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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.

Photo Credit: Ryoji Iwata on Unsplash
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LETTER FROM THE EDITORS
Dear Readers,
It is our pleasure to introduce Volume 3, Issue 1, of the Peace Science Digest.
As we step into the third year of publishing, we acknowledge the valuable support from our readers. We are proud to see
the Peace Science Digest grow into a respected tool utilized by people from many different academic, advocacy, and
practitioner communities. At the War Prevention Initiative, we are part of a community of experts who develop and rely on
best practices and scientific insights into the many nonviolent alternatives to war and violence. The Peace Science Digest
works to amplify these insights since inaccessibility, incomprehensibility, and unclear applicability are the three main
barriers we encounter over and over again in bridging the gap between the academic and practitioner worlds.
The February 14, 2018, school shooting in Parkland, Florida was, like all mass shootings before it, yet another sign of the
horrendous consequences of a nationwide culture of violence. We strive to transform this culture of violence and militarism
and believe that this incomprehensible connection to guns and weapons of war must end. As research featured in this
Digest has shown, an organized nonviolent movement is the best way to accomplish such ambitious goals. Thanks to the
brave activism of Parkland survivors and a growing community of allies, we might be witnessing the emergence of one of
the most powerful gun control movements in recent memory. We are hopeful and supportive and will contribute in our
professional and personal capacities to this important show of nonviolent force as we applaud the brave young women and
men who have turned their tragedy into powerful action. We are reinvigorated, knowing that useful research findings—even
from studies in vastly different contexts—provide us with insights and best practices on the power of nonviolent resistance
and on transforming cultures of violence to cultures of peace.
Inside this issue, you will find analysis of research highlighting the difference between politicians and experts when it comes
to their perceptions of how and why conflict develops over time. Next, we follow an argument on why peace education
should step back from its broad focus and return instead to its emphasis on the prevention of war and violence. The third
analysis looks at civilian self-protection strategies in the Democratic Republic of Congo and why civilians should be treated
as agents, rather than as passive recipients, of their own protection. We then turn to insights from Nepal and gain
a closer understanding of how nonviolent resistance might be used as a tool for confronting war, not only as a tool for
challenging injustice. Finally, we analyze a study on public opinion polling on the use of military force and how the public
supports diplomacy over war when given the option.
We would like to close by dedicating this issue of the Peace Science Digest to Gene Sharp who passed away earlier this
year. His foundational work on the theory and dynamics of nonviolent action has had an enormous impact not only on
research in the academic field of nonviolent/civil resistance studies but also on real-world movements that have employed
his thinking in their strategic planning and tactical decision-making.
With gratitude for his life's work, your Peace Science Digest Editorial Team

Patrick Hiller
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How Experts and Politicians
Understand Conflict Differently

Source | Ulug, Ö. M., & Cohrs, J. C. (2017). How do experts differ from politicians in understanding a conflict? A comparison of Track I and Track II actors.
Conflict Resolution Quarterly, 35(2), 147-172.

Key
words

diplomacy
Kurdish conflict
Turkey
Track I
Track II
conflict resolution
Multi-Track Diplomacy
Continued Reading:
Ambassador John McDonald
(Video Series) GMU-TV 2013.
https://vimeo.com/channels/256459

Conflict Analysis: A Quick-Guide
to Structured Conflict Assessment
Frameworks
By War Prevention Initiative. 2017.
http://warpreventioninitiative.org/wp-content/
uploads/2017/06/conflict-analysis-quick-guide.pdf

Conflict is viewed differently by all actors involved, especially by those
at the various levels of diplomacy working to bring conflict to a peaceful
resolution. This research identifies the conflict perspectives of Track I
and Track II actors in the context of the Kurdish conflict in Turkey and
highlights the differences—but also some similarities—between their
understandings to suggest possible steps towards conflict resolution.

Multi-Track Diplomacy: A conceptual way to view

the process of international peacemaking as a living
system. It looks at the web of interconnected activities,
individuals, institutions, and communities that operate
together for a common goal: a world at peace.

Track I: Governmental or formal peacemaking processes.

This is the world of official diplomacy, policymaking, and
peacebuilding as expressed through formal aspects of the
governmental process.

Track II: Nongovernmental/professional peacemaking

initiatives. This is the realm of professional
nongovernmental action attempting to analyze,
prevent, resolve, and manage international conflicts by
non-state actors.
Source: Adjusted from Institute for Multi-Track Diplomacy.

www.imtd.org/about/what-is-multi-track-diplomacy

The authors argue that each track holds different priorities and concerns,
resulting in different conflict understandings. Track I actors are primarily
concerned with official relationships between states and input from their
constituencies. Track II actors are more involved in non-state activities
within civil society (NGOs, academia, religious institutions, etc.) and are
often more flexible in their approach to conflict resolution by being able

6
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to express their views more freely. The involvement of both official and

The authors then compare the

unofficial actors during peace negotiations is known to raise the chances of

conflict understandings of Track

successful conflict resolution, and creates longer lasting peace treaties.

I and Track II participants,
highlighting the greater number of

In this article, the authors use the Kurdish conflict to analyze the

viewpoints among politicians (Track

understandings of Track I and II actors. In this context, Track I actors are

I) than among the conflict experts

members of parliament and Track II actors are scholars and journalists

(Track II). The authors suggest that

with proven knowledge and expertise of the Kurdish conflict. The

this may be due to more divisions

authors build a study to compare Track II understandings against Track I

among politicians when it comes

understandings identified during earlier research by the same authors. In

to understanding the Kurdish

that study, the authors found Track I understandings to consist primarily

conflict, while the expertise and

of four viewpoints:

concentrated analysis of Track

1. Kurdish Rights

II actors resulted in a common

a. The problem stems from issues around Kurdish identity, rights, and

perspective on the conflict. The

freedom.

experts’ consensus already can

2. Democracy, Rights, and Freedom

be considered an important step

a. The problem stems from the Turkish government’s assimilation policies

towards conflict resolution.

aimed at Kurds and the denial of Kurdish rights and culture.
3. Conservative-Religious

Importantly, the results uncovered

a. The problem stems from the abandonment of unity under Islam and

two shared viewpoints between the

the adoption instead of a Turkish nation-state ideology, denying Kurdish

tracks: (1) democracy and identity

national identity.

and (2) democracy and economy.

4. Terror and Foreign Power

It is important to integrate the

a. The problem stems from the militant wing of the Kurdish national

perspectives of many levels of

movement (PKK) and the instigation of foreign powers.

society during the peace process.
The identification of similarities

Track II understandings were developed by questioning a group of

and differences between Track I

21 scholars from Turkish universities and 20 journalists of diverse

and Track II is important when

backgrounds. The authors presented each participant with statements

considering paths towards conflict

relating to the conflict cause, conflict definitions, moral judgments, and

resolution. The more singular

conflict solutions and asked them to sort them into categories based on

perspective among Track II actors

how little or how much they agreed with each statement. As a result, two

represents a consensus on how

main Track II viewpoints emerged:

to address the Kurdish conflict,

1. Democracy and identity problems:

which (compared to the incongruity

In this viewpoint, the problem stems from issues over the identity, rights,

among Track I actors) the authors

and freedom of the Kurdish people. Turkey has historically made it hard

believe can be interpreted as an

for Kurds to assimilate and labeled Kurds as terrorists and outsiders,

important step towards peace.

denying Kurdish culture and freedoms. These issues, as well as the lack

Ultimately politicians and

of a fully implemented democracy and socioeconomic exploitation,

nongovernment/professional experts

contributed to identity problems within the Kurdish community.

complement each other in conflict

2. Democracy and economy problems:

resolution. Points of overlap in their

In this viewpoint, the problem stems from an insufficiently implemented

perspectives need to be identified

democracy that has denied rights, status, and representation to the Kurds.

in the process of understanding

These democratic deficiencies have had economic consequences: relative to

conflict narratives and considering

the rest of the country, the predominantly Kurdish region of southeastern

options for peaceful resolutions.

Turkey is underdeveloped and has higher levels of unemployment.
7
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CONTEMPORARY
RELEVANCE
The Kurdish conflict mainly stems from a more than four-decades-long struggle
between the Turkish government and various pro-Kurdish political parties, mainly
the Kurdish Workers Party (PKK) and the Peoples’ Democratic Party (HDP). The
conflict involves 15 million Kurds living in Turkey, Iraq, and Syria. More recently,
the conflict has evolved to include many Western powers and Russia, given the
proximity to the Syrian Civil War and the arming of Kurdish personnel to assist
in the fight against the Syrian government and ISIS, respectively. This changed
context—the internationalization of the Kurdish conflict and the involvement of
new conflict parties—needs to be understood in contemporary efforts to resolve
the conflict. There have been various efforts to resolve the conflict over the years,
with the latest resulting in a failed ceasefire in 2015. However, with insights offered
in studies such as this, politicians and civil society members are better equipped
to understand the drivers of the Kurdish conflict and identify specific policies and
peacebuilding initiatives that will help address these issues.

TALKING POINTS
• Nongovernmental/professional experts have more of a shared perspective on
the Kurdish conflict than politicians do.
• Politicians and nongovernmental/professional experts agree that problems
around Kurdish identity, socioeconomic status, and poor democratic
representation are major factors in the Kurdish conflict.
• Political divisions may lead to a greater number of viewpoints on the Kurdish
conflict among government actors.
• When there is general consensus on the cause(s) of a conflict, governmental
and nongovernmental actors can more accurately direct services and attention to
resolve the conflict.

8
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PRACTICAL
IMPLICATIONS
The results of this study show a wider range of conflict viewpoints found
among Track I politicians than among Track II experts. The policy decisions and
understandings of democratically elected representatives are often as diverse as the
constituencies they serve. It is therefore understandable that politicians hold more
diverse opinions than nongovernmental/professional experts. The latter are not
distracted by constituents’ interests and have the focus and experience needed to
become more familiar with the context of the conflict they are examining. In order
to take advantage of the expertise and subject knowledge found in Track II actors,
it is vital for government officials to give them a “seat at the table” during peace
talks. Likewise, it is important for all tracks to work together to cover the broadest
possible spectrum of a conflict and operate together for the common goal of
constructively transforming a conflict and achieving peace. Based on the example
of this study, conflict resolution researchers and practitioners should continue to
identify similar conflict viewpoints between actors in all tracks so that they can
better understand conflict narratives and advocate for more informed peacemaking
and peacebuilding. The field of conflict resolution offers conflict analysis tools
that help identify the causes of a conflict, a potential trajectory towards peace, and
opportunities for managing, resolving, or transforming conflicts.
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Peace Education Should Revive Its
Role in Problematizing War
Source | McCorkle, W. (2017). Problematizing war: reviving the historical focus of peace education. Journal of Peace Education, 14(3), 261-281.

Key
words

war
militarism
peace education
history
United States

Since the 1980s, peace education has broadened its original focus
on international peace and war prevention to include social justice,
environmental education, human rights, multiculturalism, and various
other issues. Though these subjects are important additions to the field,
the author argues that we cannot ignore the actual problem of war and
militarism in our effort to understand the structural issues of conflict.
Therefore, problematizing war should once again play a more central role
in peace education.
Preventing war and violence was once the central aim of peace education.
As with most fields of study, however, focuses shift, definitions change,
and the number of subjects originally covered by a field may broaden.

Continued Reading:
Guns Against Grizzlies at Schools or
Peace Education as Resistance?
By Patrick Hiller of the War Prevention
Initiative. 2017.
http://warpreventioninitiative.org/?p=3201

Study War No More: A Concerned
Citizen's Study & Action Guide for "A
Global Security System: An Alternative
to War" By World Beyond War and Global
Campaign for Peace Education. 2017.
http://globalsecurity.worldbeyondwar.org/

In order to redirect the field’s attention back to problematizing war,
the author suggests using our history classrooms as the focal point for
students’ peace education.
Today’s peace educators and students learn a lot about war prevention from
historians who have documented peace movements, analyzed past conflicts,
and deconstructed militaristic narratives. One of the valuable ways peace
educators can use history as a tool to problematize war is to highlight the
common “war-centered” narratives used to frame historical events. We
often mark historical milestones or eras by the major wars of the time,
such as pre-war Europe or post-war America. Also, historical narratives
often frame wars as inevitable, “as if fate or unstoppable forces cause the
conflict and not the decisions of actual humans.” Although educators
may not intentionally frame history to promote militarism, students are

Organizations:
Global Campaign for Peace Education
http://www.peace-ed-campaign.org/

still led to understand the “interesting” parts of history as the build-up,
culmination, and aftermath of war. The peaceful periods in between are
viewed as "unremarkable." By employing an alternate historical framework,
peace educators can help deconstruct the nationalism, war myths, and
militaristic narratives that influence national identities and shape policy
and public opinion on war.
Doing so is especially important in countries like the U.S., where politics,
foreign policy, and culture are often intertwined with militaristic
narratives. In light of the size of the U.S. military budget and the

10
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prominence of U.S. militarism, the way U.S. citizens contemplate problems
of war and peace takes on enormous significance. How and what U.S.
students learn about past conflicts will directly correspond with how they
will view future conflicts as voting citizens.
The author concludes by stating the goal is not to replace the multifaceted
nature of modern peace education with a more traditional, globalist
perspective but rather to “ensure that the critique of war once again plays
a central role in the field of peace education.” The author does not suggest
that structural issues that lead to conflict are not worth considering. He
insists instead that the issue of war and conflict remain central so that
militarism and war do not go unquestioned.

11
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CONTEMPORARY
RELEVANCE
Emphasizing a historical lens in peace education can prevent the common pattern
of fabricating positive outcomes of war before it begins, only to look back on the
conflict with despair and regret. History offers many examples of "just" wars: WWI
was promised to be the war to end all wars; WWII was a fight between good and
evil; in Vietnam, the U.S. was supposed to win an easy victory over communism;
and, more recently, the Iraq War promised to take weapons of mass destruction
out of the hands of a dictator and usher in a thriving democracy. In all of these
conflicts, and many others, the end result of war was far from what was expected
or promised. WWI left over 18 million dead and paved the way to an even larger
WWII. The fight against the evils of fascism cost the lives of more than 60 million
people and led to the Cold War, including its nuclear arms race and many proxy
wars. The Vietnam War was not an “easy victory” and killed almost 3 million
people. In Iraq, no weapons of mass destruction were found, and the overthrow of
Saddam Hussein and foreign occupation caused metastasizing conflict with ever
greater violence.
Despite the many examples and lessons from history, we collectively look at
past wars with regret but allow for the next war to remain a viable option such
as the conflict with Iran or North Korea. In the context of the U.S., the president’s
approval rating can spike after dropping the "mother of all bombs," nuclear
weapons are considered a viable option on the Korean Peninsula, and proven
diplomacy preventing a nuclear-armed Iran is considered weak and unfair. For
these reasons and many more, it is crucial to consider the role peace education
can play in transforming this culture of acceptance at its root: our children’s
history classrooms.

TALKING POINTS
• One of the valuable ways peace educators can use history as a tool to
problematize war is to highlight the common “war-centered” narratives used to
frame historical events.
• History is often “war-centered,” meaning that the build-up, culmination, and
aftermath of war are depicted as “interesting,” while the peaceful periods in
between are viewed as "unremarkable."
• Issues of militarism and violence should remain central to peace education, so
that militarism and war do not go unquestioned.

12
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PRACTICAL
IMPLICATIONS
A focus on preventing war and violent conflict is especially important in countries
like the U.S., where politics, foreign policy, and culture are often intertwined with
militaristic narratives. Considering the vastly disproportionate defense budget of
the U.S. compared to the rest of the world, and the fact that the U.S. has over 800
military bases around the world, the way the United States contemplates problems
of war and peace has far greater global significance than such contemplation
by other countries with less dominant militaries. The task is daunting, however,
as the mentality of Americans is more militaristic than the rest of the world. A
2016 poll showed that 58% of Americans believe torture is justified if it can reveal
information on future terror attacks1; a 2011 poll showed 49% of Americans
believe attacks on civilians are sometimes justified2; and, to the shock of many, a
poll taken in 2015 revealed that 57% of Americans still believe the nuclear attacks
on Japan were justified.3 In nearly all of these polls, American responses were 2-3
times more supportive of military responses or hostility towards civilians than the
responses from people of other countries.
How and what U.S. students learn about past conflicts will directly correspond
to how they will view future conflicts as voting citizens. If education is informed
by the history, science, and pedagogy of peace, their decisions on war will be
informed by the actual consequences of and alternatives to violence, rather
than by the idealized benefits or goals of war that never come to fruition. Peace
educator Darren Reilley sums up it nicely:
The assumption that war is a natural and necessary force of human progress is
deeply ingrained and continues to be reinforced by the way we teach history. In
the U.S., the content standards for teaching American History go like this: “Cause
and consequences of the American Revolutionary War, the War of 1812, the Civil
War, World War I, the Great Depression (and how World War II ended it), Civil
Rights, war, war, war.” Taught this way, war becomes the unquestioned driver of
social change, but it is an assumption that needs to be challenged, or students will
take it for the truth.
1. Winke, Richard. 2016. “Global Opinion Varies Widely on Use of Torture against Suspected
Terrorists.” Pew Research Center
2. Gallup Abu Dhabi Center.2011. Views of Violence.
3. Stokes, Bruce. 2015. “70 Years after Hiroshima, Opinions Have Shifted on Use of Atomic
Bomb.” Pew Research Center.
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Self-protection Strategies in the Eastern
Democratic Republic of the Congo
Source | Suarez, C. (2017). ‘Living between two lions’: civilian protection strategies during armed violence in the eastern Democratic Republic of Congo.
Journal of Peacebuilding & Development 12(3), 54-67.

Key
words

civilian protection
self-protection strategies
armed groups
Democratic Republic of Congo

Debates on civilian protection in war zones have largely centered on the
role played by international actors—UN peacekeepers, NATO military
intervention forces, and so on—in “providing” protection to seemingly
passive local civilians, often neglecting the crucial role played by these
civilians in protecting themselves. This focus is beginning to change,
however, as an increasing number of scholars and policy-makers alike
consider the strategies employed by local civilians to protect themselves and
their loved ones from both non-state armed groups and state militaries.
Although previous scholars have developed useful ways to categorize selfprotection strategies, from civilians accommodating armed actors to civilians
remaining neutral or even resisting the control armed actors exercise over
their communities, the author notes that few have distinguished between

Continued Reading:
Responsibility to Protect or Right to
Punish? By Mahmood Mamdani. Journal
of Intervention and Statebuilding, Vol.
4, Issue 1, 2010. http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/
full/10.1080/17502970903541721

Can Civilian Nonviolent Action Deter
Massacres? By Oliver Kaplan. Political
Violence @ a Glance, September 26, 2017.
http://politicalviolenceataglance.org/2017/09/26/cancivilian-nonviolent-action-deter-massacres/

different kinds of threats and different kinds of actors, to see if these have
a bearing on the protection strategies chosen. Distinguishing between these
herself, the author contributes to the growing literature on “self-protection”
by examining the case of two communities in the Democratic Republic of
Congo’s Kivu Province and asking what strategies these civilians employ to
protect themselves from both direct and indirect physical threats posed by
the “Mai-Mai” armed groups, on the one hand, and the Congolese armed
forces (FARDC), on the other.
For eight months during 2014-2015, the author conducted ethnographic
field research in Nyabiondo and Sebele in eastern DRC, where she

How Nonviolent Resistance Works:
Factors for Successful Peacebuilding
in Samaniego, Colombia By Cécile
Mouly, Maria Belén Garrido, and Annette
Idler. Political Violence @ a Glance, July 25,
2016. https://politicalviolenceataglance.org/2016/07/25/

protection in relation to the Mai-Mai armed groups and the FARDC.
Although the official “end” of the civil war in the DRC was fifteen years
ago (with a peace agreement in 2002/2003), these community members
still live in what anthropologist Paul Richards has termed a situation of

how-nonviolent-resistance-works-factors-for-successfulpeacebuilding-in-samaniego-colombia/

“No Peace—No War,” where the intensity of violence between armed

Beyond the ‘Salvation’ Paradigm: The
Responsibility to Protect (Others) vs
the Power of Protecting Oneself By
Frédéric Mégret. Security Dialogue, Vol.
40, Issue 6, 2009. http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/

area began—and are still widely perceived—as self-defense forces intent

pdf/10.1177/0967010609350632
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interviewed 184 community members about their strategies for self-

actors fluctuates over time. The Mai-Mai armed groups active in this
on protecting and defending the local civilians of similar ethnicities,
initially from the various armed groups once active in the area funded by
neighboring countries and more recently from the FARDC; as such, these
armed groups exaggerate divisions between “local” and “foreign” forces and
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communities to sustain their purpose. The FARDC, although presumably
mandated with providing security to Congolese civilians, is often perceived
instead as a source of insecurity by these communities, due to its acts of
predation on and extortion from local populations—often attributed to
soldiers’ meager salaries and living conditions.
In this context, the author finds that community members were always
alert to the armed actors and patterns of violence around them, developing
a “sophisticated understanding” of these that enabled them to make
assessments about their security and the best ways to limit the threats they
faced. In particular, the author finds that community members developed
three main approaches to protecting themselves. First, civilians learned
how to best determine when and where armed confrontations would occur
by learning patterns of armed actors, noting whenever something was out
of the ordinary, and by observing and checking in with people connected
to Mai-Mai combatants in the community. Based on this assessment,
civilians could make sure not to be in an area where they anticipated an
armed confrontation.
Second, to influence armed actors away from predatory behavior against
the civilian population, community members used whatever symbolic
or material resources they had at their disposal to create leverage in
negotiations with these armed actors. This approach proved more effective
with Mai-Mai armed groups than with the FARDC, mainly because the
Mai-Mai wanted to guard their reputation as protectors of their local
communities and therefore were influenced by appeals to this identity
and purpose. Mai-Mai groups—and to some extent the FARDC—were
sometimes also influenced by the fact that civilians provided them with
material support and therefore had a measure of leverage over them.
Finally, civilians used the presence of multiple armed groups in the area
to their advantage, sometimes in deceptive ways, as when they distributed
leaflets claiming to be the Mai-Mai and threatening an armed attack if the
FARDC did not stop the widespread mistreatment of community youth—a
move that some respondents argued limited FARDC abuses at least
temporarily. As the author concludes, these “civilians not only navigate
precarious conditions within armed conflict, but they also exploit these
conditions to improve their security situation.”
15
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CONTEMPORARY
RELEVANCE
The findings of this study—and others like it focused on civilian “self-protection”
strategies—are incredibly relevant to current debates on the “Responsibility to
Protect” and civilian protection, more generally, particularly in the “no peace—no
war” contexts that are so characteristic of armed conflict today. As the author
reminds us, civilians in such contexts are full agents of their own protection, not
mere passive recipients of protection and other forms of assistance. The question
becomes, then, how does an understanding of local civilians as agents rather than
recipients of protection change approaches outside actors might take in serving or
assisting those civilians when they are at risk, whether in the DRC, Syria, or Yemen?

Responsibility to Protect:

An emerging norm (adopted by the UN
in 2005) that individual states have a
responsibility to protect their populations
from genocide, ethnic cleansing, war crimes,
and crimes against humanity, and that if
they demonstrate themselves unwilling or
unable to do so, this responsibility falls to the
international community.

Furthermore, this study brings to the surface a distinction between civil resistance
and nonviolent self-protection strategies, the latter of which may entail some
level of subtle “resistance” towards armed actors but more often entail a measure
of acquiescence to the on-going presence of armed actors in one’s community.
As the author notes, these self-protection approaches are less about challenging
the “broader social order or the actors that shape it” and more about surviving—
enhancing the security of oneself and one’s loved ones. Such a distinction reminds
us that civil resistance itself always entails a substantial degree of risk in terms of
one’s security—in a sense an emphasis on the pursuit of justice over the pursuit of
security (at least in the short term)—and that nonviolent self-protection strategies
reverse that emphasis. The important point, though, is that these decisions
about which to privilege—justice or security—are made by those whose lives are
directly affected. With military intervention for protection purposes, on the other
hand, there is often slippage between protection and more substantive goals
(like regime change or coercion) to the extent that civilian security can become
the casualty of military campaigns to oust a particular leader (see NATO’s air war
in Kosovo/Serbia in 1999 or in Libya in 2011)—as violent conflict escalates and
civilians are inevitably caught in the crossfire—without the direct input of those
being “protected.”

16
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TALKING POINTS
• Civilians use a range of strategies to protect themselves during armed conflict and
should be treated as agents, rather than as passive recipients, of their own protection.
• To influence armed actors away from predatory behavior against civilians,
communities in eastern DRC used the symbolic and/or material resources at their
disposal to create leverage in negotiations with these armed actors.
• International actors should make better use of local knowledge in early warning
systems, further develop capacities for negotiating with armed actors for civilian
protection, and better scrutinize the state actors they choose to support as these may
sometimes be sources of insecurity—rather than security—for local civilians.

PRACTICAL
IMPLICATIONS
To return to the question posed above about how knowledge of these selfprotection strategies and an understanding of local civilians as agents of their
own protection can shape outsiders’ attempts to serve or assist these civilians
when they do face threats, there are three considerations. First and foremost
(and perhaps obviously), international actors should pay attention to the
protection strategies civilians are already employing on the ground to assess
how they could best support and/or supplement these, given local dynamics,
as determined by these civilian communities (being especially mindful of those
cases where association with a visible international presence of a particular kind
could actually be a liability for these communities). Second, an understanding of
these self-protection strategies highlights the potential inherent in interacting
with armed actors as full, complex human beings with various needs, values,
social ties, and points of leverage, all of which can be used to influence them in
a way that enhances civilian security. In other words, examining the particular
motivations armed actors may have for predation, as well as their sense-making
regarding their own uses of violence against civilians, can assist in determining
avenues for stopping those forms of predation and violence; if actors can find
ways for armed actors to meet their needs (for a livelihood/income, for perceived
legitimacy, for their own security) without putting civilians at risk, possibilities
for protection open up. As the author notes, more attention should be given
to day-to-day humanitarian negotiations with armed actors—that have real
potential to enhance civilian protection—rather than only to high-level political
negotiations. Third, a focus on local experiences of predation—even at the
hands of those who are supposed to be protecting civilians (as in the case of the
FARDC in this study)—draws attention to the way in which military strategies of
protection can themselves hover precariously close to violation. This fact should
make those who wish to assist civilian protection efforts more skeptical of military
strategies—whether international intervention or material/logistical support to
state militaries—which are often unquestionably assumed to be the most effective
method of civilian protection.
2.0
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Congo. Air view of the city of Goma.
15 November 2014. Goma, North-Kivu province, DR
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Nonviolent Resistance,
War Termination, and
Conflict Transformation in Nepal
Source | Subedi, D.B. & Bhattarai, P. (2017). The April Uprising: how a nonviolent struggle explains the transformation of armed conflict in Nepal.
Journal of Peacebuilding & Development, 12(3), 85-97.
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As the field of nonviolent/civil resistance studies grows, scholars are
gaining a more nuanced appreciation not only for the effectiveness of
nonviolent resistance as a tool of political and social change but also for its
usefulness as a tool of violence prevention and/or termination in wartime contexts. Typically, attention has focused on violence prevention in
the form of civil resistance against armed groups, the creation of zones of
peace, or the presence of unarmed civilian peacekeeping teams. The authors
here, however, focus on the violence termination role that civil resistance
can play. In particular, they investigate the case of Nepal—where Maoist insurgents (the CPNM) waged war against the monarchy from 1996 to
2006—to understand “how and whether nonviolent struggle in a context
of armed conflict can function as a mechanism of conflict transformation.”
More specifically, they ask both 1) why the primary actors opposed to the

Continued Reading:
Dynamics and Factors of Transition
from Armed Struggle to Nonviolent
Resistance By Véronique Dudouet.
Webinar based off of article from Journal of
Peace Research, Volume 50, 2013.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4mERjp83pMI

monarchy joined forces and turned to civil resistance, and 2) whether and
how this turn to civil resistance facilitated an end to the armed conflict.
Through examining the history of the conflict in Nepal, the authors find
that 1) the main political parties and the CPNM had strategic reasons for
joining forces and turning to mass civil resistance, and 2) joint participation

Nonviolent Resistance and Conflict
Transformation in Power Asymmetries
By Véronique Dudouet. Berghof
Research Center for Constructive Conflict
Management, 2008.

in civil resistance transformed the actors themselves, the issues central to

http://edoc.vifapol.de/opus/volltexte/2011/2586/pdf/
dudouet_handbook.pdf

situation escalated in the early and mid-2000s, as the king made a series

Mao, Gandhi, and the Choice Between
Violent and Nonviolent Action
By Ches Thurber for Political Violence
@ a Glance. Sept. 11, 2017.
http://politicalviolenceataglance.org/2017/09/11/mao-gandhiand-the-choice-between-violent-and-nonviolent-action/

the conflict, and ultimately structural conditions in Nepal, bringing about
an end to the war. More specifically, after several years of armed conflict
and a halting peace process between the CPNM and the government, the
of authoritarian decisions regarding parliament and the country’s political
parties. These moves had the effect of unifying the disparate political parties
under the umbrella of their Seven Party Alliance (SPA) and galvanizing a
joint mobilization between the SPA and the CPNM against the monarchy.
In addition to the outrage both the SPA and the CPNM shared in response
to the king’s actions, the decision to come together to mobilize a nonviolent resistance movement was influenced by a few other considerations
on both sides. For the CPNM, it had become clear that, although it could
mount a military challenge to the government, it was not capable of
achieving military victory; furthermore, it had lost some public support
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due to its use of violence, including the commission of abuses. The international context in the wake of the 9/11/2001 attacks in the U.S. and the
advent of the “war on terror” made the CPNM’s use of violence into even
more of a liability, as the group was identified as a terrorist organization.
A turn to nonviolent resistance with the support of the SPA could bring
the CPNM much greater legitimacy and support and could also provide a
pathway for the group’s political participation once the armed struggle was
over. The mainstream political parties, for their part, had become weakened by internal divisions and a loss of popular support in rural areas. The
nonviolent struggle they had already initiated against the monarchy was
largely limited to methods of protest and persuasion. Joining forces with
the CPNM would broaden the support base for the movement, and diversifying their methods would have a greater chance of weakening the power
of the monarchy. For these strategic reasons, then, the SPA and the CPNM
initiated talks to begin collaboration on a nonviolent resistance movement,
which took shape in early April 2006 in the form of a general strike and
the blocking of “district headquarters and major highways.” The 19-day
movement characterized by various forms of nonviolent non-cooperation,
intervention, protest, and civil disobedience gained widespread support
both nationally and internationally, ultimately “forc[ing] the King to step
down, reinstate the Parliament that he had dissolved, and return state power to elected lawmakers” and leading to the signing of the Comprehensive
Peace Agreement (CPA) in November 2006.
While the willingness to join together in nonviolent struggle marks a
transformation in the primary actors themselves (the CPNM and the SPA),
that collaboration in nonviolent struggle itself helped transform the issues
that defined the conflict. The 12-point agreement signed by the CPNM and
the SPA in November 2005 to establish their collaboration in the “April
Uprising” also served as the basis for the subsequent peace agreement in
2006, where each party agreed to demands long made by the other. Structural transformations followed as well, including power-sharing between
the CPNM and the SPA in the new parliament, the abolition of the monar-

Gene Sharp, the pre-eminent
scholar of nonviolent
action, defined methods
of protest and persuasion
as “mainly symbolic acts
of peaceful opposition or
of attempted persuasion,
extending beyond verbal
expressions but stopping
short of noncooperation or
nonviolent intervention.”
In nonviolent noncooperation, actors
withdraw the usual forms and
degree of their cooperation
with the…regime with which
they have become engaged
in conflict.” In nonviolent
intervention, established
behavior patterns,
policies, relationships and
institutions which are seen as
objectionable are disrupted,
or new ones are established.
Civil disobedience is the
“disobedience of laws which
are regarded as inherently
immoral or otherwise
illegitimate.”
Sharp, G. (1973). The Politics
of Nonviolent Action. Boston:
P. Sargent Publisher.

chy, and the establishment of a republic. In short, this case illustrates how
the joint adoption of nonviolent resistance by formerly antagonistic parties
can enable the termination of civil war and the transformation of conflict—its parties, issues, and structural conditions.
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CONTEMPORARY
RELEVANCE
This study moves us closer to understanding how nonviolent resistance might be
used as a tool for confronting war, not only as a tool for challenging injustice. If one
of the parties to a civil war decides that their goals would be better served by a shift
in methods—from armed to unarmed—that shift already effectively diminishes the
violence of civil war. What’s more, that shift from violent to nonviolent strategy may also
more effectively challenge the power of the other party to the civil war (in this case the
monarchy), ultimately removing the other source of a war’s violence. It is refreshing to
imagine what a similar shift would do to other, seemingly intractable civil and/or interstate war contexts like Syria, Yemen, or Afghanistan. For instance, if the Taliban were
suddenly to decide to shift away from armed insurgency to a strategy of nonviolent
resistance, what position would it put the Afghan government, the U.S., and their allies
in? What would it do to those actors’ ability to use counter-insurgency violence? But
how, also, might it transform the Taliban itself—and its political project—especially if it
were to decide that to successfully employ such a strategy it would have to collaborate
with other more moderate parties? These are all very open questions—and perhaps the
biggest open question is how to encourage armed groups like the Taliban or others to
turn to nonviolent resistance in the first place, especially when whole economies and
systems of cultural meaning (around heroism, bravery, and resistance) might be built
up around war-making. One place to start is to publicize the way in which many of an
insurgent group’s goals can be better served by such a shift—a point for which this study
provides convincing evidence.
An additional question that this research does not explore is how “sticky” an armed
group’s identity as an armed group is even when it turns to nonviolent resistance.
In other words, how easy is it to gain the benefits—in terms of shifts in power and
support—that come from maintaining nonviolent discipline when many still perceive
and can plausibly represent a particular actor as violent instead of nonviolent due to
years of waging armed struggle? As the concurrent presence of an armed struggle can
be more of a liability than a help to nonviolent movements, according to Chenoweth
and Schock’s 2015 article (discussed in the Volume 2, Issue 4, of the Peace Science
Digest), how can a shift to nonviolent strategy by a former armed group be made more
convincing and credible? And how might one’s reputation as an armed actor—with
the easy legitimation such a reputation gives to return violence—be most effectively
overcome and transformed, so that nonviolent resistance can have its greatest effect?

TALKING POINTS
• There are often strategic reasons for conflict parties—even armed groups—to shift to
nonviolent forms of resistance.
• The adoption of nonviolent/civil resistance by conflict parties in a civil war can play
an important role in conflict transformation, transforming the parties themselves, the
conflict issues, and the broader structural conditions shaping the conflict.
• Nonviolent/civil resistance can be a tool not only of political and social change but
20
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PRACTICAL
IMPLICATIONS
As noted earlier, this research broadens our conception of what kind of action may
be effective in bringing an end to war. Although frequently the direction resistance
groups move in is from nonviolent resistance to violent resistance (when an
assessment is made—often unfairly or unwisely—that the former has not “worked”
and that the latter will), this study highlights movement in the opposite direction:
the CPNM’s decision to shift from an armed to an unarmed strategy.
Activists in affected countries who may have links with members of such armed
groups—sympathetic with their ends if not their means—should do everything
they can to encourage these armed actors to make a shift in this direction,
reminding them that such a shift is possible and can be strategically beneficial.
A few hurdles must be overcome, nonetheless: 1) widespread assumptions
about the effectiveness of violence and the passivity of nonviolence must be
challenged (easy enough to do with the emerging empirical studies that point to
the higher rate of effectiveness of nonviolent resistance); 2) cultural meanings
tied up with violence (about its radical, revolutionary character, its status as the
epitome of a certain kind of masculinity, and so on) must also be transformed
such that nonviolent resistance begins to take on similarly radical, revolutionary
connotations; and 3) armed groups who decide to make this shift must somehow
make it credible, convincing adversaries that they have shed their armed identity.
While the first two of these challenges are most effectively addressed through
widespread publicity and education about the strategic benefits of nonviolent
resistance—perhaps most persuasively presented by other former members of
armed groups who shifted to nonviolent resistance and were more successful at
reaching their objectives that way—the last of these will be best addressed the
more explicitly a group declares its newfound nonviolent status and demonstrates
it in irrevocable ways. For instance, the large-scale turning over of weapons (as
symbolic as it is practical in assuaging the concerns of one’s adversaries), public
declarations of a group’s commitment to nonviolent discipline, and the prominent
use of symbolically potent individuals (such as religious figures or well-liked
Photo Credit: Samsujata at English Wikipedia
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celebrities) can all be powerful ways to demonstrate a group’s identity shift from
armed to unarmed.
Making this shift credible to multiple audiences is key because there are different
standards when it comes to the acceptability of the use of violence against armed
actors versus its use against clearly unarmed actors: the former is considered selfdefense and the latter is considered a severe human rights violation. If a government
can plausibly portray a resistance group as still armed, it will be easier for it to gain
support—both locally and internationally—for its use of violent repression against
members of that group. If it cannot, then this same use of violence is much more
likely to backfire—and therefore more likely to bring about the shift in power
necessary to bring down an authoritarian regime and end the war.
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Question Framing and Support for
Military Action and Diplomacy
Source | Leidner, B., & Ginges, J. (2017). What you ask is what you get: citizens’ support for military action, but not diplomacy, depends on question framing.
Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy, 17(1), 184–204.
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When do people support war, when do they support diplomacy? In this
study, the authors examined if and how the framing of questions impacts
how the public supports military versus diplomatic conflict resolution
strategies. Existing literature suggests that governments weigh public opinion in their decision-making whether to engage in warfare instead of other
approaches to addressing conflicts (e.g., diplomacy). Thus, this research is
important from a real-life perspective of decision-making and public policies. If public opinion is measured with flaws and governments take those
polls into account when deciding whether to wage war or pursue diplomacy, there can be dire consequences—the human, economic, and other costs

Continued Reading:
Proven Decline in Public Support for
War When the Alternatives Come to
Light
Peace Science Digest Volume 1, Issue 1. 2015.
https://peacesciencedigest.org/provendecline-in-public-support-for-war-whenthe-alternatives-come-to-light/
Iran Deal Analysis – Diplomacy is the
Alternative to War
By Patrick Hiller, Tom Hastings, and
David Cortright. 2015.
http://warpreventioninitiative.org/wpcontent/uploads/2015/08/Iran-DealAnalysis-082615.pdf
resources/lynch%20Peace%20
Journalism%20works.docx

of military action. One of the factors to consider when framing public
support questions is how people evaluate the use of military force versus
diplomacy. In polling, where people self-report their preferences, military
force tends to be viewed in isolation (yes or no), whereas diplomacy tends
to be viewed in conjunction with the alternative of military force.
The researchers conducted three experiments where they changed the way
the question about support for military force or diplomacy was framed.
Previous research has shown that different response alternatives indeed
affect the answers. The main distinction made in this research was the
framing in isolation (yes/no) or in conjunction with an alternative (either/
or). In other words, the authors asked in three different ways: 1) whether
or not military action was supported; 2) whether or not diplomacy was
supported; and 3) whether military action or diplomacy was supported. In
the first experiment, the authors used the real-life context of Israeli/Iranian relations to ask a sample of Israeli Jews about the threat of the Iran nuclear program to Israel and whether to respond to it militarily or through
diplomacy. In the second experiment, the authors provided two hypothetical conflicts and one real-life conflict to a sample of American adults. In
the third experiment, with a sample of American adults, the authors tested
whether a conflict's severity would affect the responses given.
A key finding across the three experiments is that there is seemingly
stronger support for military action when the question presents it in isolation than when the question presents military and diplomatic strategies in
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conjunction with one another. In the context of the Israeli experiment, the
most striking result was that opinion changed from a majority supporting a military response when it was presented in isolation to a majority
supporting a diplomatic response when the two options were presented in
conjunction with one another. A 63% majority opting for military action
in isolated questioning (military action, yes or no?) changed to 46% of
people favoring military action over diplomacy (military action or diplomacy?). The second experiment also found more support for military
action in isolated question framing than under joint question framing. In
the third study, the authors added conflict severity to test whether military force would receive more support if the conflict were very severe. The
authors assumed that question framing would only have an impact on the
responses for moderately severe conflicts. Especially in moderate conflicts,
the types of conflict where decision-makers would be more likely to consider public opinion, question framing had the most significant impact on
self-reported support for the use of military action.
In sum, the authors found that question framing strongly influences people’s
support for the use of military force. The authors recommend that pollsters
and researchers always provide an alternative strategy to military action when
asking respondents what approach they support. By doing so, mis- or under-informed decision-making by policy-makers can be minimized.
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CONTEMPORARY
RELEVANCE
This research brings us back to a study that we presented in our first issue of the
Peace Science Digest. The study showed that there was a proven decline in public
support for war when alternatives were offered. It made clear that peace advocacy
cannot be based on simply saying no to war without offering alternatives. This
study adds to this understanding by showing that offering diplomatic solutions
as alternatives to military action can change a majority of pro-military responses
to a majority of pro-diplomacy responses in the context of Israeli public opinion
on Iran’s nuclear program. The U.S. is currently facing two key foreign policy
questions on war and peace: 1) the deliberate sabotage of the so-called Iran
nuclear deal by the U.S. administration is seen by many experts as a pretense to
go to war; and 2) the constant threats by the U.S. administration against North
Korea, despite efforts between North and South Korea to de-escalate, have all the
warning signs of preparation for war. Therefore, in the current context, and quite
frankly in any war and peace context, public information on the issues needs to go
beyond a misleading “war, yes or no?” framing to a “war or diplomacy?” framing.
The latter should be enhanced by a cost-benefit analysis of military action versus
diplomatic efforts.

TALKING POINTS
• In public opinion polling, question framing strongly influences people’s support
for the use of military force
• There is seemingly stronger support for military action when a question presents
it in isolation than when a question presents military and diplomatic strategies in
conjunction with one another.
• When asked about how to deal with the Iranian nuclear program, Israelis’ opinion
changed from a majority supporting a military response when it was presented
in isolation to a majority supporting a diplomatic response when the two options
were presented in conjunction with one another.
• In moderate conflicts, the types of conflict where decisions-makers would be
more likely to consider public opinion, question framing had the most significant
impact on self-reported support for the use of military action.
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PRACTICAL
IMPLICATIONS
As peace professionals and advocates, one of the greatest services we can offer
to change the dominant narrative about war and peace is to always introduce
alternatives to military options. In doing so, the inaccurately measured public
opinion of “support for war” can be challenged. In offering viable alternatives,
peace advocates can create a counter-narrative to that offered by the commonly
found “experts” in the public, whose differences sometimes only extend as far
as which group to arm or how many troops to send—not whether to arm groups
or send troops at all. In other words, the public debate often revolves around
discussing the merits of different military approaches instead of discussing the
merits of diplomacy versus military approaches. The latter, as this study has
shown, can better inform and even change public opinion.
For many practitioners it may be stating the obvious, but peace advocacy must not
get stuck in the negative frame (against war) without offering the positive frame
based on a set of viable alternatives (for peace through an offered set of options).
Pollsters and media companies should consider the findings of this research to
ensure that they are not under- or misinforming decision-makers by leaving out
vital information in their question framing. Of course, peace advocates need to
scrutinize and hold polling and media companies accountable for employing bad
polling practices—knowingly or unknowingly—to ensure that the government does
not justify going to war based on public opinion that is missing crucial information.

helps visualize an example of public
Graphic: Though unrelated to this analysis, this graph
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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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