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Abstract

Rationale: A lack of consensus on the conceptualization and definition of
peace and the conditions associated with its sustainability has adverse
implications for research, policy and practice. This study aims to initiate an
interdisciplinary dialogue that can serve to synthesize the core definitions
and key elements associated with sustainable peace.

Design and participants: 74 scholars from 35 disciplines with expertise in
the fields of peace, conflict, and sustainability completed an online survey.
From the disciplinary perspectives of their scholarly work, participants were
asked to share the metaphors, definitions, and key elements that are
essential to the conceptualization of sustainable peace. A qualitative
thematic analysis of their responses was conducted.

Results: Analysis and interpretation of the data led to a preliminary
working definition of sustainable peace and the identification of seven
primary elements associated with sustainable peace: (1) justice and human
rights, (2) economic and natural resources, (3) law, governance, and
institutions, (4) conflict resolution, management, and violence, (5)
cooperation and constructive relations, (6) shared values, and (7) visions of
peace and war (see table 6). Survey responses were coded using Nvivo 10
based on their association with categories, out of a total of 415 references,
Conflict resolution, conflict management, and violence; Law, governance,
and institutions; and Cooperation and constructive relations accounted for
53.25% of the references.

Conclusions: Although there is no clear consensus among the expert
respondents on the definition and key elements associated with sustainable
peace, our analysis indicates that there are points of convergence. These
findings serve as an initial platform to integrate disciplinary perspectives and

theoretical approaches to inform future research, policy, and practice.
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Introduction

A fragmented understanding of peace and the
conditions associated with its sustainability has
impaired the development of wvalid peace
measures, the articulation of effective programs
for peacebuilding, and the establishment of
comprehensive educational agendas around

pcace.

The definition of ‘peace’ has been a steady
subject of discussion in the 50 year history of
the field of peace research (Gleditsch,
Nordkvelle, & Strand, 2014; Wallensteen,
2011). Recent reviews of the literature confirm
that over the last two decades the focus of peace
research has shifted from positive peace as the
polar opposite of violence, to war and non-state
violence (Gleditsch et al., 2014; Hoglund &
Kovacs, 2010; Richmond, 2007). The emphasis
on the study of conflict, along with the lack of
agreement on the conceptualization of peace,
has been accompanied by the proliferation of a
wealth of disciplinary perspectives, definitions,
and terms associated with peace. One recent
review found that there are currently more than
40 terms distinguishing different types or
aspects of peace (Coleman, 2012; Vallacher et
al., 2013). These include positive vs. negative
peace (Galtung, 1969), stable vs. unstable peace
(Boulding, 2014; Kacowicz, 2000; Kupchan,
2010), peace and nonviolence (Sponsel, 1994),
participatory peace (Doyle & Sambanis, 2000),
durable peace (Druckman & Albin, 2011;
Hartzell, 1999; Licklider, 1993; Walter, 2002),
lasting peace (Binningsbo & Rustad, 2012;
Bruch, Boulicault, Talati, & Jensen, 2012),
peace systems (Fry, Bonta, & Baszarkiewicz,
2009), and sustainable peace (Brauch & Oswald
Spring, 2009; Coleman, 2012; Dayton &

Kriesberg, 2009; Lederach, 1997; Peck, 1998).
It is clear that the wealth of disciplinary
perspectives and  theoretical approaches to
studying peace cannot be easily synthetized in

any single model of peace (Harris & Morrison,
2012; Regan, 2014).

However, the absence of comprehensive models
of peace has hindered the impact of research,
practice, and educational initiatives aimed at
promoting peaceful societies (Coleman, 2013).
Although there have been important advances in
the development of measures

including the Global Peace Index (Institute for

of peace,

Economics and Peace, 2015), and the Peace
Scale (Klein, Goertz, & Diehl, 2008), they have
been insufficient to substantially impact the
study of war and peace (Gleditsch et al., 2014),
within and

capture differences

between communities (Mac Ginty, 2013), and

important

have been proven to be difficult and costly to
use at the national and international policy
levels (Holzapfel, 2014). Peace educators have
indicated that the “definitional problem” of
peace has implications for the establishment of
clear learning objectives for students (Harris &
Morrison, 2012; Reardon, 1988; Snauwaert,
2012). At the

conceptualizations of peace have led to either

policy level, the diverse
the imposition of top-down approaches that are
limited in impact (Héglund & Kovacs, 2010;
Richmond, 2007), or to competing policy
proposals based on diverging theories, methods,
and basic objectives (Miall, 2000). The purpose
of this paper is to begin an interdisciplinary
dialogue on ‘peace’ and its sustainability that
can serve as reference for the synthesis of its core
definitions and key elements.
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Methods
Design and Participants

The ‘Sustainable Peace’ online expert survey was designed to explore
metaphors and definitions of sustainable peace, and to identify key
clements associated with peace from different disciplinary
perspectives. Through a series of open-ended questions, expert
researchers were asked to (1) describe their understanding of the
concept of ‘sustainable peace’ by making use of a metaphor; (2) from
the perspective of their discipline, provide a definition of sustainable
peace; (3) based on their scientific perspective and on the empirical
evidence available to date, make a list of the 2 or 3 key elements of
sustainable peace they had found to be most relevant and to specify
whether each element was an enabler, barrier (or both) to sustainable
peace; and (4) share any other resources or research that may shed
light on the conceptualization of or the elements associated with

< . bl
sustainable peace’.

Through a literature search of recent publications on peace, a pool of
225 researchers was identified. To capture expertise from a wide array
of disciplinary perspectives, we conducted a series of EBSCO, Web of
Science Social Science Citation Index, and Google Scholar searches
targeting empirical research on factors associated with peace at the
micro-, meso-, and macro-level in the academic disciplines of
anthropology, architecture and design, cultural and ethnic studies,
earth sciences, economics, education, environmental studies and
forestry, gender and sexuality studies, geography, human history,
international  relations,  journalism, media  studies and
communication, law, neuroscience, political science, primatology,
psychology, public administration and policy, religion, social work,
and sociology. Researchers were selected based on their expertise in
terms of scholarly publications, and empirical contributions to the
understanding of the primary factors associated with peace dynamics.
A link to the ‘Sustainable Peace’ online expert survey was sent to all

225 experts of the pool.

Seventy-four experts completed the survey, with a total response rate
of 33%. Of all respondents 56 were male and 18 female.
Respondents resided in North America (n=46), Europe (n=17), Latin
America (n=4), Oceania (n=4), and Asia (n=3). Most of respondents
(n=53) held academic positions at universities, while others
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conducted research at think tanks, and at national and international

organizations.

Respondents had diverse expertise in peace and conflict research, and
represented at least one of 35 fields in the disciplines of social &
economic sciences (n=28), negotiation & conflict resolution (n=18),
psychological & brain sciences (n=16), biology & earth sciences
(n=10), health sciences (n=4), urban planning (n=3), and
mathematical and physical sciences (n=2). For common fields of
study and research themes under each discipline represented in the

survey responses see Table 1.

Data analysis

A team of researchers used thematic analysis and qualitative
evaluation (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Huberman & Miles, 1983; Miles

& Huberman, 1994) to analyze survey responses in a two-step



