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NEED FOR 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, its impact, and the 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 its many beneficiaries.
The Peace Science Digest is formulated to enhance awareness of scholarship 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.

hts at English Wikipedia [GFDL
Photo Credit:The original uploader was Forgottendelig
SA-3.0
(http://www.gnu.org/copyleft/fdl.html) or CC-BYvia Wikimedia Commons
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/)],
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LETTER FROM THE EDITORS
Dear Readers,
We welcome you to Volume 2, Issue 5 of the Peace Science Digest.
Thank you for your support and we hope that the Digest continues to be a source for accessible, understandable, and useful
peace research. Given the current social and political context of the United States, it seems that insights from the peace and
conflict studies community are important now more than ever.
The recent speech by President Trump at the United Nations—an organization founded after World War II to save succeeding
generations from the scourge of war—highlighted just how fragile peace is and how important it is to persistently inform
and educate about alternatives to war and violence. Insights from peacebuilding theorists and practitioners are needed
to counter the threats of using nuclear weapons, the misguided ‘Muslim Ban’ disguised under the false myth of national
security, but also the perils of patriarchy which are visible in a still normalized acceptance of sexual harassment and violence
against women. As peace advocates, we must use our commitment to peace and justice and the tools at our disposal to
challenge any form of normalizing what is not normal. Humanity has made tremendous advances in the areas of social
change, conflict transformation and global collaboration. Those positive developments are not the inevitable path, but one
paved by continuous efforts, research and innovations.
We hope the contents of this issue will provide a broader prospective on some of the issues you care about, and provide
new insight on issues, conflicts, or research that may be new to you.
Inside this issue, we examine research that explores the mixed human rights implications of U.S. military bases abroad. Next,
by looking at a sample of popular U.S. history textbooks, we learn about how nonviolence during the Abolition Movement
has been “silenced” in our classrooms. Through the examination of 1990s peace talks in the Korean Peninsula, we learn
about the convening power of religious civil society and the positive role the community can play in peacebuilding. Next,
we consider the need for multicultural societies to ensure more inclusive engagement across deep divides, and what
this engagement means when confronting violent extremism. Finally, we look at four different examples of “zones of
peace” in El Salvador, Northern Ireland, Colombia, and the Philippines, and what these examples can teach us about why
peacebuilding practices should support local agency instead of international priorities.
As a friendly reminder, print subscriptions of the Peace Science Digest are now available and can be shipped around the
world. To receive the Digest directly in your home, office, or university please visit us at PeaceScienceDigest.org.
To our readers who have opted into a print subscription, thank you for your confidence and support.
Your Peace Science Digest Editorial Team

Patrick Hiller

4

David Prater

Molly Wallace

OCTOBER 2017 PEACE SCIENCE DIGEST

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Human Rights Implications of Foreign U.S. Military Bases

6

U.S. Textbook Representations of Nonviolent Resistance During the Abolition Movement

10

The Peacebuilding Role of Religious Civil Society Initiatives in the Korean Peninsula

14

Engaging Across Deep Divides to Counter Extremism

18

Peacebuilding, Agency, and Zones of Peace

22

5

VOL. 2 ISSUE 5

Human Rights Implications of Foreign
U.S. Military Bases
Source | Bell, S. R., Clay, K. C., & Martinez Machain, C. (2016). The effect of US troop deployments on human rights. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 0022002716632300.

Key
words
human rights
foreign policy
costs of war
U.S. military
troops
foreign bases

Since the end of the Second World War, the United States has implemented
a foreign policy strategy where U.S. troops are constantly stationed in
foreign countries. For the host country, the presence of U.S. troops has
varying social, economic, environmental, and political implications. This
study focuses on whether these implications, especially those related to
human rights, depend on the host country’s relevance to U.S. foreign
policy objectives and the country’s proximity to threats to U.S. security.
Past research has found that the presence of U.S. troops abroad can
have both positive and negative effects on their host countries. Negative

Physical Integrity Rights:
“the entitlements individuals
have in international law to
be free from arbitrary physical
harm and coercion by their
government.’’
Cingranelli, D. L., & Richards, D. L. (1999). Measuring
the level, pattern, and sequence of government
respect for physical integrity rights.
International studies quarterly, 43(2), 407-417.

consequences include a false sense of security that leads to the reduction of
the host country’s or police forces, which in turn leads to a corresponding
increase in crime. A direct link between U.S. troops and increased levels
of prostitution and violence against sex workers has also been identified.
U.S. bases have caused lasting environmental effects in host countries
including water, air, and soil pollution from fuel and lead. Also, the rise in
property taxes and inflation in areas surround U.S. bases has been known
to push locals out of their homes to seek more affordable areas. In addition
to these more direct consequences, countries that host U.S. troops have
shown a marked increase in their own defense spending, are more likely
to initiate armed disputes with neighboring states, and are more likely
to become targets of attacks from anti-U.S. actors. However, past research
has also shown positive economic links through the assumed security
associated with the presence of U.S. troops. This assumption leads investors
to support host economies, trusting that a U.S. security presence will
transfer to the security of their investment. Trade has also been known
to increase in host countries under the same belief that the U.S. security
umbrella will add to regional stability and open lines of commerce. The
authors argue that these potential benefits of U.S. troop presence motivate
host country governments to increase their respect towards human rights
as a way to petition the U.S. to stay in their countries, knowing that human
rights advancements are a valued goal among the U.S. military officers and
elected officials who make the decisions regarding troop deployments.
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In this study, the authors analyze the effect of U.S. troop presence on a
host government’s respect for human rights, specifically physical integrity
rights. The authors hypothesize that when host countries are irrelevant
to U.S. foreign policy or security interests, the presence of U.S. troops can
lead to positive human rights practices; but when host countries are more
central to U.S. interests, the positive effects on human rights will be less
pronounced, or even negative. In addition, they seek to understand more
about whether placing an emphasis on human rights training for U.S.
troops will improve human rights practices in their host countries.
To test their hypotheses, the authors measured host government respect
for physical integrity rights and data on foreign U.S. troop deployments
from 1982 to 2005. “Invasion deployments,” including U.S. troops during
the 1991 Gulf War, Kosovo in 1999, Afghanistan in 2001, and Iraq in 2003,
were not considered, as this research focused specifically on “peacetime”
U.S. troop deployments. The authors rated each host country based on
its proximity to a U.S. rival or strategic U.S. foreign policy interest. Next,
they used training documents and interviews with U.S. military officials
to measure the presence of human rights-related training provided to U.S.
troops over time. Then they looked to see if there was any relationship
between these factors and the host government's respect for physical
integrity rights, measured partially by the extent to which a government
“respects the rights of their citizens not to be tortured, politically
imprisoned, disappeared, and extrajudicial killed.” Human rights violations
by U.S. troops were not included in the study.
The results show that governments’ respect for human rights only
improved in host counties that were not important to U.S. political or
security interests. In strategically important host countries, respect for
human rights either remained the same or got worse. The study also found
an increase in the attention the U.S. military has given to educating their
troops on human rights issues in their own field operations and in their
work with other militaries. Importantly, as human rights education for
U.S. troops increased, so did the positive effect the troops had on human
rights of their host countries—but only in countries unimportant to U.S.
foreign policy. The authors suggest that these findings may be due to

Continued Reading:
Military Training 101: Human Rights
and Humanitarian Law
By Amnesty International: https://www.
amnestyusa.org/files/pdfs/military_101.pdf

Where in the World is the U.S. Military?
By David Vine, Politico, July/August 2015
http://www.politico.com/magazine/story/2015/06/usmilitary-bases-around-the-world-119321 http://www.
politico.com/magazine/story/2015/06/us-military-basesaround-the-world-119321

Base Nation: How US Military Bases
Abroad Harm America and the World
By David Vine. New York: Metropolitan
Books, 2015
US Military Bases in Guam in Global
Perspective
By Catherine Lutz, The Asia-Pacific Journal,
vol. 8, no. 30
http://apjjf.org/-Catherine-Lutz/3389/article.html

Bases of Empire: The Global Struggle
Against U.S. Military Posts Edited
By Catherine Lutz. New York: NYU Press,
2009
The United States Is Training Militaries
With Dubious Human Rights Records—
Again
By Nick Turse, The Nation, September, 2015
https://www.thenation.com/article/the-united-states-istraining-militaries-with-dubious-human-rights-recordsagain/

Authentic Hope: It’s the End of
the World as We Know it, But Soft
Landings Are Possible
By Nelson-Pallmeyer, J. (2012). Maryknoll,
N.Y.: Orbis Books

the (sometimes) positive economic and security benefits host countries
receive during U.S. troop deployments. Once these benefits are realized,
host country governments are likely to adopt pro-human rights attitudes
and laws in order to keep U.S. troops around. However, the pressure to
respect human rights is largely diminished when the host country is
more significant to U.S. foreign policy—in these cases, the U.S. is more
interested in the strategic positioning of their troops than in the host
country’s attitude towards human rights. Consequently, the host country is
less likely to change its attitude towards human rights knowing that their
strategic importance to the U.S. makes troop withdrawal unlikely.
7

VOL. 2 ISSUE 5

CONTEMPORARY
RELEVANCE
Beyond the specific focus of this research on the relationship between U.S. troop
presence abroad and human rights, it is important to consider the more fundamental
question of whether the U.S. needs to maintain an overseas military presence in first
place for the sake of security. The U.S. has a network of 800 military bases spread
over 70 countries around the world—more than any other nation or empire in history.
Although some may justify U.S. bases abroad with reference to U.S. national security,
it is worth remembering that the presence of U.S. bases in Saudi Arabia was one of
the primary justifications Osama bin Laden gave for the 9/11 attacks. The U.S. military
presence in South Korea is also one of North Korea's primary motivations for building
its nuclear arsenal. In other words, these military installations—maintained at a huge
expense to the U.S. taxpayer, depleting the ability of the U.S. to invest in schools, health
care, and jobs—are actually harmful to U.S. security. They have also spawned numerous
resistance movements in their host countries—a sign that many people do not
welcome a U.S. military presence in their communities. This global network of bases is
built on the idea that the U.S. has special rights and responsibilities in relation to other
nations. This vast expanse of bases is offensive militarism, and as peace activist and
academic Jack Nelson-Pallmeyer writes, “militarism is not defense. Defending interests
isn’t the same thing as defending legitimate security needs” (2012, pg. 94). This is a
reality most Americans don’t consider, but the consequences are felt in the countries
hosting the bases, by the environment, and certainly by the taxpayer footing the now
$700 billion budget of the U.S. Department of Defense.
8
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TALKING POINTS
• When host countries are less relevant to U.S. security interests, the presence of
U.S. troops can lead to positive human rights practices.
• When host countries are more central to U.S. security interests, respect for
human rights stays the same, or even decreases.
• Since the end of the Cold War, human rights education in the U.S. military has
increased. However, continued expansion of this training is necessary to inform
soldiers of the many ways they can influence human rights.

PRACTICAL
IMPLICATIONS
Since 1978, the U.S. government has been required to consider the human rights
practices of recipient states before making decisions on foreign aid or security
assistance. The 1997 adoption of the Leahy Amendment made human rights an
even larger priority.
An uncomfortable finding of this study is that if a host country is important enough
to U.S. foreign policy, then that country’s respect for human rights is less of a
priority for the U.S. In other words, the U.S. is a less principled supporter of human
rights than officially stated. The point of departure for any practical implications
should be improved human rights practices, regardless of U.S. troop presence and
regardless of the strategic value of the country. In cases where U.S. troop presence
has led to improved human rights practices, the task ahead is to ensure that those
practices become independent from the troop presence. This means that the U.S.
needs to incentivize respect for human rights by these governments in other ways,
as well as to support the work of local human rights defenders in these countries
and facilitate their connections to broader transnational human rights networks.
More importantly though, the very premise of an extensive U.S. military presence
abroad must be questioned, and action on human rights practices in other
countries should be reframed accordingly. While particular wars might provoke
widespread U.S. antiwar activism, the U.S. military presence on 800 bases
across the planet is normalized as part of the U.S.'s role in the world. A concern
for human rights, however, should draw our attention to the broader social,
economic, environmental, and security costs of U.S. military bases for surrounding
communities, as well as for the U.S. public.

o/Master Sgt. Jeremiah Erickson
Photo Credit: U.S. Air Force phot
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U.S. Textbook Representations of
Nonviolent Resistance During the
Abolition Movement
Source | Stoskopf, A., & Bermudez, A. (2017). The sounds of silence: American history textbook representations of non-violence and the Abolition Movement.
Journal of Peace Education, 14(1), 92-113.

Key
words

nonviolence
Abolition Movement
peace education

There are multiple examples of nonviolent resistance during the Abolition
Movement in the United States yet, as this research points out, the role of
nonviolence during this movement is absent from four of the country’s
most popular history textbooks. The teaching and learning of national
history is an important aspect of most countries’ education systems.
However, how these histories are taught and what they contain can vary
from classroom to classroom or from book to book. The seemingly small
additions or omissions in history education can have a substantial impact
on a student’s national identity, historical perspectives, and understanding
of democratic change.
This research analyzes four prominent high school U.S. history textbooks

Continued Reading:
Bringing Nonviolence Back to School:
Teacher Resources from the
Metta Center
By Stephanie Steiner, 2013
http://mettacenter.org/educators/bringing-nonviolenceback-to-school-1/

The Founding Myth of the
United States of America
By Benjamin Naimark-Rowse,2015 http://

politicalviolenceataglance.org/2015/07/09/the-foundingmyth-of-the-united-states-of-america/

(see textbox). The textbooks were selected based on national textbook
adoption trends and through consultation with high school educators and
curriculum specialists in the Northeast and Midwest of the United States.
From a larger list of potential textbooks, four were selected based on their
the diversity of reading levels and perspectives they represented.
The authors’ analysis focuses on the types of social messaging found in
the selected textbooks as they relate to accounts of nonviolence as a path
to conflict resolution, specifically relating to the Abolition Movement.
Three areas of focus are used to categorize the textbooks’ social messaging:
narrative framing, positioning, and stance. Narrative framing draws attention
to how a topic is presented so that a reader can identify with a familiar

Lesson Plan: Nonviolent Resistance
from Stanford University’s Martin Luther
King, Jr. Research and Education Institute

https://kinginstitute.stanford.edu/liberation-curriculum/
lesson-plans/lesson-plan-nonviolent-resistance

storyline, such as “the triumph of courage through the face of adversity.”
Positioning highlights which historical actors are included or excluded,
which actors are featured more prominently, who is the “we” and who is
the “other,” and how these actors relate to important events. Stance focuses
on what the textbook is arguing for or against, and the narrative tone used
when making an argument. By analyzing the narrative framing, positioning, and
stance used in the textbooks, the authors can compare how the textbooks
depict the role of nonviolent action during the Abolition Movement.
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The results of the analysis showed that all four textbooks, to varying
degrees, presented the Abolition Movement as a contributing factor to the
“climate of violence” that led to the Civil War and obscured or “silenced”
the large network of nonviolent abolition and peace societies working to
abolish slavery. By utilizing the analysis framework of the three categories
of social messaging (narrative framing, positioning, stance), the authors
identified key themes across text books and rated the intensity with which
each textbook communicated these ideas:
• Narrative Frame: the Civil War was a foregone conclusion. All four
textbooks create a narrative depicting the Civil War as inevitable and the
Abolition Movement as a key contributor to the development of large-scale
violence but never as a nonviolent group working to prevent violence.
• Positioning: abolitionists contributed to a climate of violence. All four
textbooks label the Abolition Movement, and/or its key actors, as radical.
Only one textbook clarifies that nonviolent tactics were important to many
members of the Abolition Movement, but the brief attention given to the
movement’s nonviolent history is quickly dismissed and overshadowed
when violent action takes command of the narrative.
• Stance: the Abolition Movement undermined national unity. All four
textbooks represent the Abolition Movement as a divisive force responsible
for disrupting national unity and give little attention to the movement’s
contribution to creating ethical and practical arguments against slavery.
The authors suggest that these themes—and, more generally, the omission
of narratives of nonviolent resistance in the Abolition Movement—can
limit a student’s conception of the full range of tools available to effect
political and social change. This case also illustrates the importance of
providing students with access to multiple sources of historical scholarship
to help them build a more complex understanding of history and how past
events can influence the future.

• Out of Many: A History of the American People. Farragher et al., 2009.
• The American Pageant: A History of the American People. Kennedy and Cohen, 2009.
• A People and a Nation: A History of the United States. Norton et al., 2009.
• America: Pathways to the Present. Cayton et al., 2009.

11
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CONTEMPORARY
RELEVANCE
Nonviolent action as a tool to achieve social or political change is often dismissed
as unrealistic or nonviable. However, thanks to pioneering research by Erica
Chenoweth, Maria Stephan, and others, we now know that nonviolent resistance is
more than twice as effective as violent resistance. There are certainly many reasons
that may explain why some still dismiss nonviolent resistance as a pipedream, but
high on any list of reasons is surely the lack of attention to historical examples of
nonviolent action achieving, or working towards, social or political change. The
well-known historical examples of Gandhi and Indian independence and King and
the Civil Rights Movement are praised, yet often dismissed as anomalies—perhaps
because there is insufficient appreciation for the much broader range of contexts
where nonviolent resistance has been used and changed the course of history.
The lack of attention textbooks give to nonviolence during the Abolition Movement
is a prime example of how we have failed to pass down important historical
narratives. The ideas and methods used during the U.S. Abolition Movement
helped shape the framework of the League of Nations, influenced the various 20th
century civil rights movements, and constituted an important example of choosing
nonviolence over violence. When these narratives are included in the classroom,
students benefit from a more complex understanding of history and of how to
effect social and political change.

TALKING POINTS
• Analysis of four prominent U.S. history textbooks revealed that all four ignored
or significantly downplayed the important role of nonviolent resistance during the
Abolition Movement.
• By omitting successful nonviolent action from our history, we encourage students
to accept the view that organized violence is required to ensure a nation’s security,
freedoms, or social/political growth.

12
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PRACTICAL
IMPLICATIONS
Although the scope of this study was limited to four textbooks, their popularity
in U.S. classrooms and their shared themes point to a serious concern in the way
the United States teaches its history. At first glance, one might consider historical
events as matters of fact and therefore indisputable. The telling of history is always
a selective act, however, where certain voices and acts are included, while others
are excluded. This comes with the danger of present-day interests constructing
“official national histories” that can be exclusionary of peoples, practices, and
ideas that are undesirable or uncomfortable—or that simply reinforce commonsense, but perhaps flawed, assumptions about our history and national identity.
By omitting examples of nonviolent movements in our past, students are less likely
to regard nonviolent methods as viable tools in the present and more willing to
accept a national identity that includes violence as a necessary step to achieve
social or political change. Furthermore, this research shows how even the most
popular history books will leave out important aspects of U.S. history. Educators
can learn from this study and press the importance of providing students with
multiple avenues of historical learning that are not contingent on the content of
just one textbook and ensure that students are given the knowledge, skills, and
opportunity to critically examine historical narratives. Educators can consciously
employ a historiographic lens—a focus on the way history is studied and written—
in their teaching, making students better aware of the problematic aspects of
inclusion and exclusion of different narratives.

lash

on Unsp
Photo Credit: Jessica Ruscello
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The Peacebuilding Role of Religious
Civil Society Initiatives in the Korean
Peninsula

Source | Kim, D. J. (2017). Building relationships across the boundaries: the peacebuilding role of civil society in the Korean Peninsula. International Peacekeeping, 24(4), 515–537.

Key
words
civil society
peacebuilding
North Korea
South Korea

This article examines whether civil society has played a role in peacebuilding
efforts beyond traditional government-driven peace negotiations in the
Korean Peninsula. Despite the government-imposed restrictions on crossborder movement and communication between North and South Korean
groups and individuals, civil society efforts to build sustainable peace
exist. More specifically, the author examines how a religious civil society
organization, the ecumenical National Council of Churches in Korea
(NCCK), has navigated the Peace and Unification Movement.
To begin, the author notes the importance of peacebuilding as opposed
to peacekeeping. The former aims to transform conflict toward more
sustainable, peaceful relationships, whereas the latter aims to prevent or

Continued Reading:
Civil Society & Peacebuilding:
A Critical Assessment
By Thania Paffenholz. Boulder: Lynne
Rienner Publishers, 2010.
Engaging Rotarians in Global Violence
Prevention Lecture
By Joseph Bock. Portland, 2014
Video: https://youtu.be/baF1bAMsRfc

Civil Society Engagement in the
‘New Deal’
By Rachel Fairhurst and Kristen Wall.
Peace Policy, 2014

https://peacepolicy.nd.edu/2014/03/24/civil-societyengagement-in-the-new-deal/

Korean Women Take on Trump
By Christine Ahn. Foreign Policy in Focus, 2017
http://fpif.org/korean-women-take-trump

contain physical violence and thereby potentially impedes interaction
and defers addressing root causes of conflict. Civil society actors are
uniquely situated, in that they can coordinate and foster vertical and
horizontal relationships for sustainable peacebuilding. In other words,
civil society leaders have access to (political) top-level leadership as well as
to their grassroots constituents (vertical capacity), and they can use their
professional or religious associations to cut across the lines of conflict
(horizontal capacity).
The author conducted in-depth interviews with South Korean civil society
leaders and former staff members of international organizations to describe
their roles in the Peace and Unification Movement of NCCK in the 1980s
and 1990s. Former South Korean government officials, who were leaders in
negotiations with North Korea during the same time periods, were asked
to reflect on the role civil society played in the peace process.
After the 1953 Armistice Agreement—the Korean War never officially
ended—both North and South Korea justified dictatorial rule, initiated an
arms race, and strengthened their respective militaries. Even though South
Korea’s authoritarian regime ended in the late 1980s, the overall context of
negotiations and peace talks by the governments was used to strengthen
domestic political power in both countries. In South Korea that meant
that civil society leaders needed to create a space where they would not

14
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be portrayed as “communist sympathizers” by opposing the government’s
hard line and that they needed to shift away from government-driven
peace processes that strengthened the respective regimes. In this context,
the NCCK asked that the World Council of Churches (WCC) act as a
mediator between North and South Korean Christians. The WCC asked
both governments for cooperation for a meeting between members
from both sides. The result was a Christian-themed conference¬—not a
conference officially about peace and unification—in 1988, leading to the
activation of a peace and unification discourse and a church declaration
on national unification and peace. This was the time when the official
South Korean position changed toward new engagement with North Korea,
which ultimately led to high-level talks between North and South Korea
and the 1991 Basic Agreement. In this agreement the governments pledged

Civil Society: “a web of
human relationships made
up of individual people, their
networks, their organizations
and institutions.” Usually they
are considered autonomous
from the state.
Lederach, John Paul, “Civil Society and Reconciliation.”
In Turbulent Peace: The Challenges of Managing
International Conflict, ed. Chester A. Crocker, Fen Osler
Hampson, and Pamela Aall, 841–55. Washington, DC:
United States Institute of Peace, 2001.

reconciliation, non-aggression, exchanges, and cooperation.
Civil society leaders interviewed for this study considered the NCCK
movement to have made a significant contribution to the progress of the
peace process in the 1990s. They stressed their role in creating public
opinion allowing the government to justify its engagement in productive
peace talks. In sum, civil society leaders saw themselves in between
the government and public opinion. Former government interviewees
recognized some impact of civil society on the peace process but
considered the changing international context—more specifically the end
of the Cold War—more important. As concluded by another researcher
cited in this study, the changes in the international environment drove
how the policies were conceptualized, whereas public opinion drove the
implementation strategy.
The author also found that the NCCK built horizontal relationships with
counterparts in North Korea and, at the same time, engaged with highlevel South Korean intelligence officials to secure permissions for their
initial gathering. In doing so, they leveraged what peace researcher and
practitioner Lederach calls their “middle-level leadership.” The religious
leaders were not directly dependent on or affiliated with the top-level
power-holders. They were respected by and connected to the grassroots
level and had direct access to the upper levels of political hierarchy.
The author concludes that the role of civil society in peacebuilding in the
1980s and 1990s can contribute toward reviving the current peace process.
First, the previously established horizontal relationships with North
Korean counterparts can be re-activated. Second, the same creativity and
flexibility used by civil society groups prior to the 1991 Basic Agreement
can be used to assist governments in reducing tensions. And, finally, while
hardline policy-makers dominate the agenda, government interviewees did
confirm that the vertical relationship with civil society had an impact—
albeit limited—on government negotiations.
15
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CONTEMPORARY
RELEVANCE
This article shows how dangerous negative peace—the mere absence of
violence—can be in a volatile conflict such as the one on the Korean Peninsula.
The 1953 Armistice Agreement left the root causes unresolved, leading to a
conflict where currently the U.S.—a steadfast supporter of South Korea—and North
Korea are escalating tensions and threats than can lead to a disastrous nuclear war.
The prevention of violence should be the top priority, but one must not confuse
this “negative peace” with the development of a clear peacebuilding approach.
In situations like these, when the leadership on different sides of a conflict is
moving countries closer to war than toward peace, examining and understanding
all viable options is of utmost importance. Religious civil society actors, as
explored in this study, and others have a unique opening to change the existing
trajectory by using their role outside of the political realm. However minuscule,
flawed, and imperfect civil society approaches may seem, they must not be seen
as isolated initiatives but as part of systemic approaches aimed at transforming
a conflict context constructively. Moreover, they need to be seen in direct
comparison to the military options and the known human, social, and economic
costs of violence.
As this study has shown, the conflict context for civil society peacebuilding
initiatives is a major factor determining the likelihood of success. Limited space to
openly advance unification efforts was used creatively by the NCCK by adopting
a religious frame. Current tensions and political impasse between the U.S. and
North Korea, primarily driven by extremely hostile rhetoric coming from both
leaders, show that civil society engagement is not only an option but a necessity
to prevent a potentially catastrophic war. What was not discussed in this research—
but something that applies across all civil society peacebuilding efforts—is their
unique ability to humanize “the other” in situations where “otherness” and fear of
“the other” are major drivers of conflict and war rhetoric.

TALKING POINTS
• Religious civil society leaders contributed to the Korean peace process in the 1990s.
• Civil society leaders have access to top-level (political) leadership as well as their
grassroots constituents (vertical capacity).
• Civil society can use professional or religious associations to cut across the lines
of conflict (horizontal capacity).
• Religious civil society actors can re-frame issues outside of the common conflict
narrative.

Photo Credit: Peter Williams/WCC
of Churches 10th Assembly at Busan.
Busan, Republic of Korea, 30 Oct. 2013.World Council
Opening Plenary
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PRACTICAL
IMPLICATIONS
The practical implications of this research are multifold. In international conflicts
the focus is usually on "Track One" diplomacy, the official negotiations between
high government officials or military leaders. By examining who civil society
actors are, we can broaden our understanding of diplomacy to include those
efforts that take place at multiple levels and thereby address the conflict more
comprehensively. The so-called "multi-track diplomacy" framework includes
official and unofficial conflict resolution efforts, citizen and scientific exchanges,
international business negotiations, international cultural and athletic activities,
and other international contacts and cooperative efforts. The nine specific
tracks, which produce a synergy in peacebuilding, are: public opinion and
communication; government; professional conflict resolution; business; private
citizens; activism; religion; funding; and research, training, and education.
We need to identify and encourage civil society organizations that have
the capacity to build vertical and horizontal relationships for sustainable
peacebuilding. This study has shown how religious actors used their beliefs about
how we should behave toward each other in the context of Korean peace and
unification efforts. As the author notes, this is an already existing opening for the
present-day situation. When considering the multi-track diplomacy framework,
we can identify civil society organizations like Rotary International, whose
commitment to peace, goodwill, and understanding is in their institutional DNA.
Many Rotarians worldwide are dedicated to peace and have the capacity for
horizontal and vertical engagement as discussed in this research. Civil society
service organizations like Rotary International and its individual members can
cooperate with professional peacebuilding organizations, such as the ones found
in the Alliance for Peacebuilding, to achieve synergy.
Lastly, civil society expert Thania Paffenholz outlines some functions for civil
society actors in peacebuilding. These are: protection; monitoring; advocacy and
public communication; in-group socialization; social cohesion; intermediation
and facilitation; and service delivery.
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Engaging Across Deep Divides to
Counter Extremism

Source | Ercan, S.A. (2017). Engaging with extremism in a multicultural society: a deliberative democratic approach. Journal of Peacebuilding & Development, 12(2): 9-21.
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“Celebrate diversity”—on bumper stickers, on school bulletin boards, this
statement has been so ubiquitous to have begun to feel tame, until very recently, that is. With the global resurgence of far-right nativist groups over
the past few years, this call to affirm difference has now taken on renewed
urgency. But what exactly does it mean, and where—if anywhere—are
the limits of the kind of diversity “we” wish to celebrate, or even simply
engage with? The author takes on these questions in the context of violent
extremism in multicultural societies. In particular, she asks how (and if )
liberal democracies should facilitate respect and engagement across difference with those who may be threatening others in society.
To explore this question, the author examines the approach taken by Australia—a country often seen to be a model of multiculturalism—outlining

Continued Reading:
A Reformed White Nationalist Speaks
Out on Charlottesville: Interview with
Christian Picciolini
By Janaya Williams and Stacey Vanek Smith.
All Things Considered, NPR, August 13, 2107
http://www.npr.org/2017/08/13/543259499/a-reformedwhite-nationalist-speaks-out-on-charlottesville

Victims, Perpetrators, Assets: The
Narratives of Islamic State Defectors
By Peter R. Neumann. The International
Centre for the Study of Radicalisation and
Political Violence, 2015
http://icsr.info/wp-content/uploads/2015/09/ICSR-ReportVictims-Perpertrators-Assets-The-Narratives-of-IslamicState-Defectors.pdf

Restorative Justice: Resources for
Schools
By Matt Davis. Edutopia, October 4, 2013
https://www.edutopia.org/blog/restorative-justiceresources-matt-davis

particular shortcomings of its current strategies for addressing violent extremism and developing an alternative from the perspective of deliberative
democracy and agonism.
Current efforts to navigate diversity and prevent violent extremism in Australia are grounded in two different approaches: “multiculturalism,” popular during the three decades following 1973, and “social cohesion,” emerging in the years following the 9/11/2001 attacks. Although both approaches
have their strengths and weaknesses, little attention has been devoted to
examining how they contend with “deep identity differences,” especially
those that may give rise to extremist practices. Multiculturalism—as much
as it is often seen to recognize differences—does not go far enough in its
recognition of difference to accommodate those groups whose cultural
practices may be seen to violate individual rights. As such, multiculturalism has no tools for engagement with cultural groups beyond this threshold. Social cohesion has a slightly different shortcoming: with its focus on
establishing “harmony,” it erases conflict—in potentially unhelpful ways—
in its bid for communal unity against extremism, silencing rather than
providing space for the articulation of difference.
The author argues that a better approach to addressing violent extremism
is to accept that conflict will remain in multicultural societies amid “deep
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identity differences” and to find a way to constructively engage in such
conflict, outlining a form of deliberative democracy informed by agonism
that she thinks is best equipped to do so. Although deliberative democracy
aims to make democratic governance more inclusive and responsive by

Organizations:
Life After Hate https://www.lifeafterhate.org
Religions for Peace http://www.religionsforpeace.org
Fellowship of Reconciliation https://forusa.org

bringing diverse groups into conversation with each other on the matters
that concern them, critics contend that deliberative democracy, as traditionally understood, is not as inclusive as it intends to be. Agonists, in
particular, argue that its requirement that participants justify their claims
with reasons accessible to others creates a barrier for some potential participants, effectively “leaving ‘remainders’ in the democratic arena”—those
who are seen to be “dogmatic, irrational or mad and therefore unsuitable
to take part in democratic conversation.” Those sympathetic to various
forms of religious extremism are a case in point: they, like many others,
may not be able to rationally justify their actions with reasons that others
(outside their particular ideological/religious belief system) can accept and
may not be able to revise their own beliefs when provided with compelling
counterarguments. Simply put, it can be difficult to reflect on one’s own
cultural or religious values with the critical distance necessary to engage
in rational deliberation with those who do not share the same beliefs/values. Adopting this agonistic critique, therefore, the author suggests that we
“broaden[ ] the terms of inclusion” in these deliberative contexts, opening
them to the participation of those who would otherwise be excluded. The
form of respectful interaction required to do so involves always listening to
the other side with a willingness to question one’s own identity/position,
even if one might not respect the content of the other side’s beliefs.
Building more inclusive engagement across deep divides takes on even
greater urgency when we remember that exclusion has been found to
be linked to the turn to violent extremism. “Agonistic deliberation” that
facilitates engagement between those typically included and those typically excluded, therefore, may be crucial to its prevention. Importantly, the
spaces created for this kind of engagement are not meant to limit the very
real conflict that will likely persist in such interactions across deep divides,
but they can help transform “enemies” into “legitimate adversaries” so that
conflict is carried out in alternate modes. The author concludes by identifying four elements of the sort of engagement across difference that she
proposes (see Talking Points below).

Multiculturalism: an
approach to diversity that
emphasizes “the need to
focus on, and recognise,
ethno-cultural differences in
institutional terms.”
Social cohesion: an approach
to diversity that emphasizes
“the need to establish
some sort of ethno-cultural
similarity and strong common
identity as preconditions for a
cohesive liberal democracy.”
Deliberative democracy:
a decision-making process
that views democratic
legitimacy as emerging
from the “consideration and
discussion of all viewpoints.”
“A deliberative process
requires recognizing the need
for effective justification of
positions, stressing the pursuit
of reciprocal understanding
between those who have
different frameworks or
ideologies.”
Agonism: an approach in
political theory that proposes
on-going contestation
and conflict as tools for
challenging domination,
exclusion, and marginalization.
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CONTEMPORARY
RELEVANCE
The question of where to draw the boundaries of inclusion in a diverse and free society is enormously difficult to settle because it rests on a
paradox: how and where should that line be drawn if including some (in the name of diversity and inclusion) is inherently exclusionary due to their
own exclusionary views/practices? The focus of this article is on those who espouse “violent extremism”—primarily of the religious sort—but its
findings could just as appropriately apply to white supremacists or neo-Nazis who propagate views asserting the rightful dominance of one identity
group over another. The current conflict between far-right “free speech” activists and anti-fascist activists in the U.S. pushes us to reckon with the
real implications of this research: To what extent should “we” engage in inclusive deliberation with those who wish to return the U.S. to its overtly
white supremacist roots or Europe to Nazism? Do we legitimize and strengthen dangerous, hateful ideologies by allowing them to be given voice,
or does excluding them strengthen them more? Does the venue in which such views are expressed matter—a deliberative community forum versus
a street demonstration versus a university auditorium? And who should make—and enforce—these judgments about whose views are acceptable
and whose are not?
Additionally, it is important to consider the question of “culture” here. The author discusses violent extremism in the context of multicultural
engagement, suggesting that it makes sense to consider violent extremists in some ways as an extension of the cultural or religious group from
which they come. But is this how we should consider them? If those sympathetic to ISIS are considered an extension of the Muslim community,
then should those sympathetic to the Ku Klux Klan be considered an extension of the Christian community? If that sounds odd, if most Christians
would bristle at the suggestion and if most Muslims would likewise bristle at the suggestion that ISIS constitutes an extension of their religious
community, then perhaps framing the engagement with violent extremists in terms of multicultural inclusion is not the correct approach to take.
On the other hand, perhaps casting both instances as extreme versions of particular cultures or religions is helpful insofar as it reminds us of the
undeniable diversity, disagreement, and power struggles within cultural/religious groups and prevents any of us from assuming a position of moral
superiority over other cultures or religions.
Although it might be tempting to view the participants in these violent fringes as evil incarnate, it is useful to remember that individuals advocating
exclusionary goals and the use of violent methods to pursue them—whether in ISIS or the KKK—are still human beings who make sense of their
views and actions in some way and are capable of change. Some members of even these vile organizations have reconsidered their participation
and risked a great deal to leave. Remembering this fact makes it possible to fathom the sort of engagement with violent-extremist individuals
envisioned by the author, while not at the same time requiring us to support or normalize the views they espouse. As the conflict resolution field
tells us, it is worthwhile to try to uncover the basic human needs individuals are trying to satisfy through participation in such organizations—and
this framing provides an access point in otherwise inhospitable terrain. In the final assessment, we have more to lose from not engaging with those
espousing violent extremism, especially when it comes to their willingness to turn to violence.
20

OCTOBER 2017 PEACE SCIENCE DIGEST

TALKING POINTS
• Multicultural societies need to ensure more inclusive engagement across deep divides, as doing so is vital to confronting violent extremism.
•To facilitate inclusive deliberation across deep divides in multicultural societies, the author suggests the following:
- Do more to highlight intra-cultural diversity rather than becoming preoccupied with inter-cultural differences, in order to facilitate connections
across—rather than solidify and polarize—cultural groups.
- Listen to one another in an open way rather than insisting that participants engage in rational argumentation, a requirement that can exclude
some participants.
- Allow conflict to persist in constructive forms instead of rushing to consensus, as completely resolving or eliminating conflict entails exclusion and/or
oppression of those who still disagree.
- Consider using informal spaces as opposed to formal/governmental spaces for deliberative forums, as they are better equipped to bring forward
diverse voices within and across cultures.

PRACTICAL
IMPLICATIONS
The bottom line here is that engagement across deep and substantial disagreement—as risky and as uncomfortable as it might be—is necessary for violence
prevention. As we have learned from those active in right-wing and ISIS-inspired terrorism alike (or even from lone mass shooters who seem to have no political
or religious objective), a common factor is often social isolation, which draws individuals to groups with grandiose ideologies and the sense of connection
and purpose they provide. The more we treat everyone as a full human being, not letting anyone be “remaindered” by society—no matter how hateful or
exclusionary their views—the less likely they are to turn to violence to get basic needs met.
In our attempts to reach out and engage with those whose views we may consider vile, it may be helpful to keep the following recommendations in mind.
First, we should remember that those who espouse exclusionary ideologies are multi-faceted human beings—with histories and families and hurt—who
are not defined entirely by their viewpoints and who may be capable, like all of us, of change. Second, we should seek out (or start) community discussions
that convene a broad and diverse array of voices (see the “Organizations” list here for ideas), and then really try to listen to those with whom we disagree—
remembering that listening is not the same as agreeing. As the author suggests, it makes sense to nurture constructive conflict instead of forcing consensus.
Silencing those with exclusionary views may not only backfire by providing fuel for groups who profit from a besieged mentality but also implies that the rest
of us are not resilient enough to withstand hearing those views. Instead, individuals with such views should be allowed to speak and then others can and
should respond, exposing the paucity of their arguments and the despicability of their vision. Third, when tempted to make sweeping, blanket statements about
whole groups of people, we should look instead to draw out internal diversity within cultural and/or religious groups; doing so will help us find cross-cutting
commonalities across these groups, access points for engagement and potential transformation. Finally, it is imperative that we support inclusive school
environments where children are encouraged to care for one another, organizations focused on leading youth away from violent extremism, and strong mental
health infrastructures that can give people the care they need. Such straightforward measures can go a long way in preventing the sort of isolation and hurt that
can lead one to adopt exclusionary ideologies in the first place and become active in violent extremism.
Photo caption: A Kenyan Approach to Preventing Violent Extremism. A very poor self-help group (SHG) in Limuru. Limuru is lush highlands and is a major flower and tea growing region, but for those with little land, the area is
still food insecure when they experience drought every 2-3 years. These women lease a 1/2 acre plot where they grow potatoes and beans. Life is challenging and they are forced to withdraw and use their savings during lean
times for seeds and other inputs. They have been trained by NALEP on farming techniques. They have also been trained to do soap making, manufacture fireless cookers and plum jam and baking, but they currently lack the
capital and business skills to turn these into enterprises. With more capital they would also like to increase their farm size.
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Peacebuilding, Agency, and
Zones of Peace
Source | Hancock, L. (2017). Agency & peacebuilding: the promise of local zones of peace. Peacebuilding, 5(3), 255-269.
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At first glance, building peace after war seems like an undeniably benign
enterprise. How could one argue with reconstructing and restoring institutions, infrastructure, and relationships torn apart by violence? One dominant mode of peacebuilding—so-called “liberal peacebuilding”—has met
criticism, however, for simply exporting pre-packaged institutional reforms
that privilege particular (western) models of liberal governance and capitalist economy, while also reinstating colonial power relationships between
the “developed” and “developing” worlds and favoring top-down western
technical “expertise” over local knowledge. Additionally, some scholars
have noted the tendency of local actors to “bend” liberal peacebuilding
programs for their own purposes, what Mac Ginty calls “hybrid peacebuilding,” which can have either harmful or beneficial effects, depending
on whether local actors are diverting international resources for personal
gain or exclusionary purposes, or are making programs genuinely more
responsive to community needs. The author notes that this local altering
of internationally imposed peacebuilding projects can be read in two ways:
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either as the unwillingness of local actors to “take ownership of” peacebuilding projects or as the resistance of local actors in situations where “lip
service” is paid to the ideal of local ownership but power really rests with
the international community. In either case, the question of local ownership is central to discussions about peacebuilding and why its projects
often do not turn out as intended.
The author suggests, however, that these discussions miss something when
agency is not taken into consideration, highlighting the way in which
agency—unlike simply local ownership—entails some measure of influence over the context, one’s actions, and resulting outcomes. In addition,
he contends that agency is best understood as a human need, one related to the need for “identity, dignity, role-defense, self-determination or
self-actualisation,” which, if denied, individuals will attempt to have met
in some fashion. In the author’s view, liberal peacebuilding prioritizes the
physical/physiological needs of local communities over these psychosocial
needs, including agency, and this inattention to agency is what accounts
for widespread “hybridization” of, resistance to, or even failure of liberal
peacebuilding efforts.
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This resistance to and/or hybridization of international peacebuilding—especially if it helps meet a need for local agency—might not be so much of
a problem if it weren’t for the fact that international organizations/funders
have a vying need for the responsible management of their funds. These
dueling imperatives provide the motivation for the author’s inquiry: how
to design peacebuilding programs that meet the need both for local agency
and for the effective implementation of the international community’s
peacebuilding goals? The author argues that zones of peace (ZoPs) provide
a peacebuilding model particularly well suited to negotiating these twin
demands, and he draws on several cases of ZoPs—in El Salvador, Northern
Ireland, Colombia, and the Philippines—to flesh out his claims.
Although the primary purpose of ZoPs is typically understood to be pro-

Agency: “the power
of actors to operate
independently of the
determining constraints
of social structure.”

tecting civilians from violence in the midst of civil war, some ZoPs have

Jary, D. & Jary, J. (1991). The HarperCollins Dictionary of

taken on a broader peacebuilding role. In either case, ZoPs tend to be in-

sociology. New York: HarperPerennial.

stated through “assertions of agency,” whereby community members “create rules and processes” that carve out a space of nonviolence and peacebuilding set apart from the broader context of violence. Most ZoPs exhibit
a high level of unity and buy-in due to their participatory decision-making
processes, which endow community members with a strong sense of agency. To address and take control of community problems well beyond the
threat of direct violence, ZoPs also often initiate a range of peacebuilding
activities, including “educational activities, job training, economic initiatives, public relations campaigns and the creation of parallel governance
structures.” Nonetheless, even locally directed ZoPs need to negotiate their
exercise of agency in the context of various relationships with external

Zones of Peace:
“physical zones [in
the context of armed
conflict] whose
inhabitants are generally
held to be inviolate
against attack.”

actors. The cases examined show that, by and large, the interaction between ZoPs and external actors has been directed by the ZoPs in question,
who tend to call on external organizations for information, materials, or
training when needed but, in the process, retain control over their peacebuilding activities. When it comes to the pressures of external funding,
many ZoPs have found ways to avoid being dictated to by national authorities or international organizations by either limiting their need for funds
or diversifying their sources of funding—or by cultivating other forms of
support like unarmed accompaniment (by smaller international NGOs) for
threatened activists or sister-city relationships.
The author closes by outlining how even those conceptualizations of
peacebuilding that are critical of liberal peacebuilding and sympathetic to
the concerns of local actors entail their own ideas about what constitutes
good or effective peacebuilding, recreating the tension between international expectations/criteria and local agency/decision-making. The author
maintains that ZoPs provide a potentially fruitful way of balancing these
competing requirements, ensuring that this basic human need for agency
is met but also that peacebuilding activities are not subverted to such an
extent that they reinstate the harmful dynamics that brought about violent
conflict in the first place.
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CONTEMPORARY
RELEVANCE
The author’s reminder about the importance of agency as a human need is
instructive on a few different levels. First, as intended, it helps “us” critically evaluate
peacebuilding programs to ensure that they are not just reinstating unequal global
relationships that locate decision-making and power with western “experts” to
the detriment of actors in affected communities. Second, it is relevant to—and
helps us understand—a very different context: that of countries that have been
subject to western military intervention and occupation. The need for agency
explains—in terms any of us can understand—why people don’t simply acquiesce
to the presence of U.S. (or other foreign) soldiers on their territory. What bolsters
support for the Taliban? What energized the various militias that sprang up
shortly after the U.S. invasion of Iraq? How can even a group like ISIS gain willing
members? Although the answers to these questions are certainly multi-faceted,
the disenfranchisement experienced under foreign military occupation—and
the subsequent search for agency through participation in insurgent groups—is
a major component. Finally, more broadly, it brings up questions about who the
assumed audience is for articles like this one and what that says about this concern
for agency. In the end, it seems as if the author is suggesting that international
peacebuilders should encourage the creation of zones of peace to increase
local agency in peacebuilding processes—but that framing itself reveals the
entrenched structure of the international peacebuilding apparatus, for better or
worse: outside actors coming in to suggest or support activities that they think will
build peace, thereby necessarily undermining the agency of local actors. Prime
agency, judgment, and decision-making still remain, on some fundamental level,
with outsiders. This reality may be inescapable to some extent. Additionally, we
wouldn’t want to stifle communication or support across borders, and no society
is or can be completely isolated anyway—in fact, the causes of these very wars to
which peacebuilding is a response are as global as they are local, even in the case
of civil wars. But in our post-colonial world, even acts of support and solidarity will
necessarily be laced with historical power disparities.

Photo Credit: Folhapress / Joel Silva
in Toribio, Colombia, where battles beA sign prohibiting firearms outside a schoolyard
d.
tween the FARC and the government have occurre
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TALKING POINTS
• Liberal peacebuilding can sideline the agency of local actors, which accounts for
widespread “hybridization” of, resistance to, or even failure of these efforts.
• Zones of peace provide a potentially fruitful way of balancing competing
requirements both for local agency and for the effective implementation of
(international) peacebuilding priorities.
• Zones of peace embody local agency, both through community members’ initial
assertions of new “rules and processes” that carve out a space of nonviolence amid
a broader context of violence and through their participatory decision-making
processes.
• Zones of peace have by and large retained a significant measure of agency in their
interactions with external actors, whether in the context of capacity-building or
funding.

PRACTICAL
IMPLICATIONS
The take-away here is that agency is a human need. The question that remains—with
which the author struggles but which he does not and cannot fully resolve—is
how to enable agency when the fundamental global structure we are working
within provides more agency to some actors than it does to others. The very term
“enable agency” locates action with another actor, as is the case in discussions
of international peacebuilding. The best “we” can do, then—as actors who might
engage across borders with communities that are not our own—is to work
while persistently asking ourselves these questions: Who is making fundamental
judgments about value here, about what constitutes “peacebuilding” or “justice”?
Who really has decision-making power? But also: who represents the “local
community”? Who is not speaking or participating, and why? Peacebuilding will
continue to be an imperfect enterprise, but ongoing critical reflection about the
local/global power dynamics at play can at least temper the self-assurance that
plagued the earlier mission civilisatrice.
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TESTIMONIALS
This Magazine is where the academic field and
the practitioners meet. It is the ideal source for the
Talkers, the Writers and the Doers who need to inform
and educate themselves about the fast growing field
of Peace Science for War Prevention Initiatives!
John W. McDonald
U.S. Ambassador, ret.
Chairman and CEO, Institute for Multi-Track Diplomacy
As a longtime peace activist, I’ve grown weary of the
mainstream perception that “peace is for dreamers.”
That’s why the Peace Science Digest is such as useful
tool; it gives me easy access to the data and the
science to make the case for peacebuilding and war
prevention as both practical and possible. This is a
wonderful new resource for all who seek peaceful
solutions in the real world.
Kelly Campbell
Executive Director, Oregon Physicians for Social
Responsibility Co-founder,
9/11 Families for Peaceful Tomorrows
The Peace Science Digest is the right approach to
an ever-present challenge: how do you get cuttingedge peace research that is often hidden in hard-toaccess academic journals into the hands of a broader
audience? With its attractive on-line format, easy to
digest graphics and useful short summaries, the Peace
Science Digest is a critically important tool for anyone
who cares about peace – as well as a delight to read.”
Aubrey Fox
Executive Director (FMR), Institute for Economics and Peace
The field of peace science has long suffered from a
needless disconnect between current scholarship and
relevant practice. The Peace Science Digest serves as a
vital bridge. By regularly communicating cutting-edge
peace research to a general audience, this publication
promises to advance contemporary practice of peace
and nonviolent action. I don’t know of any other
outlet that has developed such an efficient forum
for distilling the key insights from the latest scholarly
innovations for anyone who wants to know more
about this crucial subject. I won’t miss an issue.
Erica Chenoweth
Professor & Associate Dean for Research at the Josef
Korbel School of
International Studies at the University of Denver
Peace Science Digest is a valuable tool for translating
scholarly research into practical conclusions in
support of evidence-based approaches to preventing
armed conflict.
David Cortright
Director of Policy Studies at the Kroc Institute of
International Peace Studies at the
University of Notre Dame
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How many times are we asked about the effectiveness
of alternatives to violent conflict? Reading Peace
Science Digest offers a quick read on some of the
best research focused on that important question.
It offers talking points and summarizes practical
implications. Readers are provided with clear,
accessible explanations of theories and key concepts.
It is a valuable resource for policy-makers, activists
and scholars. It is a major step in filling the gap
between research findings and application.
Joseph Bock
Director, School of Conflict Management,
Peacebuilding and Development
"We must welcome the expansion of peace awareness
into any and every area of our lives, in most of which
it must supplant the domination of war and violence
long established there. The long-overdue and much
appreciated Digest is filling an important niche in that
'peace invasion.' No longer will anyone be able to deny
that peace is a science that can be studied and practiced."
Michael Nagler
Founder of the Metta Center for Nonviolence
The Peace Science Digest is a major contribution to
the peace and security field. It makes complex issues
more understandable, enabling professional outfits
like ours to be more effective in our global work.
The Digest underscores that preventing war is about
more than good intentions or power; it is also about
transferable knowledge and science.
Mark Freeman
Founder and Executive Director of the Institute for
Integrated Transitions (IFIT).
The distillation of the latest academic studies offered
by the Peace Science Digest is not only an invaluable
time-saving resource for scholars and policymakers
concerned with preventing the next war, but for
journalists and organizers on the front lines, who can
put their findings to good use as they struggle to hold
the powerful accountable and to build a more just
and peaceful world.
Eric Stoner
Co-founder and Editor, Waging Nonviolence
Peace Science Digest is an invaluable tool for
advocates for peace, as much as for educators. In
it one quickly finds the talking points needed to
persuade others, and the research to back those
points up.
David Swanson
Director, World Beyond War
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A peace and justice op-ed distribution
service and an extensive library of ready-to-publish commentary and op-eds written by peace
professionals, focusing on changing the U.S.
national conversation about the possibilities of
peace and justice and the destructive cycle of war
and injustice. PeaceVoice operates on the belief
that presenting academically informed opinions
that promote peace and nonviolent conflict
resolution provides the public one of the best,
and most absent, deterrents to war and injustice.
(www.peacevoice.info)

TRANSCEND
MEDIA SERVICE
A nonprofit peace network specializing
in exclusive analysis, research and policy commentary on local and global affairs. Topic areas
include political, economic and social issues; as
well as global insight on nonviolence, activism
conflict resolution and mediation.
(www.transcend.org/tms)

PEACE POLICY
A product of the University of Notre
Dame’s Kroc Institute for Peace Studies,
providing research-based insight, commentary,
and solutions to the global challenge of violent
conflict. Contributions include writing from
scholars and practitioners working to understand the causes of violent conflict and seeking
effective solutions and alternatives war and the
use of force.
(www.kroc.nd.edu/news-events/peace-policy)

OTHER WORDS
Distributor of no-cost commentary, opeds, columns and cartoons focused on empowering readers to become more engaged in issues
of local and global peace, justice, democracy,
economy and the environment.
(www.otherwords.org)

FOREIGN POLICY
IN FOCUS

POLITICAL VIOLENCE
@ A GLANCE

A “Think Tank Without Walls” connecting the research and action of 600+ scholars,
advocates, and activists providing timely analysis
of U.S. foreign policy and international affairs,
and recommends policy alternatives seeking
to make the United States a more responsible
global partner.
(www.fpif.org)

Political Violence @ a Glance answers
questions on the most pressing problems related
to violence and protest in the world’s conflict
zones. Analysis comes from a distinguished team
of experts from some of America’s top universities. The goal is to anticipate the questions
you have about violence happening around the
world and to offer you simple, straight-forward
analysis before anyone else does. No jargon. No
lingo. Just insightful content.
(www. politicalviolenceataglance.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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