The advocates of peace face i & WHYSI &l g Al Hl
many questions: AT ST ISl 2-

»What exactly is peace? > a%qd: Wi 1 318 . 22 3,

And, why is it so fragile in S St PN § A7 3O HEER
today’s world? =i 39

>»What can be done to
establish peace? > i Tnfed et o fee @
e <1 Ghal =72

» Can we use violence to

establish peace? > ifd Tfid e o faw &q
>What are the main reasons &8l ®1 ST HT Fehd &2

for the growing violence in >R guS | fear e o yqd
our society? PRI 1 &2

These are questions that we - g 4 & o oo T
will examine in greater detail B e

—gedid Yl
in this chapter. Al
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THE MEANING OF PEACE mifd =1 37ef

Peace is often defined as fd Sl IR 3TRR g i
the absence of war. The Wﬁ[ & ®7 7 1 Sl 2

definition is simple but TE qfa™T 9 @ § | 9HE
misleading. Tt 2




The second step in defining  3Mfd & IRAW FH H THU HeA
peace would be to see itas gm0 Jg, W, WHER, e A
absence of violent conflict of gm= siiifes Yer 99 Ot YR
all kinds including war, riot, . fig Godi & sy & ®q B
massacre, assassination, or Y 9 IR W &yl A

simply physical attack. This :
definition is clearly better &R 2 lfebt 78 o o wgd T

than the earlier one. Yet, it & & S 9Kt e fEar v a
does not take us very far. e W 4§ & - 2
Violence is often rooted in  TH ImifSish Geemd, 3R yed, <
the very structure of society. <ufa, = a1 fofnr & MR W
Social institutions and TG 6] @Al & 3R T’q
practices that reinforce Ht Y fedt 51 afy gen 3

entrenched inequalities of R & 3
caste,




class and gender, can also  Sifd, o a1 fa7 W e 3@
cause injury in subtle and TSRO kil R INfSd 9 &l
invisible ways. If any I @ HE A A et @

challenge is made to these g8 ot 9o sk fear Y
hierarchies by oppressed 2 gHdt 3 T W@ H

classes it may also breed
conflict and violence. ‘g few’ & w2 dan

Structural violence’ of this T IURUMM & &hd €1 &

kind may produce large- a4t fewr @ S0 %@ I
scale evil consequences. Let 33EWN &1 2R 3@ - <4
us look at a few concrete sfads, g, fagyr,

instances of such violence  3yfidyER. TwER 3k
arising from caste hierarchy, IR E TS IL

class disparity, patriarchy,
colonialism, and
racism/communalism.




Eliminating Violence feqr %t gura

The Constitution of the United qYaa e verforn, danfas oo
Nations Educational, Scientific arEfTE W' : ahE®
and Cultural Organisation rightly a3 sf ;:H: ﬁ) j; 3

observes: “Since wars begin in . . .
the minds of men, it is in the f&, “Jl® g T 3IRH i oh

minds of men that the defences faqny 9 giar 2, safau wifa o
of peace must be constructed”. a9 W ot & R 3@

Several age-old spiritual . .
principles (e.g., compassion) and S =rfeql” 39 @& oh 999 oh

practices (e.g., meditation)are T %eun <& 3F® [aA
geared precisely to the facilitation syeqifeqes fagia 3l =a@ S

of such an endeavour. Modern ~
: . i HHYMY Tdoghed 3UYY
healing techniques and therapies o H 2

like psychoanalysis can perform a Ay TSR aoheis AR .
similar function. Tifagasor stet fafecar ggfaan

Tt qg HTH HL hdl o |




However, we have noted that e TR T @ fo fedr &1 oW
violence does not originate Hes fedl afeqd o feam o €%
merely within the individual gdn; saEl S8 wfaga gt

psyche; it is also rooted In certain et § ot et & =i 3

social structures. The elimination R N
- Fl]:"a L §
of structural violence

necessitates the creation of a just e aﬁ f_ﬂc\a RIS 1%111 e

and democratic society. Peace, 21 wifq, ford g @M & TRy
understood as the harmonious Ue-fqcd & ®9 0 UM T ®,

coexistence of contented people, wd @ 9u #1 IU« 8 Gt o
would be a product of such a Iifa THaR ® gAY & fou aifaw
society. It can never be achieved T #1196t 21 wifa wE e
once and for all. Peace is not an fearfir T sfess Tl whean 2

end-state, but a process involving . 7
an active pursuit of the moral and fora saTshan stent ® AE Hem

material resources needed to w1 T & fag =4 Afas 3k
establish human welfare in the  Hifas Tt & ufea fwarewam
broadest sense of the term. e g 2




Peace 3Tid

CAN VIOLENCE EVER PROMOTE 1 fear =4t wnfa %t vic HT
PEACE? gahdl ©7?

It has often been asserted that 3T g% <ran fowan Siar & fo fewn
violence — though itis an evil — can g+ S ® aAfed sefl-wt I8 wfa
sometimes be a necessary prelude <A % sy ‘l?ﬁ’ﬁ S B 2
to bringing about peace. It may o qd e o g & arera)

beargued that tyrants and .
oppressors can be prevented from 3 Icfighl H JaE TR B

continuing to harm the populace SThi, ST st FRAEX TohEM qg=H
only by being forcibly removed. Or & Ushl ST Gehal =1 AT AL, Sifed

the liberation struggles of oppressed @it & yfoa-gosl &1 fear o g[;:@
people can be justified even though SRS & STEsE A SeE S
they may use some violence. But aar 31 AfeT o=3 Tege @ o

resort to violence, however well .
meaning, could turn out to be self- feqn &1 W o1 STt @ ek

defeating. Once deployed, it tends to 2| @ IR IE B W W WA Y4«
spin out of control, leaving behinda &0 @ Y & 91 &1 &idt € 3R

trail of death and destruction. 39 SN I8 A4 98 Hid AR
Saidt &t Tk fEen Ste Sl R




It is for this reason that pacifists, who consider peace to be a
supreme value, take a moral stand against the use of violence
even for attaining just ends. They too recognise the need to
fight oppression. However, they advocate the mobilisation of
love and truth to win the hearts and minds of the oppressors.
This is not to underestimate the potential of militant but non-
violent form of resistance. Civil disobedience is a major mode
of such struggle and it has been successfully used to make a
dent In structures of oppression; a prominent instance being
Gandhi’s deployment of satyagraha during the Indian Freedom
Movement. Gandhi took his stand on justice and appealed to
the conscience of the British rulers. If that did not work, he
put moral and political pressure on them by launching a mass
movement involving open but non-violent breaking of the
unjust laws. Drawinginspiration from him, Martin Luther King
waged a similar battle in the 1960s against anti-Black racial
discrimination in the USA.



IMTAAEl T HRUS ASIEH3N i HHAT Hl HH Hich 6l Tal,
yfadiy o Ifsgs @WEY W oo 2 2?1 3G TEA &1 T THE
denT GfeTa e @ 3R Sciied &1 &= & g fean &
3gHT Ghadds WA gl W@ 21 ARd Wadl shded
S e St g GAWE %1 YA U YHE SSeLl @1 et S
T ™ & Y MUR S 3R facad! Il 9 3Td:HhIOT i
3T < S 39Q %W &l den al 39 W Afaw 3 TeHfae
qHE I b fet 3= SAstad IR¥ fwar, foad srfaa
&l 6l fedsd €1 €@ Eeld dig-1 Iida a1l 378 90m
ST W e fEm 3 sniftn  Fet @il & Wi sewE &
fae® 1960 d ST d@ &1 ¥od I[E fwaAT 2o




PEACE AND THE STATE  3nfd 3R Tsawmm

It is often argued that the A deh fear i @ for & T
division of world into 3 @l Yuld: TaA AR Fai=a
separate sovereign states is =3¢ & w7 o S@ar 21 TEE ST
an impediment to the pursuit frai H Fae TR AWfE @ dEd
of peace. As each state sees sk = gred J o feat & S=r

itself as an independent and |
supreme entity, it tends to 1% 981 &1 ¥gfa 5= <dt 21 e

protect its own perceived 1 AT FH o fau &4 =ia
self-interest. While the 2 fo 30 W & g AT &
pursuit of peace requires T fed@ & ®9 # 9@ | dfwd sqd
that we see ourselves as part e o= o @MY o weh @A
of the larger humanity, states *1 ygfa fosfaq & s 3| ot
tend to make distinctions Al & feal & T T A S
between people. To pursue . ©
diht <M 1 B g9H & falg

the interest of their citizens .
they are willing to inflict CRI S i
injury upon others.




Besides, in today’s world gqch Tl 3ASTehel 8¢ Td o &
each state has consolidated warT < 319 IUFN *l Hefed

instruments of coercion and o 3| TciE T T 39T I8 o0t
force. While the state was fip 98 O @1 qTE 1 AT 3T

expected to use its force, its SR
: : %l G o fow am wfehd
army or its police, to protect

its citizens, In practice HFeR | 3:' QRPN BT ST ST
these forces could be o Tl o fole o @R H @
deployed againstits own & € f& <1 @ @1 forea
members to suppress I3 9y Tl | favwfse 2
dissent. This is most clearly sud nfd o T H 39Uy 3=
evident in authoritarian B4 81 ¥8 FRew wed 3 MR
regimes and military it A e § q=) o

dlctatorshlp::;, like the one o fega 3
currently ruling Myanmar.



The long-term solution to U &1 Iredhifcieh THTEM

such problems lies in making grefs firdsiiHr 3R 3y
the state mort-? accountable I TSI H T HIOR

through meaningful .
democratisation and reining it sfd o 21 sueh mem |

in via an effective system TSI bl SR AT @Sl
ofcivil liberties. This is the ST gehal 21 L9 o @ oh
route taken by the post- 1< <fa107 STPIsT o I8 alehl

apartheid regime in South SR T S, St BT % AT §
Africa, which is one of the

prominent political success 1 T hHedal 1 Th Tqd

stories of recent years. The 3R 2?1 3H TR dhas T
struggle for democracy and  HHETYUSRI o fdu goe 3R

human rights is thus closely  y1fg & qifam =@ ® & &=
linked to the safeguarding of gfrss gy

peace.




DIFFERENT APPROACHES TO THE PURSUIT OF PEACE

Different strategies have been used for the pursuit and
maintenance of peace. These have been shaped by three
distinct approaches. The first approach accords centrality
to states, respects their sovereignty, and treats
competition among them as a fact of life. Its main concern
Is with the proper management of this competition, and
with the containment of possible conflict through inter-
state arrangements like ‘balance of power’. Such a
balance is said to have prevailed in the nineteenth century
when the major European countries fine-tuned their
struggle for power by forming alliances that deterred
potential aggressors and prevented the outbreak of a
large-scale war.



giifd Y & o fafy= adah
yiifa Tenfud @ 3R s WeR o fau fafa= wrifaar s
T ?1 3 WHITdE &1 R 313 # oF @ et 3 18y
TR o USel dlel U & el TIE a1 8, 36T Yl
1 MY AT ® 3R 30k = Yfagfgar =t Siaq 9 A« 2|
3Gl &g fadr gfdgigar o Iugad gaeA a1 9o &l AT
H1 M A-HJod &l IR Tl o HiggH @ & &l
gidl @1 %8l war @ fof 99 U Ggod S-iudl 9§ gafaq
o, 9« U™ JUUE 30 A Foifaa AT &t Ahd M 2
TR W g @ s91 & fau 3 gar-guet § TedYA 991 U
dierid fham




The second approach too grants the deep-rooted
nature of interstate rivalry. But it stresses the
positive presence and possibilities of interdependence.
It underscores the growing social and economic
cooperation among nations. Such cooperation is
expected to temper state sovereignty and promote
international understanding. Consequently global
conflict would be reduced, leading to better prospects
of peace. An example frequently cited by advocates
of this approach is that of post-World War Il Europe
which secured durable peace by graduating from
economic integration to political unification.



AU a1 ot U &t TeUg ab H AqEt Yfagfgar &1 g&fa
®l WHN HL B, AThT DT I GHRIHS Iqrefad 3 e
fadwn & gaemet w21 g8 fafa= e & &= fawmmam
g - WeahT & Y@ifhd w4l 21 3T9en @dl @ fh
40 eI TR &l FIHAT 1 TH HN AR AU U
& Ticdifed w311 IRomtEaey dfyas gud &0 819, fsaa wnfa
%I ded GHEANT S99 39 9gfa o Tl g e g S|
Il T 3are fadta favegs & 9] & aU9 &1 7, S e
THIH0T § TsHITdeh THIHLOT &1 AR dgar 10 =l




Unlike the first two approaches, the third considers the
state system to be a passing phase of human history. It
envisages the emergence of a supra-national order and
sees the fostering of a global community as the surest
guarantee of peace. The seeds of such a community are
found in the expanding interactions and coalitions across
state boundaries that involve diverse non-governmental
actors like multinational corporations and people’s
movements. The proponents of this approach argue that
the ongoing process of globalisation is further eroding the
already diminished primacy and sovereignty of the state,
thereby creating conditions conducive to the
establishment of world peace.
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CONTEMPORARY CHALLENGES
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