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NEED AND ROLE OF THE DIGEST
Peace and Conflict Studies (henceforth: Peace Science) has emerged as an academic discipline with its own
graduate programs, handbooks, research tools, theories, associations, journals and conferences. As with most scientific communities, the slow migration of academic knowledge into practical application becomes a limiting factor of a
field’s growth, impact and overall effectiveness of its practitioners.
The expanding academic field of Peace Science continues to produce high volumes of significant research that
often goes unnoticed by practitioners, the media, activists, public policy-makers, and other possible beneficiaries.
This is unfortunate, because Peace Science ultimately should inform the practice on how to bring about peace.
The research and theory needed to guide peace workers to produce more enduring and positive peace,
not only more peace studies, have come to stay. Bridging the gap between the peace movement moralism and foreign policy pragmatism is a major challenge facing everyone who seeks to achieve peace
on Earth.
(Johan Galtung and Charles Webel)
To address this issue, the War Prevention Initiative has created the Peace Science Digest as a way to disseminate top selections of research and findings from the field’s academic community to the many beneficiaries.
The Peace Science Digest is formulated to enhance awareness of literature addressing the key issues of our
time by making available an organized, condensed and comprehensible summary of this important research as a
resource for the practical application of the field’s current academic knowledge.

Disclaimer
Research featured in the Peace Science Digest is selected based on its contribution to the field of Peace Science, and authenticated
by the scientific integrity derived from the peer-review process. Peer-reviewed journals evaluate the quality and validity of a scientific study, giving us the freedom to focus on the articles’ relevance and potential contribution to the field and beyond.
The editors of the Peace Science Digest do not claim their analysis is, or should be, the only way to approach any given issue. Our
aim is to provide a responsible and ethical analysis of the research conducted by Peace and Conflict Studies academics through the
operational lens of the War Prevention Initiative.
Photo Credit: Christoph Braun (Own work) [CC0],

via Wikimedia Commons
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A NOTE FROM THE EDITORS
Dear Readers,
It is our pleasure to introduce this pilot issue of the Peace Science Digest.
Peace Science, what is it anyway? In its briefest form, Peace Science is the research and theory needed to
guide peace workers to produce more enduring and positive peace. This is the scientific discipline which
also goes by the name of Peace and Conflict Studies.
Like many of you who are academics, practitioners, activists, policy-makers or others interested in peace,
we are constantly trying to understand what works and what doesn’t work when it comes to violence
and war prevention. The good news is that we are at a stage in history where we can say with confidence
that there are better and more effective alternatives to war and violence. At the same time, we know that
the way we talk about war and peace in the United States must be given serious consideration. In other
words, the master narrative where war and militaristic approaches are commonly promoted through a
wide variety of experts often goes unchallenged. As peace scholar Tom Hastings notes, “it is crucial to
challenge the mainstream narrative controlled by war proponents, who work tirelessly to conceal nonviolent alternatives between going to war, or doing nothing at all.”
The expanding field of Peace Science continues to produce high volumes of significant research that
often goes unnoticed by many of its possible beneficiaries – including you. This is unfortunate, because
Peace Science ultimately should inform the practice of how to bring about peace. The statistical success
rates of nonviolence, the proven decline in war support when alternatives are known, or the increased
likelihood of foreign intervention in civil war when there is oil, are just a few of the tremendous contributions from our field.
We invite you to step onto this path with us, and imagine the impact of a changed narrative with a strong
contribution from Peace Science, as we work to create a more just and peaceful world.

Patrick Hiller
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Proven decline in public support for
war when the alternatives come to light
Source | Hoffman, A. M, Agnew, C. R., VanderDrift, L. E., & Kulzick, R. (2015). Norms, Diplomatic Alternatives, and the Social Psychology of War Support, Journal of Conflict
Resolution, Vol. 59(1), p. 3-28.

Key
words
war support

public opinion
alternatives to war
war opposition

This article provides scientific evidence that may prompt Americans to
reevaluate the way they think about war support. The research looks at how
participants respond to various war scenarios and measures levels of support
based on whether or not they were made aware of diplomatic, or otherwise
nonviolent, alternatives.
Past studies showed that American war support was more dependent on the
perceived chance of ‘victory’ rather than the casualty count. This belief is
unsettling, because not only does it give democratic leaders the leeway to
falsify or bend the truth in exchange for public war support, but it can also
lead to the use of more destructive weapons and battle tactics without fearing any significant upset come election day.
Additionally, when political leaders present a scenario where war is publicized as the only viable option, it often leads their constituents to assume
that all other nonviolent, diplomatic options have been discussed, analyzed,
and proven unacceptable.
The study examined two major questions:

E
E

Does the failure to inform people of the alternatives to military action
lead them to think the alternatives are unlikely to succeed?
Does informing people of quality alternatives to military action lead
to a decrease in war support?

The results showed that participants are much less likely to support war if
they are aware of the alternative ways to resolve the conflict. After conducting a combination of public surveys, the study found when nonviolent alternatives to war are unknown or unappealing to the public, war support tends
to be higher. Also, when nonviolent alternatives to war are available, but not
mentioned, the public exaggerates their war support.
More specifically, the findings showed that (1) people assume the use of
military force is the last resort; (2) when aware of nonviolent alternatives to
war, people believe war comes at too high of a cost; and (3) when aware of
nonviolent alternatives to war, people are less likely to tolerate casualties and
support war.
6
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vecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/2.5)],

Photo Credit: Aude [CC BY-SA 2.5 (http://creati
via Wikimedia Commons
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The American public’s war support has been a hot topic
in the media and political stage, especially concerning
the Iraq and Afghanistan wars, ISIS, the broader Global
War on Terror paradigm, and the recent debates surrounding the 2015 Iran nuclear agreement. If more of
the public is made aware of nonviolent alternatives to
war and the political advantage given to war-supporting
leaders by keeping these alternatives private, we can
expect to see a drastic decrease in war support.
These are very important implications, especially with
regard to the opportunity for those looking beyond war
and refocusing their energy on promoting the various
diplomatic, nonviolent avenues of resolving conflict
while keeping the public secure. This article showed that
when people are made aware of viable alternatives to
war, the promise of a military ‘victory’ loses its ability to
justify the social and economic costs of war. Thus, it is
paramount that the public be made more aware of the
alternatives to war in order to move forward towards a
nonviolent future.

TALKING
POINTS
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E
E

People assume the use of military force is the last resort.

E

When aware of nonviolent alternatives to war, people are
less likely to tolerate casualties and to support war.

E

When political leaders unanimously support war, the
public is less sensitive to the number of casualties.

When aware of nonviolent alternatives to war,
people believe the price of war is to high.
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PRACTICAL
IMPLICATIONS

Given the fact that the public is less sensitive to the number of war casualties when their political leaders unanimously support a war, there is a tremendous opportunity
for those opposed to war to broadcast the beliefs of
likeminded politicians. By providing the media, policy-makers, educators and other stakeholders with the
many alternative approaches to war which the peacebuilding field offers, there is a greater chance of enacting
a change in the United States’ attitude towards war.

(http://creativecommons.org/
(Own work) [CC BY-SA 3.0
Photo Credit: Joshuashearn
eft/fdl.html)],
(http://www.gnu.org/copyl
licenses/by-sa/3.0) or GFDL
via Wikimedia Commons
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Quality of life impacts individuals’
willingness to take up arms
Source | Inglehart, R. F., Puranen, B., & Welzel, C. (2015). Declining willingness to fight for one’s country: The individual-level basis of the long peace. Journal of Peace
Research, 52(4), 418-434.

Key
words
democratic peace

willingness to fight
lasting peace
life-opportunities
war support
war opposition

This study questions whether democracy or capitalism actually contribute
to global peace. Although democracy and capitalism are common in peaceful relationships between countries, the authors examine whether a more
individual element to world development has helped bring along a more
peaceful period on a global level since World War Two (WWII).
The study aims to prove an alternative cause behind the longest period of
peace between the world’s major powers (WWII-Present). Although the
leading theories are acknowledged, this study adds a more individual-level explanation. The authors argue that an increase in life- opportunities
(education, income, life expectancy, living conditions) have allowed people
to value their lives more, and as a result lead to the acceptance of more
socially tolerant ways of thinking.
The authors analyzed more than 30 years of national surveys, covering
the world’s largest countries accounting for 90% of the world’s population. Their findings show that over the last thirty years, virtually all of the
world’s developed societies (countries with greater security and broader
life-opportunities) demonstrated an increase in support of socially tolerant values, such as gender equality and sexual liberation. At the same time
there was a corresponding decrease in tolerance for human casualties in

The Democratic Peace
theory suggests peace
is due to the spread
of modern democracy.
The Capitalist
Peace theory points
more towards the
interconnectedness
of trade and global
economies.

war. The authors argue that due to a global advancement of life opportunity there has been a shift in the way people value their lives, making them
less inclined to sacrifice that life—especially in the service of their country.
These findings lead the authors to suggest a relationship between the quality of life-opportunities and value people place on their lives. To support
this theory, the authors propose the following hypotheses:
1. Individuals in more developed societies (countries with greater security
and broader life-opportunities) place greater emphasis on socially tolerant
values and are less willing to risk their lives for their countries during war.
2. Where people’s socially tolerant values grew the most, their willingness
to risk their lives for their countries in war dropped the most.
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3. People who live in societies

and Kurds. Those groups are often

where socially tolerant values are

unwilling to fight for Iraq, but more

accepted are less willing to risk

willing to fight each other based

their lives for their country.

on their ethnic differences. This is
a very important exception to keep

The average willingness to fight and

in mind—people’s willingness to

die for a country in low-opportunity

fight for their country may vary in

societies was never lower than 65%,

tribal or ethnically divided societies,

while the average in high-opportu-

where being part of an ethnic group

nity societies dropped down to 25%.

provides a stronger sense of belong-

This is a very large difference, con-

ing than the nation.

cluding that people living in more
socially tolerant, high-opportunity

This study suggests that global

countries are much less likely to

morality can evolve through the

support their countries in war.

relationship between an increase
in life-opportunities and the value

The study also showed that in coun-

attributed to human life. People

tries where polling data spanned

often adjust their social beliefs, in

longer than 10 years, a rise in

this case accepting socially toler-

socially tolerant values was met by

ant values, when the shift leads

a drop in the public’s willingness

to better life-opportunities. Once

to fight in over 90% of the exam-

people begin to experience greater

ined countries. This dramatic shift

opportunity and a higher quality

equaled a 6% decrease in global

of life, they become less willing to

war support every 10 years. This

forfeit their lives in service of their

evidence gives credit to the second

countries’ wars.

hypothesis claiming the relationship between the growth in societies’ socially tolerant values and a
decline in people’s willingness to
risk their lives in war.
Even though this study identified
a common shift in global values,
the authors point out that the trend
isn’t universal; Iraq, for example,
is a significant outlier. Although
Iraq ranks near the bottom of the
socially tolerant countries, the
authors found their population’s
average willingness to fight for
their country was still very low.
This is explained mainly due to
the region’s ethnic and religious
conflicts between Sunnis, Shiites
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This study showed that an advancement of programs
aimed at increasing life-opportunities could drastically
decrease a person’s willingness to fight in his/her country’s wars. Programs like these may be particularly useful
in developing countries where an increase in life-opportunities would be the most noticeable, and where participation in violent conflict often serves as one of the most
stable sources of income. In countries where the public
generally supports war, the integration of socially tolerant values and opportunities may lead to a reevaluation
of public war support with increased life-opportunities.

E
E
E
E
E

PRACTICAL
IMPLICATIONS
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In high life-opportunity societies, people are more accepting of socially tolerant values:
Divorce-3x higher
Abortion- 5x higher
Homosexuality-10x higher
When people experience higher life opportunity, they
become less willing to give their lives in service to their
countries’ wars.

By supporting programs that work to increase the acceptance of socially tolerant values into developing countries, we can expect to see the advancement of life-opportunities, and hopefully a decrease in war support.
Although this study is valuable in addressing the extended
peace between major powers, it does little to address the
countless wars between weaker states, or strong states vs.
weaker states that have plagued the international scene
since WWII. Peace between “major powers” is only a part
of the picture. We need to address the millions that have
died, millions displaced, and trillions spent on war by
major powers during this time of ‘peace’.
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Photo Credit: Internets_dairy
via Wikimedia Commons;

mmons.org/licenses/by/2.0)],

[CC BY 2.0 (http://creativeco
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Fueling conflict. The link bet een oil
and foreign military intervention in
civil wars
Source | Bove, V., Gleditsch, K. S., & Sekeris, P. G. (2015). “Oil above Water” Economic Interdependence and Third-party Intervention. Journal of Conflict Resolution.

Key
words
civil war

third-party intervention
resources conflict
oil wars

This article addresses the long-assumed connection between civil war
nations’ oil capacity and the likelihood of third-party intervention. The
research shows that third-party intervention is up to 100 times more likely
when a) the country at war has large reserves of oil; or b) the foreign intervener has a higher demand for oil.
Ninety percent of the world’s violent conflicts are civil wars. Two-thirds of
the 150 civil wars from 1945-1997 saw foreign intervention by third-party
governments or international organizations. Often masquerading as advocates for a speedy resolution or humanitarian relief, many have previously
argued third-party involvement is more likely focused on encouraging
specific political outcomes. This study suggests that intervention of external actors may also take place due to a vested interest in the economic
outcomes of the conflict, a less popular stance in past research.
The study contains examples of past interventions by powerful, oil-dependent states in domestic or regional conflicts of oil-producing states—such
as the U.S. in Guatemala and Indonesia, or the UK and USSR in the Nigerian civil war. The authors then compare these interventions to those of
the top oil exporters of the time—the Gulf States of Bahrain, Oman, Qatar,
Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates. Their research shows, even
with comparable military spending and capabilities, the oil-secure states
were much less inclined to intervene in foreign conflicts than their oil-dependent counterparts.
In fact, throughout the entire scope of their study (1945-1999), the only
documented intervention by an oil rich state was Saudi Arabia’s 1962
involvement in Yemen, which lacked any known oil reserves until production started in 1985. Non-intervention was not limited to a certain region.
Other oil-producing countries of the time, such as Mexico and Indonesia,
also supported the position of non-intervention in civil wars. More recently, Saudi Arabia has been involved in the Yemen conflict, but any oil related
motivations by Saudi Arabia are still to be determined.

14
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Another benefit of this study was the illustration of the frequency by
which oil-dependent countries intervene in the civil conflicts of oil-rich
states. The authors show that the common justification of spreading freedom and democracy used by oil-dependent nations is in fact hiding the
more likely goals of rearranging political stability or leadership to their
advantage.
This work gives credence to the proverbial ‘thirst for oil’ displayed by most
militarized countries. This ‘thirst for oil’ motivation, although often misunderstood or repeated without factual support, is validated by substantial
evidence provided in this study on the possible resource-driven motives
behind outside party intervention, aimed at tilting the economic outcomes
of war in their favor.

Photo Credit: U.S. Navy Photo by Photographer

’s Mate 1st Class Aaron Ansarov
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Considering past conflicts in oil-rich areas, especially
the Middle East, this study is timely in the way it provides
evidence for the often-assumed motivation behind
third-party intervention. Going to war for oil is a common belief held by many when reflecting on the motives
behind U.S. foreign policy. If the findings of this study
are more widely known, then the argument behind this
belief may gain more traction. In particular, U.S. administrations and representatives can be challenged in their
justifications for going to war.

E

Oil importing countries are 100 times more likely to
intervene in civil wars of oil exporting countries.

E

The more oil produced or owned by a country, the higher the likelihood of third-party interventions.

E

Oil is a motivating factor for military interventions in civil
wars.

JANUARY 2016 PEACE SCIENCE DIGEST

PRACTICAL
IMPLICATIONS
Practitioners, policy makers and the media can use this information to inform their audiences of the direct,
proven link between oil and a nation’s likelihood to intervene in a civil war. If more people become aware of
the true motivations behind third-party intervention, there can be an expected decrease in war support and
higher scrutiny of governments the next time there is talk of war.
Also, this research closely relates to our highlighted analysis of The Whole Truth: A Proven decline in war support when the alternatives come to light. If the established connection between oil and war can be integrated
into the messaging campaign to promote public awareness of nonviolent alternatives to war, and the support
of leaders who promote those alternatives, there might be a drastic decrease in war support.

Photo Credit: U.S. Navy photo by Photographer
[Public domain], via Wikimedia Commons

’s Mate 1st Class Michael Larson
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Democracies, domestic politics, and war
Source | Bausch, A. W. (2015). Democracy, war effort, and the systemic democratic peace. Journal of Peace Research.

Key
words
democratic peace
war games
public opinion
war support

This study examines the Democratic Peace Theory, questioning whether
peace is maintained by the unwillingness of democratic nations to fight
one another, or perhaps on a more individual level, by the accountability
democratic leaders must preserve if they hope to be reelected.
The focus of this study is on leadership choices between the heads of
wartime democracies and autocracies. The author assumes that all leaders
hope to retain their office, and that democratic leaders are more accountable by nature because they have to answer to a greater number of people.
Autocratic leaders only have to appeal to a certain number of high-ranking
persons, and therefore are often less concerned with the approval of the
greater population.
The assumptions where tested in a sort of war game, where a system of
fictitious democracies and autocracies were paired in conflict and the leaders of each government were given the option between diplomacy and war.
The conflicts varied in difficulty, creating the necessity for leaders to weigh
their chances of winning with the odds of their reelection if they lose.
The war game produced the following results:
1. Democratic leaders are more reluctant to participate in difficult wars due
to the fact that loosing may cost them their reelection.
2. If democratic leaders participate in a difficult war, they will outspend autocratic leaders which leads to a greater percentage of democratic victories.
3. Increasing the amount of democracies in the world does not affect global peace (total number of wars) until more than half of all governments are
democratic.
When the choices of democratic leaders where compared to those of autocratic leaders, 70% of the conflicts between autocratic leaders resulted in
war, and only 2.5% of the conflicts between democratic leaders resulted in
war. In mixed government conflict (between a democracy and autocracy),

18
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nearly one-third resulted in war. Also, when the ratio of democracies to
autocracies is increased, the number of conflicts resolved diplomatically
doesn’t begin to rise until democracies are the clear majority. In fact, the
findings showed when less than half of the world’s governments are democratic, an increase in democracies won’t affect total peace at all. Only when
democratic government systems reached 60% of the global system, the rate
of war started to drop.
One key finding in this study was the unbalanced success rate when
democracies and autocracies went to war against each other. Even though
democracies and autocracies were given the same resources, democratic
states won almost two-thirds of the time. This result proved the assumption that during war, democratic leaders outspend autocratic leaders to
maintain public support in hope of being reelected, thus resulting in a

Note: The “success
rate” in war is used in
this study to calculate
the win/loss ratio
of the war game.
Outside of this study,
the fie d of Peace
and Conflict studies
still debates over
how a party can call
any war “successful”
considering the
casualties and the
social and economic
repercussions seen on
all sides of a conflict.
Also important to note, is that just
because the war game model highlights the peaceful tendencies of
democracies, doesn’t mean that they
always choose diplomacy when

greater ‘success rate’.

faced with conflict. In reality, de-

Another important finding was the difference in aggression between the

autocracies, which may provide an

democratic and autocratic leaders. Democratic leaders chose diplomacy
99% of time when matched with other democracies, and 98% of the time
when matched with an autocracy. However, autocratic leaders chose diplomacy 74% of the time when matched with a democracy, and only half the

mocracies are often wealthier than
advantage, or even motivation to
pursue conflict with a nation less
advantaged to wage war—especially
if the less advantage nation has oil.

time when matched with another autocracy.

The findings suggest that due to

It is important to note that many of the above variables would make it

the democratic system, democratic

hard for the study to repeat itself in the real world. In this game, both
sides of the conflict were given the same amount of resources to contribute to war, which levels the playing field considerably compared to the
world’s reality. In the war game, leaders were matched with an opponent
with equal capabilities to wage war, meaning that war would be less likely
in the game due to the fact that no side held an advantage, especially if the
two sides had the option to split the ‘prize’. Autocratic leaders also held a
strategic advantage in the war game through the capability of dismissing
any accountability to their people, which explains why autocracies more
often target democracies than democracies target autocracies.

the accountability requirements of
leaders are under more pressure to
carefully consider the means used
to address conflict for fear of losing
reelection if their policies fail.
Alternatively, autocratic leaders can
engage in war more freely without
having to worry about losing their
hold on power. Because of this difference, democratic leaders invest
nearly twice the resources in war,
leading to a greater ‘success’ rate
over their autocratic counterparts.
19
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Even though this study is a theoretical simulation, we
find several relevant aspects. Assuming that leaders in
democratic systems are held more accountable to their
constituents, it becomes even more important to have
an informed citizenry aware of all viable options in the
face of conflict. Autocratic leaders, as the study suggests,
rely more on the support and consent within their own
leadership hierarchy. This helps us understand that both
democracies and autocracies need to be approached
differently when it comes to influencing leadership
structures on war and peace issues.

E

The pressures of reelection force democratic leaders to
avoid difficult wars.

E

Democratic leaders spend more on war than autocratic
leaders, leading to a greater percentage of democratic
victories.

E

Increasing the number of democracies in the world does
not affect the number of wars until democracies reach
60% of the global governments.

[CC BY-SA 3.0
Photo Credit: Derzsi Elekes Andor (Own work)
, via Wikimedia Commons
a/3.0)]
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-s
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PRACTICAL
IMPLICATIONS

If more pressure is put on our politicians to prove they
understand and have considered the alternatives to war,
they may be less likely to use military force when faced
with conflict. Like-minded constituents can inform their
representatives that if they vote in favor of war, they will
loose votes come election day.
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Cell phones and violent conflict

Source | Bailard, C. S. (2015). Ethnic conflict goes mobile Mobile technology’s effect on the opportunities and motivations for violent collective action.
Journal of Peace Research.

Key
words
collective action

ethnic conflict
technology and conflict

This study examines the effect of mobile phones on the opportunity for
ethnic groups to engage in violent conflict. The author suggests that mobile phones increase the chances of a group organizing for violent action
through either: 1) lowering organizational communication costs, or 2)
increasing the motivation to organize by providing a more efficient way to
communicate. The study is based on the assumption that these groups are
already capable of violence but mobile phones provide an advantage that
makes the expected benefits of violent conflict worth the expected costs.
The foundation of this study rests on three hypotheses:

E
E
E

Mobile phones will increase the probability of ethnic groups organizing for conflict the most in areas with fewer landline phones.
Mobile phones will increase the probability of organized violence
the most in smaller or more rural ethnic groups.
Mobile phones will have a larger effect on the probability of organized violence in ethnic groups with a greater motivation to act
(such as recently downgraded groups or groups that have been
excluded from political power, observe lower levels of democracy, or
poor living conditions).

Past studies have shown that the choices and behavior of political leaders change in accordance with the capability of their citizens to commit
violence1. Assuming this is true, leaders of countries less accustomed to
the communication advantage gained from mobile phones may be more
likely to overlook the benefit given to a rebelling group’s ability to organize
against the sitting government. This was seen often during the Arab Spring
through the use of texting and social media platforms.
The research showed the availability of mobile phones significantly increased the probability of an ethnic group engaging in violent conflict
with its government. To address the first hypothesis, Bailard selected small
geographic areas and compared mobile phone signal against the number of
landline phones, and then looked back to measure the number of vio-

22
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lent conflicts that took place in the same area. Through this comparison,
a higher rate of violent group conflict in areas with fewer landlines was
found. More specifically, violent conflict occurred much more often in the
areas with fewer than 34 landlines per 100 people.
In support of the second hypothesis, the study revealed that small to medium sized groups (100,000-600,000 people) benefited much more from access to mobile phones than did larger groups. It was assumed that smaller
groups improved their capability to recruit fighters and better communicate resource needs, whereas larger groups may have already overcome the
hurdles of recruitment considering their already established membership.
The author was unable to prove the third hypothesis and show a difference
in influence for recently downgraded groups, but she was able to prove a
pronounced effect on other marginalized groups. The research showed a
significant increase in the likelihood of organizing for violent conflict in
groups that were either excluded from political power or groups living in
areas displaying low qualities of democracy.

23
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The events of the Arab Spring highlighted the
technological advantage mobile phones bring to
organizing both peaceful and violent protests. Texting, Twitter, Facebook and other avenues of social
media allowed for rapid communication between
groups that in turn contributed to larger demonstrations. In the age of landline telephones, people
were dependent on word-of-mouth communication once they left their phones. Today, people can
be constantly updated on the changes in location,
tactics and timing of protests. Therefore, the instant
communication provided by mobile phones reduces organizational costs (through a decrease in the
time and effort of word of mouth communication)
and drastically increases the participation in more
fluid protests.

TALKING
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E

Through the expanding technology of mobile phones,
a simple group-text, Facebook update or Twitter post
can redirect a violent mob around a security checkpoint, act as a call-to-arms to radical militants, or be
used as a viable and successful recruiting technique.
However, this same technology can also be used to
combat the above violent methods. Mobile phones are
used as a network of early warning systems to report
violent conflict, they are used to spread nonviolent
tactics to address group violence, and they are used to
spread information and hope to those stuck in areas of
violent conflict that may seem to be inescapable.

The introduction of mobile phones only benefit groups
organizing in areas with middle to high standards of
living.

E

Access to mobile phones only provide measurable
assistance to organize for violence in groups under
600,000 people.

E

Violent conflict is much more common in areas with
low-tech communication capabilities (characterized by
fewer than 34 landlines per 100 people).
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PRACTICAL
IMPLICATIONS

Mobile phones may be able to provide disfranchised ethnic groups access to the assistance provided by informational systems or local and international institutions that
were previously closed off to them (intentionally or not).
This study focused on the negative possibilities of mobile
technology, but if used responsibly, minority groups can
use the new form of communication found in mobile
phones to organize peacefully and effectively in a way
that can support their social or political opportunities.

gnu.org/copyleft/fdl.html), CC-BYPhoto Credit: I, Inisheer [GFDL (http://www.
a/3.0/) or CC BY-SA 2.5-2.0-1.0
es/by-s
SA-3.0 (http://creativecommons.org/licens
, via Wikimedia Commons
.0-1.0)]
a/2.5-2
es/by-s
/licens
(http://creativecommons.org
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OUR VISION
OUR MISSION
OUR CORE
VALUES

Our vision is a world beyond war by 2030 and humanity united by a global system of peace with justice.
Our mission is to advance the Global Peace System by supporting, developing and collaborating with
peacebuilding efforts in all sectors of society.
Nonviolence – We promote strategic and principled nonviolent solutions over any kind of armed conflict.
Empathy – We view social problems through the eyes of others and respectfully communicate with each
other in the pursuit of mutual understanding.
Planetary loyalty – We consider ourselves global citizens, living in harmony with humanity and nature.
Moral imagination – We strive for a moral perception of the world in that we: (1) imagine people in a web
of relationships including their enemies; (2) foster the understanding of others as an opportunity rather
than a threat; (3) pursue the creative process as the wellspring that feeds the building of peace; and (4) risk
stepping into the unknown landscape beyond violence

AREAS OF FOCUS

WE SUPPORT

Support Rotary International’s focus on peace by aiding the Rotarian Action Group for Peace with human,
logistical and content-related resources.
Support development of effective strategies to convince Americans that the United States should not
promote war, militarism or weapons proliferation, but rather embrace conflict resolution practices that
have been shown to prevent, shorten, and eliminate war as viable alternatives to local, regional and global
conflicts.
Support building grassroots social movements seeking a world beyond war.

WE EDUCATE

Actively contribute to peace science and public scholarship on war prevention issues.
Share information and resources with multiple constituencies in an understandable manner.
Provide evidence-based information on peace and conflict issues with immediately potential doable
policy advice to public policy makers.
Advance the understanding and growth of the Global Peace System.

WE ENGAGE

Convene national and international experts in ongoing constructive dialog on war prevention issues via
our Parkdale Peace Gatherings.
Connect likely and unlikely allies to create new opportunities.
Participate in peacebuilding networks and membership organizations.

UNDERLYING
ASSUMPTIONS

We are at a stage in human history where we can say with confidence that there are better and more
effective alternatives to war and violence.
A Global Peace System is evolving.
Poverty, employment, energy, education, the environment and other social and natural factors are interconnected in peacebuilding.
Peace Science and Peace Education provide a path to a more just and peaceful world.
Multi-track diplomacy offers a sectoral framework for creating peacebuilding opportunities
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