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PREFACE

The present work is an effort to make a comprehensive and relatively
exhaustive survey of thinking about peace. It has been carried out
under a subcontract with the International Peace Research
Association, Groningen, which was commissioned Dby the UNESCO to
explore peace thinking, with particular emphasis on peace thinking
after the Second World War; and is submitted to the UNESCO in partial
fulfillment of that contract.

In the first phase of this work a typology of "peace thinking"
was prepared by a study group at the International Peace Research
Institute, Oslo, during the spring of 1966. Participants in the group
were Fenna van den Burg, Groningen; Sverre Bergh Johansen, PRIO;
Asmund Egge, PRIO; Ingrid Eide Galtung, PRIO; Johan Galtung, PRIO;
Helge Hveem, PRIO; Roman Jasica, Warszawa; and Naomi Shapiro, New
York. Fenna van den Burg was supported by a grant from the
Polemologisch Instituut in Groningen, Roman Jasica was at PRIO on a
UNESCO fellowship and the Norwegian participants were supported by
the Norwegian Council for Research in Science and the Humanities and
the Norwegian Council for Research on Conflict and Peace.

A first draft of the present work was then presented to a
"peace theory week" organized by the International Peace Research
Institute, Oslo and the International Peace Research Association,
Groningen December 12-17 1966 at PRIO, Oslo; with support from the
UNESCO to permit scholars from Eastern Europe to participate. The
extensive discussions were extremely useful as a basis for the
written presentation, which was initiated when the author was working
in Paris early 1967 under a grant from Ecole Pratique des Hautes
Etudes. Grateful acknowledgement for all the support received,
directly or indirectly, is hereby expressed.

The work is dedicated to the 1late Julian Hochfeld, as a small
expression of gratitude and admiration. I met him as the Deputy Di-
rector of the Department of Social Science in the UNESCO,
particularly concerned with the development of peace research; as a
fellow Pugwash participant; as a colleague in the social sciences and
as a friend. His wide experience, his dedication and above all his
sincere concern for the human condition were tremendously
stimulating. Few people meant SO much personally for the
establishment of peace research in those first, very difficult years
as Julian, and his premature death was a great shock and setback. T
know that the present work would not live up to his expectations, but
very much hope that it can be improved in a direction he would have
approved of.

Oslo, September 1967
Johan Galtung



NEW PREFACE

This work on theories of Peace was done for the UNESCO 1966-67 under
a contract with the International Peace Research Association. IPRA had been
founded in 1964, Bert R&hling, an international lawyer of world fame as a
member of the Tokyo tribunal was the first Secretary General and the first
General Conference was in Groningen, Netherlands, where he was professor,
in 1965. UNESCO was most supportive in the whole process under the able
director of social sciences, Julian Hochfeld. And my task was to present a
report for the next conference in T&llberg, Sweden, 1967. So I did. The
last chapter on “Entropy and the General Theory of Peace” was that repor,
later published in the Proceedings from the conference, and some years
later in Essays in Peace Research, Vol. I, Copenhagen: Ejlers, 1975, ch. 2.
Another point - today a triviality—was to highlight the multidisciplinary
character of peace research. The division into sub-, inter and supra-
national peace thinking under lined how all social sciences are necessary
and none is sufficient. Psychology and sociology are needed for subnational
peace thinking, like political science and international studies (II, H-I-
M; III, A-B-C), religion studies (II, J), International law II, K) and
economics II, L) for inter—- and supra-national peace thinking.

Sometimes new was added: an effort towards a sociology of inter-state
relations (II, A-G) treating states and the state system like sociologists
treat groups and organizations in search for stable equilibria—that also
should be peaceful. What, then, happened to all the other chapters? Answer:
nothing, till now. And why? Simply because to me all the rest had been raw
material for the conceptualization that emerged while working on these
theories, the effort to explore the use of entropy/energy as an overriding
approach to theories of peace. In this there were also a fatigue with
standard theories. That peace thinking was sub-, inter- and supernational
was trite. The latter two was new, and it was not so obvious that for each
theory highlighting a peace factor there seems also to be a peace theory
based on the negation of that factor. However, that there are those who
believe in military approaches, and consequently those who believe in the
opposite, also had an air of the trivial. I wanted something new

So the manuscript somehow was forgotten, the work having served its
purpose as a basis for a theory at a level of complexity more adequate to
the complexity of the subject, peace. Forgotten things, however, have a
tendency to turn wup, announcing themselves, how about me? And some
colleagues who will remain anonymous, had managed a peek. One of the
arguments was that worse books have been written, it can still the light of
the day after those long nights in files and boxes. Where that unpublished
MS was not alone, by the way. Its publication now coincides with the
publication of another book, A theory of Peace, under a different, more
human, umbrella: equality. The entropy perspective still has its place,
among others, as a perspective, but not as overriding approach.

I want to express my gratitude to Dr. Ramon Jasica who worked as an
assistant one the list of literature that served as a base; to John Curtin
University in Perth, West Australia for scanning, and to Michael Kuur
Sorensen for handling the final stages in the digital version. Nothing has
been changed, for good, or for bad.

Alfaz. July 2005 Johan Galtung
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1. PEACE AS AN END

1.1 Introduction

To write about peace thinking is to write about everything and
nothing; it is neither precise nor sufficiently vague to be discarded
completely as a subject of serious inquiry; the closer one approaches
it the more does it recede - and it is frighteningly important. But
this 1s 1in the nature of human affairs: the more important the
matter, the vaguer and the more difficult becomes the thinking about
it - for if it had already been conquered intellectually and mastered
technically, then it would no longer have been so important because
it would no longer loom so high as a problem. Some other problem
would have taken its place.

Peace thinking seems to be characterized by the following three
properties:

1. It is only rarely original, usually it has appeared before, in
the thinking of earlier generations, even centuries ago.

2. It is usually wvague, confused and contradictory.

3. It is very often designed more to let "peace" glorify certain
means than to show how these means lead to peace.

The first of these alleged properties of peace thinking will be the
subject, to some extent, of the next section which will give an
historical survey of some types of peace models; the second will be
treated throughout the present monograph, and the third property will
be dealt with briefly in this introduction.

Peace seems to be an "umbrella concept", a general expression of
human desires, of that which is good, that which is ultimately to be
pursued. Mankind will always be heading for goals, some of them very
concrete, some of them more abstract and diffuse, and "peace" seems
to be one of the terms that is used for this generalized goal.
"Happiness" 1is perhaps another such term, to be used at the more
individual 1level, "peace" has the advantage of expressing global,
collective concerns. To fulfill this function the concept must not be
too specific, for if it were very specific, then the term could no
longer serve general purposes. There is a need in human intercourse
to express ultimate concerns and values and goals - in sermons, in
solemn speeches, on solemn occasions; and if "peace" were only given
one and relatively precise meaning such as the "absence of organized
group violence", then this purpose would not be well served. In
earlier days the term "God" might have fulfilled this important
function, but that term is meaningful only to a part of mankind,
whereas. peace probably makes sense to many people precisely because
it corresponds to their experiences and they can endow it with the
meanings that to them are most important. In other words: had there
not been the word "peace" to glorify means, policies, occasions, then
some other term would have to be invented - and the moment peace
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becomes more technical, split into it component meanings and worked
into a system of means-ends thinking, that very moment will the term
have lost its usefulness as an umbrella concept. Earlier generations
would Jjustify policies they wanted for any reason by claiming that
they were an expression of God's will - the present generation will
claim that they serve the cause of peace. What will the next
generation do?

This position 1is venerable, but it has hardly furthered peace
thinking. On the contrary, it has probably contributed to the
widespread idea that ©peace 1is something irrational, diffuse,
intangible, that cannot be researched and hardly even analyzed - like
some type of nirvana concept. To preserve the concept and the term
for these purposes, peace thinking should be repetitive, 1like a
religious ritual, and it should be wvague, confused and contradictory
- as 1if the concept were never intended for other than ritualistic
and expressive purposes.

But "peace" can also stand for very concrete matters, for states of
the international system of major significance. To many those states
are so important that they should not only be the subject of high-
sounding formulas, but of the most serious thinking and research that
can be brought to bear on any phenomenon - irrespective Of the fact
that it is much more difficult than thinking and research in most
other fields because of the infinite complexity of the underlying
subject matter. For this to happen peace thinking must be examined
and analyzed to bring to light its component parts, its assumptions,
the structure of the reasoning. This will be the subject of the
following pages, starting in the next section with a brief and
necessarily superficial historical survey followed by an effort to
spell out some major meanings of the term "peace". After that there
will be two chapters devoted to general aspects of means—ends
thinking and peace thinking, and then a major chapter presenting the
main types of peace models, and finally a chapter with an effort to
synthesize some of the ideas.



1.2 The history of peace thinking: a bird's eve view.

In antiquity two of the major systems of peace policy, the balance of
power and the power monopoly systems found clear expressions in
Hellas and 1in Rome, 1in the complex relations between the wvarious
Greek states on the one hand and in the pax romana system on the
other. This type of peace was enforced from above and gradually took
the form of the pax ecclesia system with the Pope as an arbiter,
based on the special type of allegiance towards him and the hierarchy
that the belief in Catholicism would engender. This led to a very
monocentric Christian world, and with the Protestant reformation, or
rather revolution, it is natural that balance of power thinking came
to the foreground as a concept that would preserve autonomy and
peace. It can be discussed whether the reformation came about as a
doctrinal rationalization of drives for autonomy and/or other socio-
economic forces, or whether these efforts to redistribute power and
resources were an outcome of the new ideas of what it meant to be a
Christenmensch. Both perspectives are probably correct and useful,
but there were also other forces contributing to the rise of balance
of power philosophies at that period, such as the Italian city state
system (for instance the relation between the League of Venice and
Charles VIII). In the period from the Renaissance to the French
revolution balance of power thinking became crystallized and obtained
a form surprisingly similar to what is found in modern strategic
analysis. It became systematic policy with the Peace of Westphalia,
and has played a dominant role ever since. But there are also other
trends in the thinking that are more clearly peace-directed.

In the beginning of the 14th century proposals for international
organizations or associations of states for the maintenance of peace
emerged for the first time. During the next four centuries we can
roughly distinguish between two approaches to the problem which
fought for prevalence.

The first would be a continuation of the power monopoly approach that
is the idea that Europe should be organized as a single political
system maintained by a single political authority, consisting of one
or more states, with more or less a monopoly of power.

The other approach could be designated the federal approach, that is
the idea that FEurope should be organized as an international
organization of separate states, on an equal basis.

Almost every thinker concerned with this problem in this period
has elements of both the federal and the power monopoly idea in his
writings. Almost everybody makes proposals for some kind of union of
nations or common council with some central authority, but the power
monopoly idea is predominant in most of them

Dubois (1305-1307) in De Recuperatione wanted a federation of
Christian, sovereign states, with a council of nations to decide, a
system of judges, the Pope as a final arbiter, and boycott against
aggressive nations. He even suggested international schools to train
personnel, an idea not vyet fully realized. He rejected world
government under a single authority however, and it looks as if his
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Common Council should be somehow under the control of the king of
France.

Dante (1310) 1in Dc Monarchia wanted Europe to be "a unique
princedom extending over all persons in time". To him it was of major
importance that Heaven and Earth should be somehow be isomorphic:
since there was one Mover, one Law in Heaven, then this should also
be the case on Earth. But this should only apply to the international
system, there should be local rule otherwise Pax Romana was his in-
spiration, and he took the fact that Christ was born under Augustus
as a sign of divine acceptance of the pax romana system.

Campanella (1600) advocated the world dominion of Spain, later
of France. Leibniz wurged every prince to accept the Holy Roman
Emperor as their head. And duc de Sully's Grand Design was 1in one
particular connection essentially a plan for the establishment of
Wrench hegemony in Europe.

On the other side Emeric Cruce' (1623) was concerned
exclusively with the federal idea and criticised the search for
political control of all Europe. During this same period it is also
possible to distinguish between the thinkers as to what was their
main aim. All the thinkers before Cruce' were primarily concerned -
not with peace, but with European unity. They advocated some sort of
association between Christian states to keep order in Europe and to
wage war against Turkey or Russia. Peace was at best a by-product.

One example is the very interesting system suggested under the
name of George Podebrad of Bohemia (1450): he wanted an international
parliament where each nation had one vote, with both assembly and
tribunal, and rotating meeting-places and staff to avoid domination
by one power. One of his concerns was to limit the powers of the
Pope, another to unite against the Turks. Cruce' was the first to
search for peace as the main goal, and characteristically he
advocated the membership of all the nations of the known world:
Turkey, Persia, China; Ethiopia, the East and the West Indies - in
addition to the European countries.

With the writings of William Penn, John Bellars and H. de
Saint-Pierre at the end of the 17th and in the beginning of the 18th
century the federal approach became predominant. They all proposed to
establish some sort of international organization with a rather
extensive authority. At the same time their proposals were the first
—apart from Cruce's - whose primary object was the maintenance of
peace. Throughout the first half of the 18th century they got several
followers and the federal approach Dbecame almost universally

accepted.

But in the second half of that century their proposals were
equally universally rejected as either wunattainable, unwanted or
unnecessary. The philosophes from Frederick the Great to Voltaire
dismissed the plan of Saint-Pierre as impracticable. And Rousseau who
examined this plan very closely, rejected it in the end as "ar.
absurd dream". Kant demanded the law of nations to be based upon a
federalism of free states, but he did not accept any central
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authority of the "federation". Bentham, who was to influence the
Anglo-Saxon thoughts on the subject to a considerable extent, felt
that the causes of war between states had already almost disappeared
and that the rest of what might be done would be attained by appeal
to reason, to law and public opinion. He wanted to reduce the power
of governments within the states, not act to increase the power of
governments on the international Level.

In the 19th century two different lines of ideas may be distin-—
guished, one in England and United States, and one on the Continent.

The Anglo-Saxon thinkers were inspired by the liberalistic
ideas of the time - 1in fact their thoughts were part of the
liberalistic trend. Typical exponents of these ideas were apart from
Bentham -men like James Mill, William Ladd (An Essay on the Congress
of Nations) and Richard Cobden. They did not want any international
organization at all, but believed free trade and free exchange of
thoughts to be sufficient means for maintaining peace. It could be
achieved by massing public opinion behind enlightened policies;
political integration and international enforcement procedures need
not be attempted.

The power of governments should be reduced as much as possible

- so also on the international level. Free trade and non-

intervention would result in "as 1little connection as possible

between governments and as much connection as possible between the
nations of the world. (Cobden.) This was a certain way to peace.

The Continental stream of thought was more attached to the idea
of a close federal organization of Europe than ever before. This
strictly federal approach was first presented by Henri de Saint-Simon
(1814). He and most of his followers advocated a single parliament
and a single government for all Europe. These organs should regulate
all questions of common interest and to some extent even internal
affairs of the component states. For many the United States of
America was to be the model for Europe. The federation was not to be
only a coalition of sovereigns, but aimed at a complete suppression
of state soveregnities.

At the same time, however, there were some indications that the
union of Furope was given precedence over peace as the supreme goal.
There was a tendency also known today to limit the federation to
Western Europe. And the thinkers were at least as much concerned with
the form of government within each state and even presupposed a (re-
volutionary) change to liberal or republican governments before any
federation could be established.

Throughout the 19th century there emerged a third approach
which we could call the confederal approach. It represented a middle-
way between a comprehensive merger of the separate states and no
international organization at all. The idea was to establish an
international organization for purposes strictly limited to the
peaceful settlement of international problems. (Cooperation between
or an alliance of states would be a sufficient guarantee against
war.) The Holy Alliance and the Congress System, the Concert of
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Europe (Austria, Prussia, Russia, England + France), can be mentioned
as attempts of bringing such ideas into life. Most of the confederal
thinkers proposed some sort of a diet of government representatives
with very limited authority. They also put much weight on arbitration

and on the establishment of an international court - this led up to
the First Hague Conference, opened on May 18 1899 (Tsar Nicolai II's
birthday) with 26 governments present, and to the Second Hague

Conference in 1902.

In the first half of the century such proposals were isolated
voices - after 1850 they were more common. Gustave de Molinari
wanted a concert universel between governments. The Great Power
System should be extended to include all the states. James Lorimer
wanted to establish an international parliament and a court, the
jurisdiction of Dboth should be strictly limited to international
disputes. And J. K. Bluntschli advocated an international legislature
of government delegates heavily weighted in favor of the six great
powers.

Though the federal ideas and the ideas of Bentham and Ladd
never ceased to exist - the federal approach even had a revival in
the first vyears of the 20th century, this time in England - the
confederal approach became predominant throughout the last part of
the 19th and the first of the 20th century. After the outbreak of the
First World War the confederal ideas won a final victory, and now the
necessity of a wider organization - including non-European nations as
well - won general acceptance too. And by the establishment of the
League of Nations the confederal ideas were realized, although the
organization was to be more loosely confederal than even the
confederal group of internationalists had envisaged. The same applies
to the organization succeeding the League of Nations, the United
Nations, although the total network encompassed by the UN system is
so comprehensive that it adds up to considerable constraints on the
behavior of nations.

The thinking about peace after 1919 shows many different
trends, which is natural, since so many ideas had by that time been
tried and been shown to be at least not unconditionally wvalid. For
this reason we shall prefer a systematic rather than a chronological
presentation, since we are more concerned with the structure of such
thinking than with its origin, genealogy and patterns of influence,
and turn first to the concept of "peace" itself.
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1.3. The meanings of "peace".

So far we have used the term "peace" several times more or less
with the understanding that the term has a reasonably clear, well
understood and agreed upon meaning. Since this is far from the case,
as already indicated in the introduction, the concept of peace has to
be explored further. Without going into details, there seem to be
three directions of precisation of "peace".

First of all there is the old idea of peace as a synonym for
stability or equilibrium. This conception of peace also refers to
internal states of a human being, the person who is at peace with
himself. It also covers the "law and order" concept, in other words
the idea of a predictable social order even if this order is brought
about by means of force and the threat of force. In general this
concept does not exclude violence, since the soldier can have peace
with himself on the battlefield.

Then there 1is the idea of peace as the absence of organized
collective violence, 1in other words violence between major human
groups; particularly nations, but also between classes and between
racial and ethnic groups because of the magnitude internal wars can
have. We shall refer to this type of peace as negative peace. 1In
stressing "collective violence" a limitation in the use of the word
is indicated: most authors seem to use this word in such a way that
it does not cover occasional homicide, i.e. unpatterned individual
violence. It is the transition from this type of violence to violence
across clear human borderlines, frontiers, so that it becomes group
violence that constitutes a break of peace. But again, it 1is the
organized group violence that the concept of peace excludes, not
occasional outbursts, sporadic demonstrations and crowd Dbehavior,
etc.

And then there 1s a third concept of peace which 1is less
clearly defined. This is peace as a synonym for all other good things
in the world community, particularly cooperation and integration
between human groups, with less emphasis on the absence of wviolence.
We shall refer to it as positive peace and clarify it later in this
section only add here that the concept would exclude major violence,
but tolerate occasional violence. It is a concept that seems to be
particularly widespread in underprivileged groups, groups that are
less status qgquo oriented, whereas both the first and the second
concepts would meet with more ready acceptance in overprivileged
groups: they are interested in stability, law and order, and
uninterested in violence since any violence would be directed against
themselves.

The first concept of peace is less interesting for our purpose
since it does not explicitly include absence of major forms of
violence, and includes an equilibrium assumption which probably is
shared by very few groups or nations today. The concept of positive
peace 1s also problematic as long as it remains so wvague, and we
shall follow the usage found among most authors and define "peace" in
the direction of "negative peace”, and use it in the sense of
"absence of organized, collective violence". The concept is
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problematic because the concept of "violence" is problematic, but for
our purposes we shall use the word "violence" mainly in the sense of
biological and physical force, in other words as efforts to cause
bodily harm to other human beings.

But the whole idea of "negative peace" is problematic. It can
immediately be shown that a world where this value is realized is
possible, even for a long time span, but not necessarily desirable
for other reasons. We shall give two examples.

Imagine that between all the nations in the world today high
walls are erected, and much more efficient than walls currently
existing between nations, so that no interaction at all is possible,
(later discussed as the Minimum interdependence world, world no.10,
in 4.2. below) . There is no communication, no contact, no
interactions between the nations. To obtain this physical walls are
of course not the only means: one could also cut down interaction
rates by law and supervise that the law is followed. What one would
obtain in the world system of nations would be a set of dyads, all of
them like the dyad Norway-Nepal today: there is complete absence of
organized collective violence between the two nations, but this is
only a special case of a complete absence of almost any kind of
interaction between the two nations. Many other dyads in the total
international system today are of the same kind (if we calculate with
135 nations today, then the number of dyads is 9.045), but very many
people would probably say that this would be "peace" obtained at a
rather high price. Thus, there seems to be a general feeling that the
idea of peace also contains an element of contact and cooperation. It
is not only the absence of negative interaction, it also implies the
presence of an element of positive interaction.

If this example sounds artificial, consider the following. One
can organize the world in what is called a "feudal system" (world no.
14 in 4.2. Dbelow), where big powers have a completely domineering
influence and other nations are small, poor, uneducated, powerless,
etc. In such a world all lines of communication would focus on the
big powers, most of what happens in the system will happen between
them, and the small powers (which may be colonies or "neo-colonies
for that matter) are completely dependent on the big powers. They can
be systematically exploited, but due to split and rule techniques
they will have few opportunities to come together and join forces so
as to oppose effectively the bigger powers.

If now the big powers are able to keep peace Dbetween
themselves, to cooperate in sharing the fruits of, exploitation for
instance, then this system can remain "peaceful" for years, decades,
centuries. At the level of individuals, classical caste structure in
South Asia can serve as one example; at the level of nations some of
the colonial empires the world has seen is another. The point is the
centralization around the dominant power: as long as he or they are
able to cooperate, then chances of avoiding violence are considerable
simply because the big power does not need it and the small powers
are unable to use violence for lack of resources and training and
very often have internalized the values of the big power so well that
they do not want basic changes in the structure either. This is the
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reason why we refer to the system as feudal: it is reminiscent of the
relations between serfs and lords in feudal Europe.

But the question again is whether this is acceptable as "peace"
or, put differently, whether a peace concept that does not exclude at
least severe forms of inequality, subservience and exploitation is
really fruitful. Put 1in more concrete terms: would not a peace
concept, positively loaded as that word is, that defines feudal
systems as peaceful also consecrate, accept such systems? The
objection would be, just as above, that peace is something more than
just absence of organized group violence, peace also contains an
element of equality, of absence of exploitation.

One could continue in this vein with more examples of societies
where violence has been engineered away at the expense of some other
values. But instead of presenting more examples, let us try and make
more explicit some of these wvalues. Since the search for peace 1is
concerned with the relations between groups, 1t obviously divides
into a negative and a positive part: the search for the conditions
for the absence of negative relations, and the search for conditions
that facilitate the presence of positive relations. These two aspects
of the search for peace are not unrelated since most peace promoters
probably would agree that the most promising way to reduce negative
relations to a minimum is via an increase of positive relations -but
empirical correlation does not imply logical dependence, for which
reason the two concepts should be kept separate. And which are these
"positive relations"?

Just to mention some examples:

Presence of cooperation
Freedom from fear

Freedom from want

Economic growth and development
Absence of exploitation
Equality

Justice

Freedom of action

Pluralism

0. Dynamism

P OO -Joy Ul WwWN -

All these values can be discussed at the intra-national level
of individuals as well as at the international level of nations ® One
can talk about individuals exploiting each other and nations
exploiting each other, about individuals living in fear and anxiety
and nations doing so, about individuals having a wide range of
actions open to themselves so that they can live "rich lives" and
individuals that have a very narrow spectrum of actions from which
they can choose, and one may talk about nations in the same way.

Some comments of this set of ten values:
By "presence of cooperation" we mean a pattern of interaction

between nations so that there is an exchange of values between them,
of commodities, services, knowledge, people etc. This is the opposite
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of isolation, it is interdependence between nations.

By "freedom from fear" we mean a state of affairs such that
individuals, and nations, predict with relatively high probability a
major negative event in the future, an event with relatively high
negative wutility, and this expectation dominates their 1life and
existence - whether they live in the shadow of floods, earth-quakes,
hunger, war (internal or external) or other calamities.

By "freedom from want" we mean that neither in the life of the
individuals nor in the 1life of the nations should major, primary
needs remain unsatisfied or unsatisfiable. Thus, we mainly refer to
such needs as hunger, thirst, shelter, sex, basic security.

By "economic growth and development" we mean an organization of the
structure of nations and the relations between nations so that 1.
resources per capita increase, and 2. these resources are better
distributed. This is not only a question of technological development
but also of social organization, at the national as well as at the
international level

By "absence of exploitation" we mean that all wvalue exchanges
between individuals as well as between nations take place at,
roughly, equal terms. Thus, no individual shall be able to receive
very much more from another individual than he gives back to that
individual (the example is, for instance, labor force in exchange for
money), nor shall any nation be able to extract from another nation
much more than she gives to that nation (the example here is, for
instance, the rate at which raw materials are exchanged for
industrial products in world trade).

By "equality" we mean that all individuals and nations are
regarded as having the same essential value, none is implicitly worth
more and entitled to basically different types of life or existence
than others. Extreme "gaps" in opportunities and resources at the
disposal of individuals or of nations should not be tolerated.

By "Jjustice" one may mean roughly the same as by "equality",
but there is also the dimension of basic, fundamental rights, not
only individual or national worth or value.

By "freedom of action" we mean that all individuals and nations
should have a wide range of possible actions open to them - both that
they have been stimulated to have the imagination to conceive of such
action and that they have the means to carry them out. But the
concept 1is problematic since it implies a kind of independence
relative to other individuals or other nations that is incompatible
with the interdependence. A person who is happily married renounces
on certain types of freedom of action because he gains a wider range
of possibilities - Dbut whether the net gain is positive or negative
may be a matter of debate.

By "Pluralism" we mean that nations and the world should
contain a large social and cultural diversity of forms co-existing
side by side, and by "dynamism" we mean that at least parts of the
nations and parts of the world are constructed in such a way that a
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change or conditions for a change are built into the structure. In
other words, there must be options left open for future generations,
policies that exclude too many options are harmful from that point of
view.

The last two requirements will by many be considered unnecessarily
sophisticated. However, they can easily be confronted with a world
where neither pluralism nor dynamism are present, since most utopias
were constructed according to that formula, where one part of the
utopia 1s essentially a replication of other parts, and one time
period of the existence in this utopia is a replication of another
time period. This lack of diversity in time and space will probably
not be seen as attractive either, to many people, for which reason
requirements nos. 9 and 10 have been included in the list.

One may now ask whether there 1s a logical contradiction
inherent in these values, and the answer is probably no. There may be
a contradiction in the sense that no empirically viable world exists
that will maximize all ten at the same time - but this 1is a
structural incompatibility, not a logical inconsistency. At a purely
verbal or conceptual level an inspection of all pairs, triples, etc.
of wvalues from the list of ten elements above does not reveal any
immediate logical inconsistency.

This, however, does not mean that these wvalues will stand on
everybody's list as to what they desire for a future world, nor that
it 1s not relatively easy to multiply the 1list by including, for
instance, many of the so-called "human rights" and other wvalues
frequently praised in national anthems, national speeches, and
important declarations. But the significance of this 1list for our
purpose 1is more as a catalogue of analytical problems than as a
complete 1list of what humanity is striving to obtain: the wvalues
serve to highlight some problems when they are considered in
conjunction because of the difficulty in constructing a world that

will maximize all ten - and, 1in addition, minimize the use of
violence.

The next question 1is whether the wvalues can be said to be
mutually independent. Again, we are referring to logical

independence, not to whether there is a tendency towards positive
correlation between them in the empirical worlds realized in past and
present and likely to be realized in the future. In other words, the
question is whether the value concepts are constructed in such a way
that a relation or implication exists between one subset of them and
another subset of them. It is difficult to see that this can be said
to be the case. Thus, there may be complete absence of exploitation
and still very limited freedom of action, there may be equality in
the sense defined above and still exploitation (although this would
be an unsatisfactory kind of equality to most people), there may be
negative peace but based on fear, as in a system based of balance of
terror, and there may be dynamism without pluralism and pluralism
without dynamism although both of those combinations may be said to
be unlikely.

Thus, there are many problems - to use a mild understatement.
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For in addition to the problem of reconciling relatively consensual
values that could form a basis for morality in the world community of
nations, and the national communities of individuals, come all the
other wvalues that individuals and nations pursue, values that are
idiosyncratic and far from consensual. One nation may pursue security
but do so by extending its sphere of influence so

that the net result 1is subjugation of other nations and peoples.
Another nation may be interested in economic growth and extend
markets in a way that hampers rather than furthers economic growth in
other countries, and so on. All such moves may or may not be
reconcilable with the wvalue of negative peace, but are usually not
automatically reconcilable with that wvalues particularly since there
are nations that want to dominate, militarily, politically,
economically, culturally, as a goal in its own right.

To simplify this picture we shall make wuse of the following
distinction:

negative peace, which remains the "absence of organized collective
violence",

positive peace, which is the sum total of other relatively consensual
values in the world community of nations -exemplified with the list
of ten wvalues given above,

national values, which are expressions of other goals that nations
pursue.

To pursue peace then, narrowly conceived, becomes like an engineering
problem: given the globe as it is, its 3.3 billion inhabitants, its
division into nations and other groups; how should this system be
organized so as to obtain negative peace? And to pursue peace,
broadly conceived:

How can this system be organized so as to obtain both negative and
positive peace? The third group of wvalues, the national wvalues, are
then left aside for nations to pursue to the extent they are not
constrained from doing so by the efforts to realize negative and
positive peace.

The assumption underlying this whole work is that it is in the
interest of mankind to look at this problem globally, as a technical
problem of organization, and not as a problem that can best be
discussed from the wvantage points of special individuals, groups,
nations. In particular one would be highly skeptical about the idea
that these global wvalues can be realized by adding up national
efforts to realize national wvalues; the assumption is that these
values exist sui generis, at a higher level of social organization
than the individuals and the nation states.

It is to the examination of this type of thinking, thinking
devoted to the promotion of peace, that we now turn. By and large we
shall stick to the old tradition of having negative peace in focus,
but all the time with the values of positive peace as the background
against which efforts to realize negative peace are to be judged.
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2. MEANS-ENDS THINKING AND PEACE

2.1 The thinker-thinking-reality triangle.

Ogden many years ago introduced his famous semantic triangle
where the corners were the words, the concepts and the things they
refer to; or the formulations, the propositions and their empirical
referents. Such triangles are useful in keeping apart what should be
kept apart for a fruitful discussion. They may, of course, later on
be collapsed or extended to other polygons, but in the meantime not
only serve to keep three ideas apart but also - Dby using the lines
between the corners - to attract attention systematically to all
three pairs of relations between the corners, and to all three rela-
tions within the corners.

Thus, in the field of peace thinking it is rather obvious that one
must make a sharp distinction between the peace thinker, the peace
thinking, and the social reality. The triangle tool then leads us to
something more interesting; the six relations these three aspects of
theories of peace force one to consider:

Figu