure employed. Economic coercion was wielded openly and unapologetically, with little concern for the diplomatic niceties that often mediate perceptions of legitimacy or fairness. For example, the initiation of trade wars with China underlined a willingness to inflict reciprocal economic damage to force a renegotiation of terms that he deemed inequitable. This tactic embodied a high-risk, high-reward calculus, eschewing incrementalism in favor of dramatic shifts that could reset long-term relationships—or imperil them.

In tandem with leverage and pressure, incentives functioned as the carrot complementing the stick. Trump's diplomacy frequently offered positive inducements—economic aid, security guarantees, or potential market access—in exchange for compliance or alignment with U.S. interests. These incentives were not extended universally but rather were instrumentalized selectively, often contingent on personal rapport or transactional symmetry. The Abraham Accords stand as a testament to this approach, where the promise of economic cooperation and regional integration was paired with strategic realignments, culminating in historic normalization agreements between Israel and several Arab states. Here, Trump’s team engineered a package of benefits sufficient to overcome entrenched animosities and foster accords that had eluded successive administrations. Yet this success also epitomized the fragility inherent in deal-based diplomacy, where incentives must continually be recalibrated to sustain the peace accord’s durability over time.

Public diplomacy in Trump’s arsenal added a distinctive performative and media-driven dimension to the deal-making logic. Each negotiation transformed into a spectacle, with summits and announcements staged as multimedia events designed to demonstrate strength and progress, thereby projecting an image of decisive leadership to both domestic and international audiences. This theatricality was not mere display but served as a bargaining tactic itself, with public declarations acting as signals of resolve or markers of progress that could shape counterpart expectations and domestic political capital. By harnessing media spectacle, Trump cultivated a political environment where diplomacy was inseparable from performance, blurring conventional boundaries between policy substance and political symbolism. While such visibility elevated the perceived stakes of negotiations, it also introduced volatility, as the pressure to deliver palpable results often prioritized optics over substance, provoking skepticism about the longevity of agreements brokered under such conditions.

The ideological foundation of ‘America First’ undergirded this multifaceted bargaining logic, reinforcing the transactional approach by asserting that the United States must uncompromisingly defend its interests, even at the expense of longstanding partnerships or multilateral commitments. This worldview eschewed the orthodoxies of alliance management and burden-sharing, instead framing diplomacy as a marketplace where national advantage was the sole metric of success. Such a posture rationalized the willingness to disrupt traditional alliances and international institutions when they were perceived to impose unfair costs or constrain American sovereignty. It also affirmed the readiness to redefine friendship and enmity through the prism of immediate benefit, prioritizing deals that could be quantified and publicly celebrated rather than nebulous ideals of global leadership or collective security. This ideological underpinning ensured a consistent thematic presence in Trump’s bargaining tactics: relentless pursuit of leverage, unvarnished application of pressure, targeted allocation of incentives, and a performative diplomacy designed to consolidate domestic legitimacy through external victories.

Comparing this deal-making logic with traditional diplomatic methods reveals both innovations and vulnerabilities that informed Trump’s diplomatic outcomes. Traditional diplomacy, long characterized by institutionalized negotiation processes, reciprocal trust-building, and adherence to international norms, depends heavily on incremental progress, multilateral engagement, and long-term relationship cultivation. The primary risks of this model often involve bureaucratic inertia and dilution of national interests through compromise. In contrast, the transactional diplomacy championed by Trump operates on a condensed timeline, where personal leadership and immediate gains take precedence over systemic stability. This approach affords swift recalibrations of policy and the potential to break stalemates through bold moves, but it also risks undermining the very frameworks that sustain global order. Deals struck under intense pressure and public scrutiny may lack the resilient consensus necessary for enduring peace, resulting instead in ephemeral agreements vulnerable to reversal with leadership changes or shifting political winds.

The outputs of these divergent methods differ accordingly. Institutional diplomacy tends to produce multilayered accords with broad participation and embedded verification mechanisms, lending such agreements greater legitimacy and durability. Transactional diplomacy often yields high-profile, headline-grabbing deals that may reshape geopolitical alignments in the short term, yet without the underpinning of robust institutionalization, they may falter under test. The risks inherent in the transactional model include the erosion of trust not only among adversaries but critically among allies, whose expectations of consultation and shared burden are unsettled by abrupt policy shifts. Additionally, the elevation of individual leaders as the locus of diplomatic agency introduces volatility, as the durability of agreements becomes contingent on personal rapport and political fortunes rather than institutional continuity.

Ultimately, the deal-making logic of Trump’s diplomacy embodies a redefinition of bargaining in international relations, privileging immediacy, leverage, and media-savvy performance over process-oriented, institutional diplomacy. While this mode has demonstrated the capacity to break diplomatic deadlocks and secure unprecedented normalization agreements, it simultaneously challenges the tenets of reliable, rule-based international engagement. By foregrounding the transactional and personal nature of diplomacy, Trump's model reshapes expectations for how states interact, raising critical questions about the sustainability of peace crafted through deals forged under pressure and spotlight rather than consensus and quiet negotiation. The interplay of leverage, pressure, and incentives within this framework underscores a complex balancing act between achieving tangible gains and maintaining the relational underpinnings necessary for long-term stability, an equilibrium that remains contentious in assessing the true legacy of Trump's peacemaking claims.

Public Diplomacy as Performance

In the contemporary landscape of international relations, diplomacy has long been understood as a nuanced practice of dialogue, negotiation, and discreet multilateral engagement. However, Donald Trump’s tenure as a political leader introduced a significant and controversial shift, particularly through his use of public diplomacy as a form of performance. This transformation is not merely a function of modern communication technologies or the omnipresence of social media, but rather a deliberate strategic choice that reflects the underlying deal-making logic driving his approach to diplomacy. From the very outset, Trump’s diplomatic engagements were interwoven with media spectacle, rallies, and powerful symbolism, which together forged a new arena for international negotiations anchored in visibility, theatrics, and direct public appeal. Understanding this phenomenon requires us to dissect how media became not only a channel for communication but an indispensable stage upon which diplomatic resolve and power were broadcast, reinforced, and renewed.

At the heart of this performative diplomacy lies an intrinsic logic of transactionalism that prioritizes leverage, pressure, and incentives over traditional protocols. Unlike the conventional diplomat’s backstage deliberations, Trump’s style thrived on foregrounding himself as the central actor—the indispensable deal-maker whose personal brand of negotiation dictated the terms and tenor of engagements. His rhetoric, gestures, and the very framing of international summits often seemed crafted less as quiet consultations and more as high-stakes theatrical events designed to influence not only foreign counterparts but also domestic and global audiences. This theatricality functioned on several levels: it established Trump’s personal authority and dominance, communicated decisiveness and strength to allies and adversaries alike, and injected unpredictability into diplomatic proceedings which thereby served as leverage in negotiations.

Media played a crucial role in amplifying this dynamic, functioning as both an instrument and an audience for these performances. Trump’s facility with media—ranging from traditional outlets to the immediacy of Twitter—enabled him to bypass institutional gatekeepers and establish direct lines of communication with the public. This was complemented by his penchant for large-scale rallies and events characterized by dramatic staging, emotive appeals, and symbolic gestures, such as the historic handshake with North Korean leader Kim Jong-un or the celebratory photo-op of the Abraham Accords signing. These episodes underscored a new form of public diplomacy wherein the spectacle itself became a tool of influence. By producing vivid images and stirring narratives, Trump effectively reframed diplomatic progress as a performative achievement rather than a purely substantive, procedural advance. This shift placed immense emphasis on the symbolic dimension of diplomacy, where the optics of agreement or confrontation proved as significant as the written details or institutional follow-through.

Moreover, this approach was deeply influenced by the ideological foundation encapsulated in the phrase ‘America First,’ which colored the bargaining tactics and further distinguished Trump's method from customary internationalism. This posture favored overt expressions of national self-interest and transactional exchanges that foregrounded immediate material gains over long-term alliance-building or multilateral cooperation. The ‘America First’ doctrine lent itself naturally to a bargaining stance marked by competitive zero-sum thinking, where the value of deals was measured by apparent wins in trade deficits, military expenditures, or territorial concessions. Such a stance cultivated a performative environment wherein domestically visible victories held profound symbolic and political weight, often at the expense of nuanced negotiation or incremental progress toward enduring peace.

The interplay between performance and diplomacy effectively turned many international negotiations into events where public opinion and media narratives could constrain or empower governmental actors. By broadcasting his unvarnished views and signaling intent in real time, Trump disrupted established diplomatic routines that often valued confidentiality and careful consensus-building. While this theatricality allowed him to exert pressure and sometimes elicit concessions, it also raised significant risks, including alienating allies, provoking unpredictability in adversaries, and complicating the work of professional diplomats who had to manage fallout behind the scenes. The tension between spectacle and substance was palpable, as the magnification of public diplomacy’s performative dimension sometimes obscured the durability of agreements or rendered policy outcomes hostage to the vicissitudes of media cycles.

Comparatively, traditional diplomacy is characterized by discretion, emphasis on institutional continuity, and multilateral coordination designed to build durable frameworks of cooperation. Negotiations are typically shielded from public scrutiny to allow for candid dialogue, and leadership is often collective and procedural rather than personalized. In contrast, Trump’s transactional diplomacy embraced visibility, personal authority, and tactical disruption of institutional norms. This disruption manifested in rapidly shifting policy positions articulated in public venues, unpredictable diplomatic behavior that kept counterparts guessing, and frequent use of unilateral actions or threats communicated directly to foreign audiences. The transactional nature also emphasized short-term gains, often trading stability for leverage, which heightened the drama inherent in each bargaining round but risked undermining trust in long-term commitments.

This style of performative diplomacy was mirrored in numerous high-profile episodes throughout Trump’s political tenure. The summits with North Korean leader Kim Jong-un, for instance, were less about the painstaking process of denuclearization and more a series of orchestrated encounters designed to capture global headlines and portray a breakthrough narrative. The spectacle of two historically antagonistic leaders meeting and smiling for cameras filled a void of substantive progress, showcasing the power of publicity as a diplomatic tool even when the underlying issues remained unresolved. Similarly, the Abraham Accords were presented not only as milestone peace agreements but also as demonstration pieces around which Trump could rally support showing his administration’s effectiveness in dealing with the Middle East. These successes were as much symbolic victories broadcast for their performative value as they were substantive treaties, thereby reflecting the dual currency of deal-making and public showmanship.

The alliance resets, such as re-negotiations of NATO financial contributions, were accompanied by public critiques and demands issued not in private corridors but in press conferences and tweets. This approach intensified the spectacle, compelling allies to staging their own responses under the glare of public scrutiny. Although effective in bringing attention to longstanding grievances, such tactics also raised questions about the resilience of alliances subjected to public bargaining and exposed to the whims of media narratives. The blend of performance with diplomacy thus became both a tool and a test of partnership durability.

An additional dimension lies in how this style affected domestic audiences, for whom public diplomacy’s performative nature reinforced Trump’s image as a decisive leader willing to challenge global elites and institutions. The rallies and media narratives served to bolster the political base by translating complex diplomatic processes into digestible, symbolic triumphs or confrontations. This democratization of diplomacy via performance arguably increased public engagement but also contributed to the polarization of foreign policy as a spectacle of identity and loyalty
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