5 Thinking peace

Charles P. Thebel

‘The importance of securing mternational peace was recognized by the really great men
of former generations. But the technical advances of our imes have turned this ethical
postulate into a matter of life and death for civilized mankind todav. and made the taking
of an active part in the solution to the problem of peace a moral duty which no conscien-
tious man can shirk.

Albert Einstein (198+4: -13)

Nonviolence is a weapon of the strong. . . . The law of love will work. just as the law of
gravitaton will work, whether we accept it or not. . . . The more [ work at this law the
more I [eel the delight in life, the delight in the scheme of the universe. It gives me a
peace and a meaning of the mystenes of nature that I have no power to describe.

MLK. Gandhi (1930/2002: 16)

And how long shall we have to wait before the rest of mankind becomes pacifists too?
There is no telling. . . . But one thing we can say: whatever (osters the growth of culture
works at the samce time against war.

Sigmund Freud (1932/1959: 287)

Preface

For millennia, philosophers, religious thinkers and political activists have written about and
demonstrated for ‘peace’ and decried war. Yet a “philosophy” of peace is sull in its infancy.
And while theorists, strategists, tacticians and planners of war and ‘security studies” dominate
both the academy and the halls of power, philosophers who profess and march for peace do
50 outside the mainstream philosophical curriculum, far removed from those with the power
to make and enforce important political decisions, and often to the dismay and castigation of
their more ‘echt philosophical’ colleagues.

For over a century, psychologists and psychoanalysts have attempted to illuminate the
often elusive and murky depths of the human psyche. But a ‘depth psychology”’ of peace is
also merely inchoate. Psychologists who rescarch and teach peace, like their philosophical
comrades, do so on the margins of their discipline, and usually as a supplement to more
‘rigorous, scientific’ invesugations.

Philosophers and psychologists are all ‘for’ peace. But those who attempt to bring peace
studies and peace rescarch into their ‘professional’ work, at least in much of the Anglophonic
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world, rsh marginalization and even exclusion from their disciplinary Practices
perks. As a resul. scholans who \\‘L\I-I to study. rCs(‘.’l-r(‘ll., tc;l\ch and practice —
ntocreate thew own counter-stitutions, where ”"'F m
the ri<k of conanued academic and professional isolation. ‘
And psychoanalvsts. perhaps modcrx‘lily's most acute probers nfrfmlhcr_s Unca,
interpensonal, are amned almost entirely by thF II:}lls of Aca_dr:mlc lr-uming and men
research and shun, almost entirely. a depth analysis of l!l(‘ crrfol!ona! and cognitive hall dic
ol inner peace {or harmony) and outer (I.iscnrd {or conflict). Unlike l‘rC}ld, who ""g“.lil'd?.dm
cpistolary discussion with Albert Einstein about l}.l(‘ dt‘}JL]I-‘pS)'Chu!(ngﬁ:ll origing of v la:,.
mass violence, most analysts in the mainstream ‘object relations” and *drive-t heoretica) l “rt.u
tions are reluctant to stray from the inner sanctum of the clinical case conference and I:Eu:
public stand on the uncanscious sources ol bellicose and pca?c.l'ul behaviour. In - e
carlicr generation of analysts, including Withelm Reich and Erich Fromm, actively "Ouah.tdln
undentand and transform the characterological and cultural sources of au L!v::-ril:xriam’ml -tnz
militaricm. But in our time, analytic ‘silence’ tends to extend far beyond the analytic by,
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There are some hopeful contraindications, however. In the US and the UK, Progressi

and peacc-onented plulosophers have banded together in such organizations as Concerneq
Philosophers for Peace, Radical Philosophy and International Philosophers for the Prevey.
tion of Nuclear War (created by John Somerville as a sister group of International Physician
for the Prevention of Nuclear War). Several journals and many confercnces have been held
by these orgamzations. And psychologists have their own division of *Peace Psvchology' in
the American Psychological Association and have recenty published two books about peace
psychology {Christie et al. 2001; Macnair 2003).

Psychoanalysts, while speaking as individuals in favour of peacelul means of conflict resolu-
uon and in opposition to war in general and to recent wars in particular, still tend, at leastm
the English-speaking world, to shy away from ‘politicization’ of their ‘science’. Many Laun
American and European analysts are less reluctant to publicize their privately held pacifist
sentiments. On the whole, however, most contemporary philosophers, psychologists and psy-
choanalysts remain publicly mute about war and peace.

Conscquently, in large part because of the modemist and postmodernist shifting c-l"plt‘racc
analysis and research to the fringes of ‘elite’ professional discourse and outside the institu-
tional reward structure of mainstream academia and politics, a philosophical theory 0["?““’
peace and a depth-psychological comprehension of ‘inner’ peacefulness scem as desirable
today as they did thousands of years ago. And just as evasive and clusive.

Hence we are confronied with a seeming paradox - peace is something we all desire. and
yet, except for relatively brief intervals between wars, seem unable to attain (except on papi'ﬂ-.
And peace studies, peace research, peacckeeping and peacemaking are almost universaly
acclaimed to be laudable activities, but not for ‘serious’ scholars and clinicians doing thelt
‘day’ jobs. .

Is an ontology, a metaphysics, of peace possible, or even desirable? If so, what mlghl l}‘
look like? Can a decp psychological account of emotional well-being, and its oppnsuc{s(.
he offered, possibly on scientific principles rooted in contemporary psychoanalys'* allo
neuroscience? [f so. what might this contribute 1o contemporary theories and practice®
nonvinlence and peacemaking?
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What is, and might be, peace?

Perhaps ‘prace’ is like happmess’ justice’, healith' and other human ideals

I _ : something
every person and ¢ ulture claims to desive and venerate but which tewaf

) . ) : amv.achieve, at least
on an enduring basis. Why are peace, Justuce and happiness so desirable. but also so ntangi-

ble and clusive? Blfl-i)t‘rlhlp& peace s different trom happiness. simce it seems to require social
harmony and political enfranchisement, whereas happiness appeans. at least in Western
culture, to be largely an individual mauer.

Alternauvely, perhaps peace does indeed resemble dividual happimess — always there,
impheitin our psychological make-up and mtermitendy explicnt in our social behaviour and
cultural nonns. Peace is a pre-conchnon for our emotonal well-being. but a peacetul state of
mind is subject to cognitive disruptions and aggressis e cruptions. Peace is a linchpin of social
harmony. cconomic equity and pohtical jusuce, but prace is also constanty rupturcd by wars
and other forms of violent conflict. Like happiness. peace remains so near . .
enduring love, so far. . ..

Spiritual and rehigious leaders from the Buddha and Jesus to Gandhi and the Dalai Lama
have been mclined to equate peace and love, both i their inner dimensions and in the man-
ner in which people who are spiritually developed iteract with others. most acutely with
those who may hate and emvy them. In the twenueth century. Freud and other dt'pr.h Psy-
chologists explored the vicissitudes of our loving and hatung feelings. both toward our ‘selves’,
and to others both near and dear {especially our mothers). and 1o those distant and often
dangerous {the ‘enemy’” within and without).

Fros and aggression. love and hate. are intermingled from birth to bunal. Understanding
and pacifying our conflicted inner worlds - our need for and flight from love of our selves
and others — is an intellectual and political project of the highest and most urgent order. Thas
undertaking must run in tandem with the necessity of comprehending and wransforming the
conflicts rampant in our interpenonal and political realms of interacuon and divasion.

If peace. like happiness, is both a normative ideal in the Kanuan sense (a regulauve princi-
ple and ethical virtue indicating how we should think and act, even il we often fal to do so) as
well as a psychological need (something of which we are normally unaware but sporadically
conscious), then why are violence and war (the apparent contraries of social. or outer. peice).
as well as unhappiness and misery (the expressions of a lack of inner peace). so prevalent,
not just in our time but for virtually all of recorded human history? Given the facts of history
and the ever-progressing understanding of our genctic and hormonal nature, is peace even
conceivable, much less possible?

These are issues that have been addressed from time immemorial, in oral form since the
dawn of civilization and in written form since at least the periods of the great Greek and
[ndian epochs. But they seem no closer. and perhaps even farther, from resolution than they
were at the times of the /had and the Mahabharata.

.and yet like

What does pcace mean?

‘Peace’, like many theoretical terms, is difficult to define. But, as with ‘happiness’, *harmony’,
love’, ‘justice’ and “freedom’, we often recognize it by its absence. Consequently, Johan Gal
tung and others have proposed the important distinction between ‘positive” and 'm-gnu_\'c'
peace. ‘Positive’ peace denotes the simultancous presence of many desirable states of mind
and society, such as harmony, justice, equity, etc. ‘Negative” peace has historically denoted
the ‘absence of war’ and other forms of wide-scale violent human conflict.
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Many philosophical, religious and cultural tradilwns.hf\\-:v lrcﬁ-rrcﬁl fo I?rac{- in s Py
sense. In Chinese, for example, the \\'01‘(]/:({:";_[' drnmcs’\\ort pca.a., peace among ,,“"‘:'
while the words an and mangsr denote an ‘inner peace., a tranquil and h“""loniom X m

5 . ot ; ill(- ;
sl el beinig akin €0 3 mediiative mental state. Other languages also fram Peace . ¥

“inner” and ‘outer” chmenstons. o ok refir
e English lexicon is quite rich in its supply of terms that refer to and der

In Webster's Tiurd Nae Itemational Dictonar;, for example, the meanings of peace
deflined. ) ; i

Initially, in Webster's, peace is defined ut‘gﬂ!l“f!)'- as r.rrcdo’m from fl"ll.flﬂmor and ¢,
fusion’, and positvely as “a state of public quict’ (:\\cbst.cr s 1993: 1660). This denotes . pe t]r
and +peace in their political or ‘outer’ SesC. Webster's p.rm.:ccds further 'tU define -’pr>litj¢a|
or outer} peace positively as ‘a state of security or order within a community Provided fy, b
law. custom, or public opinion® (Ixd.).

Webster's second distinet definition of peace is a ‘mental or spiritual condition Markeg
by freedom Irom disquicting or oppressive thoughts or emotions’ (-peace in its Persong] o
I sensej as well as ‘calmness of mind and heart: serenity of spirit’ (+inner peace) (Ibig,
Third, peace is defined as ‘a wanquil state of freedom from outside disturbances and harag.
ment(+inner peace resulting from -peace) (Ibid.). Fourth, peace denotes ‘harmony in humap
or penvonal relations: mutual concord and esteem’ (this is what I will call interpersonal o
ntersubjective peace) (Ibid.).

Next. peace 1s defined by Webster's as (1) ‘a state of mutual concord between governmen,
absence of hosulities or war” (+outer peace caused by —outer peace) and (2) ‘the period of
such freedom from war’ (-outer peace) (Ibid.). The sixth definition of peace is the “absence
of activiry and noise: deep <tillness: quietness’ (+inner peace caused by -inner peace) (Ibid)
And the final lexicographical meaning of peace in the English language (American version;
persouifies peace as ‘one that makes, gives or maintains tranquility’ (as God being the ultimate
cause of peace on earth and as identified with peace, or Peace, itself) - ‘divine peace’ (or Peace?)
iThid.}.

Dictionary definitions of abstract terms can only go so far. But in the case of the Linglish
lexicon, the semantics of peace gets us remarkably far. For in this important dictionary. the
meanings of peace are clearly classified into both + and ~, as well as ‘inner and outer’ com-
ponents. Two additional denotations are what [ am calling ‘interpersonal or intersubjective’
peace, and ‘divine peace’ or the divine peacemaker (God, or in polytheistic and mythological
cosmologics, the gods). [ will not RO Into various spiritual, theological and/or religious views
of peace and Peace, but 1 will explore some aspects of intersubjective peace, especially 1
what I <hall call 1ts *dialectical’ determination. For it is in this intersubjective zone that som¢

impoTlanl contemporary and cutting-cdge philosophical, psychological and psychoanalytic
theonies and rescarch strategies converge.

)

A dialectical determination of peace

P‘ratc j.s.oﬁ-tn dclo'mtd or determined negatively. Peace is ‘the absence of war®, Peace is 'no?
violence™. Etc. e knou Yrace by s absence.

We would agree that World War
the northern hemisphere., Bu what
1945 - were sub-Saharan Affica, m
countries ‘at peace’ because they we
*Cold War' - was thata *Colqd P'cac

) . ) of
1 was certainly not a time of peace, at least for muc(h o
about much of the southern hemisphere from gl us
o5t of Latin America, and the homelands of the AnZ

¢ not battlegrounds? Ang what about the period of the
¢’ as well?
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Chese historical considerations lead us back 10 first. perhaps o “ultimate principles

A ; ! ssence’ s ontology. Is peace hke other
theoretical terms = justice, freedom. vintue and cqualiy

gible but which virtwally all ratonal prople prize? Or

regarding not just the meamng:si of peace but its o

o name a lew ! Somethig intan-

. teven less tanaible. less perceptible
- an ideal without an essence, an ideal npe”an Max Weber's lormulanon but still bearing a
‘fanly resemblance” o other, more tangible humun desiderata? Perhap peace 1s both an hastorical
wdeal and a term whose meanmg o5 i flux, sometimes seemngly constant tas an “iner prace of mmd’) but also
notercorthy for its relatie absence on the field of hastory (e i wworld peace’).

Deace 1s i 1 15 W FACE 1 ' : :
Peacc is dialectical. In this world, peace is neither a timeless essence an unchanging ideal

substance - nor a mere name without a reference, a form without content. Peace should nei-
ther be reilied by essenuahst metaphysics nor rendered otose by postmodernist and scepucal
deconstruction,

Pcace is also not the mere absence of war in a Hobbesian world of unenchng violent con-
flict. Peace 15 both a means of personal and collectie ethical transformation and an mﬂ:mra.m.r to cleanse the
planet of human-wflicted destruction. "I'he means and the goal are in cominual, dialectical evolu-
tion. sometimes regressing during periods of acute violent conflict and sometimes progressing
nonviolently and less violently to actualize poliucal justice and social cquity. Like hustory and

life, peace is a terresinial creation struggling for survival in a constantly ¢hanging. and some-
times threatening environment.

Thinking peace

In thinking about and thinking peace. it is helpful to make clear distinctions between what
peace is and might be. and what peace 1s not and should not be. Thinking *negatively’ (crin-
cally or dhalecucally), 1t 1s important to note that peace 1s not mere pacificavon: it is not active
or subtle domination and manipulation of less by more powerful actors (or -pacificaton).
Pcace 15 also not quiescence and acquiescence by a “pacified’ populartion fed “bread and cir-
cuses’ by a ‘benevolent” empire or autocrat.

On the contrary, peace in its progressive or dialectical mode denotes active individual
and collective self-determination and emancipatory empowerment. Peace entails continuous
peacekeeping and peacemaking. And peacemaking requires active and continual personal
and collecuve transformaton, pacifistic rather than paafying in its means of psvchological
and political development.

Similarly, the belief system of those who both think and practise peace and who actively
scek to attain it by peaceful (nonviolent) means — true pacifism — is not passivism. Genuine
pacifism is transformative and activist, employing nomviolent means of social and personal
change to resist oppression. war and injusuce and to promote personal and social moral
integrity and radical, peaceful means of transforming conflicts and actors.

Given the history of the recent past and the current parlous state of our world. one might
understandably be tempted to be sceptical about the prospects for enduring prace on carthin
an era (error?) of potential instantancous global war with weapons of mass and vast destruc-
tion. But it is worth recalling that other poliucal ideals once thought unachievable also came
to pass.

It took centuries. even millennia. to outlaw slavery and legitimize human rights. It might
take at least as long to delegitimize political violence, both from above (by the state) and from
below (by non-state actors).

And *‘peace on earth’ might in fact be unachievable. at least for a sustained period of time.
That does not invalidate the struggle to achieve a world with grcatcrjustim- and equity and
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wathout violence, or at least with significanty less violence, injustice and mequigy, O,

contran. the nomviolent strugele to liberate liumanity from its means ({I‘SLII-(](.,‘“‘“_UU” .‘h;n

. wl. The absence of a guarantee of ‘success’ in the llor 1) g
my,

ne, (lﬁ

al nuh.}il‘:

sell-=cnslavement is ity own et ’ ke
i : atlure of the human experim,.
peace to humanity, and the real possibility of the failure o Al eXperimg

undermine the effort to ]);acil\' existence but instead bestow on it a kind of existeny;

and pohtcal virtue.

Peace and its antitheses: terror and terrorism

The antithesis of peace 1s nat conflict. Conflicts appear historically incvitable and may Iy sacialy
desirable if they result in personal and/or political progress. Conﬂicl‘s may, perhaps Pilr.ldg:.
ically. promote and increase prace and diminish violence if the conflicting parties negotiage .in
good fauth to reach solutions to problems that arc achicvable and tolerable, if not ideal,

And sometimes the antithesis of peace is not violence, even political violence, since violey
means isuch as World War [T and wars of independence /national liberation) have SOMetime
historically helped to bring about periods of less violence and fragile peace. During the long
Cald War from 1943-1991, for example, the major powers — the US and its NATQ .'xllu-;
on the one hand, and the former Soviet Union and its Warsaw Pact allies on the other hayg
- didd not attack each other direcdy. Simultancously, the defeated World War [1 axis power
- Germany, ltaly and Japan - expenienced unprecedented poliucal and economic develop:
ment with vastly less militarism than before 1939.

War-prone nations can become peace-prone (Switzerland, the Scandinavian counuries
and Costa Rica come to mind) if their real and perceived security and resource needs are
met and their standing armies are dramatically reduced or are retired. Even the most strik-
ing personal example of the unification of peace thinking and peacemaking - M.K. Gandh
= beheved that under certain circumstances it is preferable to act violently on behalf of a just
cause than not to act at all. Gandhi said,

Itisbetter for a man 10 be violent, if there is violence in our breasts, than to put on the cloak

of nomviolence to cover impotence. Violence is any day preferable to impotence. Theres

hope for a violent man to become nonviolent. There is no such hope for the impotent.
(Gandhi, in Webel 2004/2007: 11!

Rather the pilar opposite of peace 15 violence, or the threat of iolence, emplayed erther for its own sake - that .
on behalf of political and/or cnnninal terrorism ~ or Jor the primary purpose of achieving, main tatning and/et
expanding per:sial and/or palitical power for the sake of conqw'.rt and domination. Pcace and reflexivt
acts of imerpersonal violence, perpetrated on the spur of the moment against real and/of

perceived threats to one's or one’s loved ones’ existence, are not always mutually exclusive

Simiarly, certain acts of political \iolence may at times advance pcaccful ends. as during

. 2 . ' . : .
revolutionan struggies employing controlled and generally non-lethal violence against clea
state representatves of tyranny and oppression. The less violence the better. Butin a world 0

murder and n'lurr.irrcn. it 1s often not possible, no matter hiow cthically desirable, simultan
ously to have justice and ‘clean hands”

On the other hand. there is a \ind of
to be reprehensible and avoidable. Fo
- almost always ncreases

vays

political and psychological violence that scems alY ;

r this kind of violence ~ terrifying. terroristic Vi"lc"c\,
: s¢s human pain and suffering and usually Hirninidhis pcrsunal safe)
and peace of mind, without accomplishing “higher order’ litical goals, such as patioh?
liberation and political or sociocconomic cmun;‘i}m:ion pohtical goals,
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Some kinds of violence may. especially i non-lethal and not directed intentionally or fore-
seeably at enthans and other non-combatants. at least i the short run. seem 1o -‘mumvm
nauonal security or ta promote “just causes” But in the long run. the chronie use of violence
lor political and/or cniminal means trns back on those who deplov itras the ilm Munick con-
cretely illustrates at the mternauonal level and A History of Vielence shows at the interpersonal
leveh and ultimately decreases both the psvehological and polincal security ol those who
use violence ostenstbly to protect themsehves trom real and/or percewed illll;lg()[]iSL‘s orasa
means of retaliation to avenge attacks on them. their famihies and/or their property.

Peace and contlict are not antagomsts, especially 1f the conflicung parties use n&n-miau.
less violent and non-lethal means of conflict resolution and transformauon. Even peace and
war arc not always antitheses if parties who find themselves reluctandy pulled into war make
every effort to reduce the incidence and lethahty of violent conflicts and operanons dunng a
war and in good faitli resolve 1o end the violence as expedinously as possible and not to intlict
violence on civihan and military non-combatants (jus i bello).

‘Tervor and terronsm, however. are imcompatble with peace, peacemaking and the strug-
gle to pacily existence. Terrorism 1s a dual phenomenon. a tactic used by states (terronsm
from above) and by non-state actors (terrorism from below) to induce {ear n terronzed peo-
ple for the purpose of influencing another. less vulnerable. populauon. such as government
oflicials (Webel 200+ Barash and Webel 2009: 43-66: Webel and Arnaldi 2011). To be at peace
i our mner worlds means, inter alia, to be free from the anxiety and terror that are wdnced or threalened both

Sfrom above and from below.

Being at peace: toward a metapsychology of peace

‘Mectapsychology' is a term used by Freud to denote a number of essays he wrote just after the
start of World War [, commencing with two papers writtenin 1913, “Instincts and their Vicissi-
tudes” and “The Unconscious’. and continuing two vears later with "Mourning and Melancho-
lia". In his *Autobiographical Study’, Freud saicl that what is meant by ‘metapsychology” is

a method of approach according to which every mental process 1s considered in rela-
tion to three coordinates, which I descrnbed as dynamic. topographical. and economic,
respectively; and this seemed to me to represent the furthest goal that psychology could
achieve,

(Freud 1925/1995: 37).

Freud's ‘metapsychology’ was his theoretical eflort to provide a three-dimensional portrait
of the dynamics of emotional life, as ‘determined” by mosdy unconscious mental processces.
Here. I am appropriating and revising the Freudian notion of ‘metapsychology” and am using
it to denote a three-dimensional portrayal of the political psychology of pcace and conflict
formation.

There arc three dialectical, dynamic ‘spheres’ or ‘spectra’ of greater or lesser peace. The
first is the realm of ‘inner’, or psychobiological peace (IP). T will use IP to correspond to
the ‘topographical’ {or ‘inner spatial) representation of Freud’s metapsychological theory.
Unconscious, pre-conscious and conscious thoughts, impulses, needs. desires and perceptions
constitute the mental and emotional lives of sentient beings.

The second part of this spectrum is the ‘outer” sphere of sociopolitical, domestic and inter-
national peace (QP). This is the ‘economic’ arena, both in the psychodynamic sense of ‘econ-
omy' (drives, instincts and their vicissitudes operating. roughly. according to and beyond
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the pleasure principle), and in the literal sense of the term. Macro-cconomic and Politicy
forces constitute the commonly understood field of global and local market and POWCT-driye,
agents and agencics.

\ And the lﬂird. and least discussed, sphere in peace studies and conflict researc
subjective or interpersonal peace TTP). This corresponds to the

1an metapsychological theory. It is the behavioural field of hu
and work.

h, is ingey.
‘dynamic’ element of Freyg.

man interaction in daily i

Like Freud's tripartite *structural theory’, in which the cgo, the supe
scious arc in continuous interaction, 1P, OP and ITP are similarly dy
of inner peace, or psychological harmony and well-being, are characterized by low degrees
of “inner conflict” and malignant aggression {directed cither against oneself, as in masochism,
or against others. as in sadism), and by high cgo functioning, successful sublimation and non-

pathological object relations with significant {and even insignificant) others,

But even the most psychologic ally healthy persons have difficulty maintaining their cquilib-
rinm in pathogenic environments. Their t

ranquility may be undermined and ev
by pathology-inducing familial, organizational, social and poli

conflict-laclen interactions with kith and kin, bosses and subo
potentially violence-inducing structural factors as under-
ism, injustice, necd-deprivation, famine, natural catastrop
and militarism. The intersubjective zone mediates
peace. Itis accordingly the catalyst for cnvironme
institutions that reinforce or subvert psychological equilibrium, or inner peace.

But being-at-peace is possible but wniprobable in an environment thay i mpotenshed. Being peaceful
is an enormous challenge when others with whom one interacys are hostile, aggressive, very
competitive, and violent, And living in peace is almost inconceivable in desperately poor and
war-nidden cultures,

Accordingly. the three zones of inner, outer and intersubjectiy
arc always in interaction. A metapsycholo

gy of peace would lay
of these interactions (the descriptive tomponent), assess the stren

rego and the uncey,.
namic processes. States

cn uprooted
ucal systems, ranging from
rdinates, to such stress- and
and unemployment, racism, sex-
hes, poverty, exploitation, inequity
and straddles the zones of inner and outer
ntal and interpersonal agents, energies and

¢ Peace are never static and
out the structural dynamics
PR . . gths and weaknesses of their
current historical alignment (the analytic component), and Propose a practicabe strategy for
remediating the inequities and infelicities in the respective spheres of IP, Op TP antj el
interactions (the prescriptive or therapeutic component), '

A spectral theory of peace as a continuum

starting appearances (like a flash of lightning against a black sky). Pe
Jor the prreeption of ever; thing else, a physical phenomenon affecting all sentient b

keround condition
auice or absence 15 best measured on a continuum or spectrum.

angs, something whose pres-
Peace ranges from what [ shall call ‘Strong, or Durable, Peace

("nghly
Johan Galtung's term “positive peace’

- a condition in which there s rel
cquity and liberty, and relatively litle \-iglgncc and miscry at the socj
[ragile peace. Strong, peaceful cultures and socicties n_'ﬂr.nrd)- promote pmam'f! I ‘
At the other end of the spectrum is what T will call *Weak, or Fragile, Peacy U Negarive
peace’ in Galtung's fornmulation). where there may be an overt absence of war andg;t}:\;
widespread violence in a par?icular €uliiiee; SO(EIC'(Y b n(;m]?‘h,’s“a;'c' t_lut m’ Which there s
also pervasive injustice, incquity and personal discord and dissatisfaction, \

; ignation of § A human
cultures and socictes historically have qualificd for the designation o rong Ptacc. while

. tqQuivalent to
alively robust justice,
al level) - 10 weak or

annony anq Salisfaction,
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- tend toward Weak Peace, The SPectrum (hy, Measures the rel
very many he necessary and sullicient condinons ulturg
absence o IE minates what [ call ‘Oyqer Peace.
Weak Peace l["tl\ ‘eak Peace, peace is a backgroun| condiug
At times O 1 happiness in particular, somcthing takep,
and of Pem’.na times of war, people yearn for peace
present. Du?"linl times. They imagine ang desire
during less V1o dom’, a blissful condition, 4 status ¢
.]n-ncmbk-‘ FJ;:%J“-‘Y “:m,ld pay literally any price.
) :'I:Iu;unival is the absolutely nece
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uld ney have
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Lo which they long to retyry

lhe‘y 0
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ssarv condition,
. And ‘national security’, or the collective sund
cl.
. c;-lli'll lex
pers

: . lacroscopic ¢
has in modern times become the macro I
state, ha times ruthless, unscrupulous and murder

ot i ; .
gles, some dividual and famihal existence. . .
threats to in m is also descriptive of the mental/emotional [jve
This specu‘lu' co.nl]ictt‘d or Weak Harmony (simijar but not identical 1o p
xtreme ! ; : g
from extr S()rong Harmony (what cgo psychologists once referred to as ;
flict free, or tonicity). This is a measure of an mdividual person’s ‘Inner Peace'.
, -syn 2 . . eV -
0ne r.?ft'go ) lwres and socicties also range on a spectrum from \.cr} violent and w
Similaly, (Eulcm and warfree’ in terms of their intercultural and intern
very nonvio i ; i g
g s d States, especially since 1941, has vacillated bcl\vgt ‘ el Tho
The Unite d ’ like’ behaviour, both internally {(domestically) and murnauon_ y‘.] y
g A nd war- 2 : aner conunual an
L i laces nation-states and cultures on a continuum ranging fronl')l o
c RS e 3
spectum that pla arfare and no casualtics is a measure of Outer Peace _
i alty warfare to no warfa . . chibit a range of behaviours
high-casualty s with others, cxhibit a g
inally, individual persons, when interacting ' oeps -aricty of reasons and
. ‘ nflicted” to “very unconflicted”. ‘There are a + by in individu-
\ very co ) A . why centan
ranging from ‘very ' rchic and hormonal to the sociocultural. w y g
vokivations, (rom the e T ‘ henuve ways on the one hand, to peaceable .
: S r-com : % inchin: ns
als behave in antagonistic and II:‘P;Th r;mimmm of personal leelings, needs, inclinatio
: hand. And the ¢
cooperative on the other

: ] flicted is a
. ’ ted to very uncon
and desires manifested in behaviours ranging from very conlflic
measure of Inner Peace.

he sine Jua non. for peace ay the

al of 4 culture, People or naton-
Xtension of individya) ‘defensiy e strug-

ous during times of Perceived ang rea)
s of individuals, which range
sychotic) to con-
‘the conflict-free

arlike’
ational behaviour.
n periods of Weak Peace and

ili in which
ic & : spheres, 1w
jective P riscs the public and familial s i
The zone of Intersubjective Peace comp s et s o i rcjt.:.]‘ |
. ‘ ate qualiies ¢ 1 and soclo-
People’s most aggressive and compas&m{m bq made or unmade by interpersonal 3
i . ten be mz
their peers and bosses. Inner peace can o o
! . - st-like. Ttis
tconomic (or class) conflict. scems very illusory, almost ghos o~
But peace is also spectral in another way. Peace scems ven il bifis nesalgntiny
« o I =
“ometimes ﬂt‘cling and barely visible, like an appariton, cspecially s h
ive vi societies, War has
Warfare ang collective violence. in virtually all cultures and societie gy
g AR i e ic to present times. As such, pe
t " = 7 i
N allegedly conducted ‘for the sake of Jpraice” lrom HOH:;:; is violence and terror free. st at all
- o, ofle othencorldly, of a human and individual condition ulikc oo oy St aa‘n(i
) i } : e
_OUle peace, |ike absolute pacifism, may also b(: ghost e inid bpearmaes
ll : . 5 . el or \\r’hICh we ar
T4y be an illusion or delusion, something

natures
; » those same

: esisted b)

S0 yeary for and idealize, but also somncthing deeply r

M culty g,

. > icvable -
Mlead of clcsmng and idealizing what may be unach
Myl

. e , nt and rc: .
3 on, Uncnding Peace’ - might it be more prude (like the Platonic form
 Kany *ometimes calleq o ‘regulative ideal’, a norm

it s
‘Perfect Peace’, or.1n I~.am15
i race &
istic to think of peac
9 of perfect



7% Charles P. Webed

virtue or complete happiness) that ought to guide and regulate our behaviour by |
also unlikely 1o be univerally obsenved? So instead of vainly trying to achicve the iy
- a world completely without war and violence - should we be willing instead 1o 5
*Imperfect Peace

vhicl,
Possily),

Ve fo

Conclusion: imperfect but durable peace?

Peace is not and probably cannot be either perfect or unending - at least not on thig island
Earth as we now know it. But that does not imply that peace is also chimerical and ‘not iy our
genes'. Rather peace, like justice and happness, is an lustoncally shifting condition of our individual and co.
lectue natures, af our ps; ches and polites, that at some times is less intangible and at other lustorical moments
shnes mn the most dustant honzens of our imaginations and desires.
Peace is. ik all desired and desirable human ideals and needs, always potentially within
us, even if difficult to discern and scemingly impossible to accomplish. The quest for peace
may seem quixotic, but that is part of it allure,

Peacemaking is and ought to be heroic. Peace is and must be the heroic quest of this new
millennium - if we are to survive.
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