Is the coinage or phraseology of ‘positive’ and ‘negative’ peace by Johan Galtung, effective and broad enough to accurately define conceptions of peace, or do they problematise the notion of and peoples understanding of peace?
Johan Galtung’s theories of peace have been groundbreaking in peace and conflict studies and practice. Though his work is extensive in this field, his conceptions of ‘positive peace’ and ‘negative peace’ have been most impactful. In brief, ‘negative peace’, according to Galtung, is about ‘the absence of direct violence’ or conflict, involving mainly no physical fighting and the impositions of ceasefires or the signing of peace treaties.[footnoteRef:1] On the other hand, ‘positive peace’ refers to the more comprehensive idea of structural peace and ‘embedded injustices and inequalities’ that need to be overcome to achieve a longer-lasting peace.[footnoteRef:2] The Israel-Palestine crisis, Black Civil Rights and African Apartheid have been cases in point in which both negative and positive conceptions of peace or the lack thereof have been vividly encapsulated.  [1:  Charles P. Webel and Jørgen Johansen, eds. Peace and Conflict Studies: A Reader. Routledge: New York, 2012, Chapter 6, p1]  [2:  Oliver P. Richmond, Peace: A Very Short Introduction (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014), p116] 

Instances of ‘positive peace’ are exemplified in the non-violent peace movements of Gandhi, MLK and Mandella. Each of these prominent peace activists struggled and protested against structural and cultural violence through advocating for social justice. The Israel-Palestine conflict has been vacillating in oscillation between instances of negative peace and conflict, but the absence of positive peace through entrenched anti-Arab policies has resulted in a lack of structural positivist peace which has in turn resulted in cyclical bouts of conflict. Similarly, Mandella in South Africa is an example of recent positivist peace history, in which we can see how he overcame structurally embedded forms of racism and apartheid upheld by the white Africaner community by bringing about change in governmental structures and promoting representation of black natives. However, the inability to eliminate structural racist practices completely in South Africa has had a reverberating impact and highlights the difficulties in achieving a genuine and lasting ‘positive peace.’ In addition, progress made in the civil rights movement in the fifties and sixties, coupled with ongoing police brutality and economic struggles of blacks in America further highlights the entrenched nature of violence and inequality which makes positive peace all the more desirable yet unattainable. There have however been instances where positive peace has been more successful as in voting rights for women and where negative peace has resulted in a peaceful Europe post world war two. On the flip side, women still face gender pay discrimination and with the undermining of the EU post-Brexit, the fragile peace in Europe seems to be disintegrating. 
In practice, there is tension between the two conceptions of peace. In places like the Balkans and Syria, short-term ceasefires as a form of ‘negative peace’ overlook the need for and importance of lasting peace, hence the volatile and simmering nature of ‘negative peace’ in these regions which may descend or spiral into conflict at any moment due to such a temporary and fleeting mechanism in place. 
The Galtung Peace triangle expands the peace equation by offering alternate and more detailed terminology; ‘direct peace’ or ‘visible peace’ as an extension of ‘positive peace,’ and ‘indirect peace’ or ‘invisible peace’ as an extension of ‘negative peace.’ The terms imply the same meanings as the umbrella terms but seem to be more fitting and succinct in enabling understanding of them. At times though, it appears Galtung is employing field specific and extremely technical jargon in a futile way, perhaps for the sake of squaring the circle of the X and Y quadrant theory which he posits as the scientific and mathematical explanation to the overarching positive and negative peace theories. He may just be a victim of his own scholastic pettifogging whereby in attempting to give ‘peace’ a scientific and mathematical angle, the substance of his peace thesis falls into contradiction or inconsistency. However, it is perhaps more problematic for those hearing the terms for the first time since international relationists, peace practitioners and academics are more familiar with such terms. 
Perhaps a revision of the terminology would be helpful in broadening understanding of the concept of ‘negative peace.’ Galtung’s positive and negatives conceptions of peace were coined post world war two, when United Nations established ‘negative peace’ requirements were met and a shift towards ‘positive peace’ emerged from then on. It may be so that Galtung perhaps neglected the ‘negative peace’ aspect of his theory in such a ‘positive peace’ seeking world. 
An ‘empty peace’ reflective of Galtung’s own reference to ‘negative peace’ as ‘bland, negative peace,’ at least implies a sense of peace without using the negatively charged word ‘negative’ which to the laymen implies something pejorative when in fact the absence of physical violence is virtuous and should be appreciated and aspired towards and not undervalued.[footnoteRef:3] Another suggestion to put forward would be supplanting the terms ‘positive peace’ and ‘negative peace’ with ‘base peace’ and ‘built peace’ respectively. ‘Base peace’ implying the very basic idea of peace, mirroring and refining ‘negative peace’ in that there should be an immediate cessation in hostility and absence of violence. Similarly, ‘built peace’ or even ‘nurtured peace’ mirrors ‘positive peace’ by implying the sedimental layers of structural peace and social injustice that are more complex and slower in being achieved and require being built on or expanded.  [3:  Charles P. Webel and Jørgen Johansen, eds. Peace and Conflict Studies: A Reader. Routledge: New York, 2012, Chapter 6, p4] 

The above case studies of conflict demonstrate how peace is fragile and fleeting and how if the root causes or underlying issues of structural inequalities and injustice are not addressed, negative or structural peace can easily be undermined. Furthermore, the apt use of vocabulary when not employed can problematise peoples understanding of peace, in this case, the confusing usage of ‘negative peace’ to imply an absence of direct violence and conflict. A revision or refinement of such terminology may be helpful in improving the nuances of peace terminology and by associating the idea of the absence of direct violence and conflict with a more appropriate term and energy especially since the world seems to be descending more into physical conflict and there seems to be a need to expand or revise the terminology to cater to the more current nuances of peace. Ultimately, no great ideas should be immune to criticism, as this fosters revision and refinement, improving peace and conflict understanding and resolution for academics, practitioners and layman alike. 
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