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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.
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LETTER FROM THE EDITORS
Dear Readers,
At the writing of this letter, the U.S. and Iran have, at least for now, walked back from the precipice of war. The recent escalation
underscores the prevalence of militarism, especially here in the U.S.—and why the work of the Peace Science Digest in
countering militarist narratives is so urgently needed. In particular, our first task is to make visible the militarist narratives
that inform policy choices and are often accepted as “truth” without any further interrogation. For instance, in assassinating
General Suleimani, the Trump administration was operating under the assumption that the most effective way to prevent and/
or deter threats to U.S. national interests is to kill those responsible for such efforts. That assumption seems self-evident from a
militarist perspective. Yet, upon further examination, even the administration’s own actions to move more troops to the region
after the drone strike in question indicates that prevention or deterrence was not the expected effect. The expected effect was
actually retaliation. In other words, militarist thinking is so deeply engrained that even blatant evidence contradicting its tenets
sometimes fails to sway people’s baseline assumptions about the presumed effectiveness of military action.
Two other factors may help maintain militarism’s hold on decision-making, despite its irrationality. One is how violence may
serve a symbolic function rather than a purely instrumental one (towards military or political objectives like deterring further
aggression, for instance). As events unfolded over the past couple weeks—first with the U.S. drone strike and then with the
Iranian retaliation on U.S. military targets in Iraq—it appeared that the two countries were simply signaling to one another
rather than actually expecting to mitigate the other’s military capability. On a related note, it is evident that gender norms,
particularly masculinities, exert a disciplinary effect on the actions of world leaders. To prove their masculine credentials,
demonstrating their “strength” as represented through military dominance, world leaders may inadvertently pull their
countries into a war that is ultimately against their citizens’ desires. It becomes unthinkable in moments of escalation not to
respond in kind, as that would mark someone as "weak" and "feminine".
While revealing the flawed nature of militarist thinking is our first task, the second is to publicize and make accessible research
that points towards a different set of policy options and practices that can better meet the needs of people around the
world who might otherwise be victimized by war and other forms of violence. The collection of research presented in this
issue fulfills both of these tasks. Two pieces of research examined here clarify the negative effects of violence and broader
militarism—whether exacerbating intergroup perceptions and relations (in South Sudan) or damaging democratic institutions
and processes (in OECD countries). The other three highlight approaches to overcoming direct and structural violence and
building peace with justice: how to make nonviolent resistance movements more effective by harnessing national identity;
how to navigate a militarist world while securing women’s rights, however imperfectly; and how to use resource conflict as
an opportunity for peacebuilding. With this knowledge, activists, peacebuilders, journalists, elected officials, and others can
more effectively shift the narrative—and therefore policy and practice—away from militarism.
Your Peace Science Digest Editorial Team,

Kelsey Coolidge
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Nonviolent Resistance Movements,
National Identity, and Security
Force Defection
Source | Hancock, L. E., & Gurung, A(2018). Capturing the flag: The struggle for national identity in nonviolent revolutions.
Peace and Conflict Studies, 25(2), Article 2.

Keywords
nonviolent/civil resistance,
national identity,
security force defection,
Arab Spring,
color revolutions

One of the most critical questions explored in the growing body of
research on nonviolent resistance movements is what accounts for their
success or failure. While some scholars point to structural conditions
(like the “strength” of the regime being resisted), others emphasize the
importance of agency—the decisions made and actions taken by the
nonviolent movement itself. National identity has often been understood as
a structural condition in such debates, something that is either controlled
by the regime or available for control by the movement. The authors of
this research suggest that, although national identity certainly can act
as a structural constraint, it is also always in formation and can thus be
influenced by movement choices—making its operation in the context
of nonviolent resistance a function of both structure and agency. In
other words, “collective identity can shift in meaning and interpretation”
depending on what the movement does and how it frames its actions.
With this understanding in mind, the authors are interested in examining
the role national identity plays in the success or failure of nonviolent
resistance struggles, particularly its influence on security force defections.
To explore this question, the authors assess several cases of nonviolent
resistance. The movements examined all concern domestic regime
change as opposed to ousting foreign occupiers, as national identity
would function differently in such cases. They look first at whether there
was a cohesive national identity available for contestation and next at
whether the movement took the opportunity to claim ownership of that
national identity—and the effects doing so may have had on security
force defections and ultimately movement success or failure. The authors
consider a country to have a somewhat cohesive national identity if
“ethnicity, race, or religion [is] not the basis for division between those
with the access to the levers of power and those without.” The cases
examined include Northern Ireland (1968), Iran (1979), Philippines (1983),
Serbia (2000), Georgia (2003), Ukraine (2004), Iran (2009), Egypt (2011),
Bahrain (2011), and Libya (2011). Of these, Northern Ireland, Bahrain, and
Libya lacked a cohesive national identity, exhibiting instead “stratified
societies,” where access to power corresponded to different sectarian
or tribal identities. The others had some measure of cohesive national
identity available for “capture” by the nonviolent movement. Notably, the
nonviolent movements in countries without a cohesive national identity
failed, whereas those in countries with some measure of cohesion to the

6

JANUARY 2020 PEACE SCIENCE DIGEST

national identity succeeded (with the exception of Iran in 2009). In the
former cases, nonviolent activists and security forces did not by and large
share a common identity, whereas in the latter cases they did.
Continued reading:
Yacoubian, M. (2019, November 19). What’s
next for Lebanon? Examining the implications of current protests. Testimony before
the House Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on
Middle East, North Africa, and International
Terrorism. United States Institute of Peace.
Retrieved on November 25, 2019, from
https://www.usip.org/publications/2019/11/
whats-next-lebanon-examining-implications-current-protests
Kushkush, I. (2019, April 13). Protesters in
Sudan and Algeria have learned from the
Arab Spring. The Atlantic. Retrieved November 25, 2019, from https://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2019/04/
protesters-sudan-and-algeria-have-learned-arab-spring/587113/?fbclid=IwAR08p3ZDfymdsBNZQZGzCmXMbl_dIElhd9tWamIL6kmQLVpQ11ZBRrrHngI

National Identity

Main Division

Outcome

Northern Ireland (1968)

Not shared

Protestant/Catholic

Failure

Iran (1979)

Shared

None

Success

Philippines (1983)

Shared core

None

Success

Serbia (2000)

Shared

None

Success

Georgia (2003)

Shared core

Ethnic

Success

Ukraine (2004)

Weak split

East/West

Success

Iran (Green) (2009)

Split?

Persian/Islamic

Failure

Egypt (2011)

Shared

None

Success

Bahrain (2011)

Split

Sunni/Shiite

Failure

Libya (2011)

None

Tribal

Failure

Early Cases:

Color Revolutions:

Arab Spring:

Source: Hancock, L. E., & Gurung, A (2018). Capturing the flag: The struggle for national identity in nonviolent

Merriman, H. (2019, November 21). Lessons
of uprisings around the world: The present
moment, and possible future. International
Center on Nonviolent Conflict. Retrieved
November 25, 2019, from https://www.
nonviolent-conflict.org/blog_post/lessonsof-uprisings-around-the-world/

revolutions. Peace and Conflict Studies, 25(2), Article 2.
Note: The authors use several different terms in this table to characterize the national identity of their cases. They
understand the cases of Northern Ireland (“not shared”), Bahrain (“split”), and Libya (“none”) as examples of “stratified
societies” lacking a cohesive national identity, where “the primary division of identity [ethnic, racial, or sectarian] is
coterminous with wealth and access to power.” They see all the other cases as exhibiting “some level of national
identity,” with “shared,” “shared core,” and “weak split” describing progressively less unified (and more contested) forms
of national identity. “Outcome” in this table refers to whether the movement was successful in reaching its goals or not.

Chenoweth, E., Dahlum, S., Kang, S., Marks,
Z., Shay, C. W., Wig, T. (2019, November 16).
This may be the largest wave of nonviolent mass movements in world history.
What comes next? The Washington Post.
Retrieved November 25, 2019, from https://
www.belfercenter.org/publication/maybe-largest-wave-nonviolent-mass-movements-world-history-what-comes-next
Nepstad, S. E. (2013, November 13). Civil
resistance and military dynamics: Examining
security force defections in the Arab Spring.
Webinar, International Center on Nonviolent
Conflict. Retrieved November 27, 2019, from
https://www.nonviolent-conflict.org/civil-resistance-and-military-dynamics-examining-security-force-defections-in-the-arab-spring/
Peace Science Digest. (2019, February).
Making civil resistance work against rightwing populism. Retrieved November 27,
2019, from https://peacesciencedigest.org/
making-civil-resistance-work-against-rightwing-populism/?highlight=right-wing%20
nationalism

Despite the relationships observed here, the presence of a cohesive national
identity can be understood as a necessary but not sufficient condition of
success for a nonviolent movement. The question remains: how—if at
all—did each of these movements work to capture this national identity,
and what effect did such efforts have on security force defections and
ultimately movement success? The authors find that “in the more successful
campaigns, civil resistance groups attempted to create connections with
members of the security forces and to base those connections on shared
senses of identity, often revolving around national identity.” For instance,
nonviolent activists wielded national symbols (like the flag) in their protests
and employed nationalistic slogans (like, “Resistance because I love Serbia,”
in the case of the Serbian resistance group Otpor), while also reaching out to
security forces by offering them flowers or food, framing the movement as a
joint struggle (as in Egypt: “The people and the army are one!”), and drawing
on the patriotism of security forces to urge them to join the protesters.
In sum, a nonviolent movement’s ability to convince security forces that
it—and not the incumbent regime—represents the nation, and therefore to
bring about defections, depends, first, on the existence of “a cohesive enough
national identity[…] to be contested over by popular resistance movements
and the incumbent.” Further, the movement needs to act upon this structural
condition (the presence of “a cohesive enough national identity”) by
“mak[ing] the case they are the legitimate representatives of the national
identity” to those whose support is crucial to keeping the regime in power.
7
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TALKING POINTS
•

A cohesive national identity may be necessary for nonviolent movement success
but does not itself fully explain why some such movements succeed while
others fail.

•

Of the cases examined, nonviolent movements in countries without a cohesive
national identity (or a common identity among activists and security forces)
failed, whereas the vast majority of those in countries with a relatively cohesive
national identity (and therefore a common identity among activists and security
forces) succeeded.

•

Of the cases examined, movement success appears to be a function of a
movement’s ability “to create connections with members of the security forces
and to base those connections on shared senses of identity, often revolving
around national identity.”

•

A nonviolent movement’s ability to bring about security force defections
depends, first, on the existence of a relatively cohesive national identity and,
second, on the movement’s decision to act on this national identity by effectively
framing itself as “the legitimate representative[ ] of the national identity.”

Photo Credit: Nadim Kobeissi. Protesters blocking access to the
Ring bridge in Beirut, Lebanon. October 26, 2019

8

JANUARY 2020 PEACE SCIENCE DIGEST

INFORMING PRACTICE
The past year’s surge in civil resistance movements—Algeria, Hong Kong, Iraq,
Iran, Lebanon, and Sudan, to name a few—brings to mind questions about what
makes success more likely for some movements than for others. While one widely
acknowledged determinant of movement success is the maintenance of nonviolent
discipline, another—as this research indicates—may be a movement’s ability to
harness national identity in a way that attracts support from both security forces
and the broader public. In considering the role of national identity, the authors
here highlight how national identity can both function as a structural constraint
on movements and be manipulated through movement choices, arguing that both
structure and agency are key to movement success. In other words, to be successful,
a movement first needs the background condition of a somewhat cohesive national
identity—material that it can then work with to influence security forces and the
general public.
It is worth noting, however, that some recent successful nonviolent movements
are in countries that would be characterized as lacking this “necessary” structural
condition of a cohesive national identity, according to the parameters of this study.
In particular, Sudan and Lebanon have notable and deeply entrenched ethnic and
sectarian divisions, across which wars have been fought. What are we to make of
these successes in light of this research study’s assertion that a cohesive national
identity is a necessary condition for movement success? Perhaps these cases suggest
that we take even more seriously than the authors intended their proposition that
“collective identity can shift in meaning and interpretation” depending on the
actions and framing of movement activists—a move that would seem to further
diminish the importance of structural conditions in determining movement
outcomes. Put differently, maybe having an already-existent cohesive national
identity is not a strict prerequisite for movement success after all. What we see in
Sudan and Lebanon are concerted efforts on the part of activists to create a common
identity and broad-based movement out of a previously fragmented populace. In
Sudan, when the government tried to use ethnic divisions to weaken the movement,
accusing Darfurian students of fomenting violence, the movement instead adopted
a stance of solidarity through the chant, “You arrogant racist, we are all Darfur!” In
Lebanon, the movement has been proactively cross-sectarian, making prominent use
of the Lebanese flag and national anthem, with activists in Sunni-dominant areas
chanting in support of their counterparts in Shia-dominant areas of the country.
In other words, even in a country not endowed with a cohesive national identity,
concerted efforts on the part of movement activists can enable the emergence of
such an identity; through the crucible of shared protest, with an intentionally
inclusive ethos, a new national identity can be wrought and can then be
instrumental to movement success. But although doing so may be possible, that
does not mean it will be easy—especially when the regime can readily draw on
a well of ethnic or sectarian animosity to try to divide a movement. Nonviolent
movements should therefore bake this inclusivity—along with their commitment to
nonviolence—into their foundational principles and ethos, while also proclaiming
it in chants, public statements, and symbolic displays. These experiences of diverse
collective resistance can then become touchstones for a new, inclusive national
identity in the political order that emerges.

9

VOL. 4 ISSUE 6

Militarizing Women’s Rights in Jordan
Source | Forester, S. (2019). Protecting women, protecting the state: Militarism, security threats, and government action on violence
against women in Jordan. Security Dialogue, 50(6), 1-18.

Keywords
Jordan, militarism,
violence against women,
human rights

In 2008, the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan passed its Family Protection
Law, which dedicated government resources to the cause of preventing
domestic violence and, importantly, protecting women. Yet, this progress
on women’s rights cannot be disentangled from broader changes in civil
liberties and the national military and intelligence infrastructure that took
place simultaneously. This article explores how militarism influences the
gender policy-making process and pays special attention to how Jordan
was able to pass the Family Protection Act while stripping citizens of
other civil liberties like freedom of speech and association. The author
argues that Jordan passed national legislation on domestic violence, in
part, to improve its international reputation. It entrenched a masculine
and militarized approach to security that emphasizes the need for women’s
protection rather than the transformation of gender relations.
The author uses 54 interviews and field notes from a 16-month stay in
Jordan to develop this case study. She begins by tracing the origins of the
Family Protection Law with the creation of Family Protection Units in
1998, police units specially trained to handle victims of sexual crimes and
domestic violence. This happened during a tumultuous political time in
Jordan. The signing of the peace agreement with Israel a few years earlier
garnered widespread protests that the king repressed—holding protesters
indefinitely and prohibiting journalists from covering certain events. He
dissolved parliament in 2001 and ruled by decree for the following two
years, issuing 250 temporary laws. Many of these laws “severely curbed”
freedom of speech and assembly while others improved women’s rights.
The simultaneous advancement of women’s rights and suppression of other
civil liberties shows that, “while [ Jordan] construed freedom of speech
and freedom of press as state-security threats that should be constrained
through royal decree, the government never framed changes to the status
of women as antithetical to the security of the state.” This pairing of
advancements to women’s rights with the exertion of greater control over
the state would become a recurrent strategy for the king.
When the king reinstated parliament in 2003, a conservative backlash
followed. The 250 temporary laws were examined, and the lower house
voted against many of the advancements in women’s rights. The king did
not challenge parliament in this instance because he needed their support
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Continued reading:
Thompson, R L. (2017, August 16). Jordanian women imprisoned in the name of
family honor. Retrieved December 1, 2019,
from https://www.reuters.com/article/
us-jordan-women-prison/jordanian-women-imprisoned-in-name-of-family-honor-idUSKCN1AW0IO
Human Rights Watch. (2018). Jordan: Events
of 2018. Retrieved December 1, 2019, from
https://www.hrw.org/world-report/2019/
country-chapters/jordan
Peace Science Digest. (2018, June). Sustaining militarism and enabling war in liberal societies. Retrieved on December 1, 2019, from
https://peacesciencedigest.org/sustaining-militarism-and-enabling-war-in-liberal-societies/?highlight=militarism
Peace Science Digest. (2019, November).
Masculinities, militarization, and myth-making in post-genocide Rwanda. Retrieved
December 1, 2019, from https://peacesciencedigest.org/masculinities-militarization-and-myth-making-in-post-genocide-rwanda/?highlight=militarism
Peace Science Digest. (2018, June).
Masculine honor beliefs and attitudes
toward aggression, war, and peace.
Retrieved December 1, 2019, from https://
peacesciencedigest.org/masculine-honor-beliefs-and-attitudes-toward-aggression-war-and-peace/?highlight=militarism

Organizations/Initiatives:
Salma Network: http://salmanetwork.org/
index.php?todo=about&cat=260&lang=en
WILPF: https://www.wilpf.org

to quell dissent against the 1994 peace treaty with Israel (which still
generated much domestic resistance, despite having been adopted close to
a decade prior) and outrage over the impending U.S. invasion of Iraq.
Throughout this period, women activists worked to push the issue of
women’s rights despite a conservative backlash. The name of the law itself,
Family Protection Law, reflects a concession between women’s groups and
conservative voices. Women activists saw that Jordanian society was not
yet ready to embrace the term “gender-based violence.” They would be
more likely to gain support if they referred to “family protection,” which
eased concerns among conservative audiences that feared a law on genderbased violence would encourage divorce and the separation of families.
While conservative voices in society played a role in the development of
the Family Protection Law, it was the trade-off between women’s rights
and state-security interests that heavily influenced when the law would
pass and under what conditions. In 2005, Jordan witnessed the worst
terrorist attack in its history, resulting in 60 killed and over 100 injured.
The state moved into “full-scale security mode,” passing a wide-sweeping
anti-terrorism law that expanded the powers of national intelligence and
police and even further limited freedom of expression and assembly.
The terrorist attacks “strengthen[ed] militarism in Jordan” as the state
increasingly aligned its domestic security strategy with that of the U.S.led global war on terrorism. Islamist groups, whether violent or not, were
targeted in subsequent crackdowns.
In order to downplay its autocratic tendencies to an international audience,
Jordan moved to advance women’s rights. It signed the Convention on the
Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW) and
opened its first government-run women’s shelter in 2007. The king pushed
for the passage of the Family Protection Law until it passed in January
of 2008. Some women’s rights activists, however, revoked their support
because they believed it failed to adequately protect women.
The author argues that this case holds important implications for how
women’s rights can be promoted in militarized contexts. First, perhaps
counterintuitively, Jordan’s position on women’s rights paired with its
militarized domestic security agenda insofar as the state could be situated
as both the protector of women and the protector against terrorism. This
served as a useful appeal to the international community who could
justify working with Jordan as a military partner in the global war on
terror due to its positive stance on women’s rights, while conveniently
ignoring its violations of civil liberties. Second, the Family Protection
Law emphasized the need for women’s protection rather than their
agency, seeing the state as the protector of women. Activists knew that
the success of the legislation relied on a protectionist narrative and were
strategic about using the contemporary security context to justify their
proposed legislation. With these implications in mind, the author shows
that understanding militarism in domestic policy-making helps to better
understand the conditions for when and how governments will advance
women’s rights.
11
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TALKING POINTS
•

The Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan passed the Family Protection Law in 2008
to address violence against women but did so while also stripping other civil
liberties like freedom of expression and assembly.

•

In order to appeal to the international community and maintain its participation
in the global war on terror, Jordan’s security interests motivated its support of
women’s rights to maintain the appearance of a modern, democratic country.

•

Women’s rights activists in Jordan understood that making progress on women’s
rights legislation was contingent on navigating a militarized political landscape
where a protectionist narrative of women’s rights would make legislation more
likely to pass.

Photo Credit: UN Women/Christopher Herwig.
This picture was taken on October 21, 2015, during an awareness-raising session on early marriage in the Jordanian Women’s Union center
in Hitteen. UN Women supports the Jordanian Women’s Union to
provide these awareness-raising sessions, which help to build trust
and give SGBV survivors time and opportunities for disclosure.
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INFORMING PRACTICE
Jordan’s management of civil liberties during this time period, whether intentional
or not, created a false dichotomy between women’s rights and other human rights.
Advancing women’s rights is not conditional on the repression of others, not least
because it creates more opponents to women’s rights than supporters, as indicated by
the conservative backlash in Jordan. Militarism is key here because it informs how
the state views its security interests. From the state perspective, protecting women
from violence fits in with an overall militarized society where protection by the
state—whether it be from terrorism or gender-based violence—can be used to justify
its other autocratic tendencies, like the repression of freedom of expression and
association.
Working in an autocratic and militarized country creates a difficult situation for
activists, like those women’s rights activists in Jordan who were compelled to frame
their cause within a protectionist framework in order for it to be successful. Yet, this
frame threatens to undermine the larger cause for women’s rights activists: women’s
agency and the transformation of gender relations in pursuit of equality. This is a
catch-22 for advancing women’s rights: how can activists be effective in challenging
patriarchy and transforming gender relations if they must also navigate and work
within that same social system to gain any traction? Fortunately, research shows
that weak laws on women’s rights still help women1 and perhaps can serve as a
springboard for introducing broader reforms in the future. While national legislation
is still important, women’s rights activists should heed the observation from the
author of this research who notes, “women’s groups acted strategically to frame the
policy on violence against women as aligning with the dominant discourse of the
state as the paternalistic protector of women, but, in doing so, they inadvertently
reified the logic of militarism.” There is a real danger to human rights if militarism
goes unchecked, namely that rights become conditional to how the state defines
its security interests. With this in mind, women’s rights activists can celebrate
their legislative victories while not ignoring their long-term goals and vision of
challenging and dismantling patriarchal and militarized social institutions.

1. Weldon, S. L. (2002). Protest, policy, and the problem of violence against women: A cross-national comparison.
Pittsburgh, PA: University of Pittsburgh Press.
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Militarism Is a Threat to Democracy

Source | Zafirovski, M. (2019). Indicators of militarism and democracy in comparative context: How militaristic tendencies influence democratic processes in OECD countries 2010–2016. Social Indicators Research, online publication.

Keywords
militarism, democracy,
OECD,
military-industrial complex

The threat of militarism on democracy was famously articulated by U.S.
President Dwight Eisenhower in his 1961 farewell address when he warned
about the unwarranted influence of the military-industrial complex on
liberties and democratic processes. Bringing Eisenhower’s warning to the
present day, the author of this study explores the impact of militarism on
democracy in the member countries of the Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD) over a time period from 2010 to
2016. He hypothesizes that militarism generates largely adverse consequences on democracies.

					
Military-industrial complex is a
concept describing the conjunction
of the military establishment and
the arms industry. In modern times
military-industrial linkages have
emerged as major concentrations of
power.

Existing research shows that democracies generally are less militaristic
than other societies. This study explicitly analyzes how militarism and related factors such as nationalism and imperialism influence democracy in
contemporary western and politically and economically similar societies.
Why this study, why now? Growing military expenditures, military bases,
aggressive wars, or threats of war make this inquiry particularly urgent for
the author. In particular, he points to the dramatic acceleration of military
expenditure in the U.S. and the start of a new arms race following the 2016
U.S. elections. These trends directly spread to NATO members, while also
sparking similar reactions in rival countries.

Pilisuk, M., & Rountree, J. A. (2015). The hidden structure of
violence: Who benefits from global violence and war. New
York, NY: NYU Press.

OECD
					
: The Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD) is an
intergovernmental organization
with 36 member countries, all selfdescribed democracies and market
economies, whose goal is to shape
policies that foster prosperity, equality,
opportunity, and well-being for all.
Most members are high-income
economies.

14

To adequately measure how militarism influences democracy, both terms
need to have measurable indicators. Militarism in this study consists of the
following four measurable indicators: 1) large or growing military expenditure as a share of the national economy; 2) military bases and installations
in other countries, which in addition to militarism indicate imperialism
and neocolonialism; 3) formation of or membership in a military alliance;
and 4) launching of or participating in offensive wars or military action.
Democracy in this study consists of the following four measurable indicators: 1) political freedom, equality, inclusion, and justice; 2) economic
freedom and equality; 3) civil and related liberties and rights (e.g., environmental rights, gender rights, health rights); and 4) cultural freedoms including scientific and other intellectual freedoms. Data for the militarism
and democracy indicators comes from a variety of recognized databases,
press reports, membership information, and cross-national rankings.
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In the analysis, militarism is the explanatory factor (the “independent
variable” in research jargon) for other phenomena, most notably democracy (the “dependent variable” in this case). The results are twofold. First,
the descriptive findings indicate the 10 countries with the highest levels
of militarism are not among those with the highest level of democracy. In
fact, most countries with the highest levels of militarism are among those
with the lowest levels of democracy. The author identifies this pattern for
past colonial or present imperial NATO powers within the sample of OECD
countries. Half of the extremely militaristic countries (10) are former colonial or present imperial (the U.S.) “great” powers. Most of the least militaristic countries (10) have not been or are not colonial or imperial powers.
This suggests that colonial history or current imperialism is a probable
explanatory factor for militarism or its absence. Looking at the countries
with the lowest levels of militarism, the author observes that most of them
are among the ones with the highest levels of democracy.
Second, further statistical cross-national time-series analysis, which
included other influential factors such as economic development and educational attainment, substantively and statistically confirmed the observed
adverse impact of militarism on democracy. An increase of 10 points (on
a scale to 100) in militarism came with a 7-point reduction in the democracy indexes. The deeper analysis also showed that weaker militarism had
positive effects on democracy.
The author is particularly concerned with the context of the United States,
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Center for International Policy:
www.internationalpolicy.org

second only to Israel in topping the militarism rankings. The “land of
freedom,” so often viewed as an exemplary democracy, has the largest
military-industrial complex, highest military spending, and most offensive wars or military interventions. Militarism appears to make the United
States less liberal and democratic than is commonly assumed. President
Eisenhower’s warning, according to the author, “vanishes without [a] trace
in conservative American politics and society since.” The impact of militarism on democracy is not part of the public debate in the U.S. As this study
has shown, there is a dire need for such a debate.
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TALKING POINTS
In the context of OECD countries over the time period of 2010-2016:
•

Militarism has an adverse impact on democracy over time.

•

Weaker militarism has positive effects on democracy over time.

•

Most countries with the highest levels of militarism are among those with the
lowest levels of democracy.

•

Most countries with the lowest levels of militarism are among those with the
highest levels of democracy.

Photo Credit: Public domain.
Reading copy of Dwight D. Eisenhower's farewell address, delivered
on January 17, 1961.
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INFORMING PRACTICE
At the War Prevention Initiative, we share the author’s concern about U.S. militarism
and continuously seek to better understand how far-reaching the military-industrial
complex is. The warning years ago from President Dwight D. Eisenhower—a war
veteran and Republican—seems to have mostly resonated with the peace activist
community without finding its way into more mainstream conversations. There has
been a slight shift in recent years—the military-industrial complex has been labeled
in public debates on shifting federal funding priorities from military operations to
social needs and also came up in the 2020 Democratic presidential candidate debates.
However, its reach remains unchallenged. The current political context provides an
opening.
People from all sides of the political spectrum are worried about the state of the
“experiment of American democracy.” There are many reasons for this concern
such as the structure and fairness of elections, the extent to which elected officials
actually represent the people (or not), and of course hyper-partisanship around policy
issues like healthcare, immigration, and reproductive rights. Yet, when it comes to
U.S. military and foreign policy, there seems to be an enduring consensus on the
“Washington Rules,” whereby U.S. ideals are maintained globally by U.S. military force.
Clear-sighted critics of this militarist consensus exist, however. For instance, Andrew
Bacevich, a retired U.S. Army Colonel, professor, and President of the Quincy Institute
for Responsible Statecraft, has been a persistent voice in challenging the “Washington
Rules” by questioning the wisdom of the U.S.’s global military presence, global power
projection, and global interventionism. But, this consensus is so entrenched that
citizens often cannot see its negative impact and how it sidelines them from full
democratic participation in their own country. In other words, just as this study
confirms, militarism negatively influences democracy.
This study elevates President Eisenhower’s almost 60-year-old message to
contemporary relevance. Activists, educators, funders, the media, elected officials,
businesspeople, concerned citizens, civil society organizations, and others can use the
insights of this study to articulate the impact of militarism on democracy in their
respective spheres of influence and, in doing so, challenge and transform militarism
for the sake of democracy.
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Violence, Intergroup Bias, and
Dehumanization in South Sudan

Source | Calissendorff, L., Brosché, J., & Sundberg, R. (2019). Dehumanization amidst massacres: An examination of Dinka-Nuer intergroup attitudes
in South Sudan. Peace and Conflict: The Journal of Peace Psychology, 25(1), 37-48.

Keywords
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Animalistic dehumanization:
					
casting an out-group as animal-like,
lacking distinctly human traits like
self-control, rationality, or moral
sensibility, as well as “secondary”
emotions that are considered to be
uniquely human.

Mechanistic dehumanization:
casting an out-group as akin to
automatons, lacking traits associated
with human nature like warmth or
emotional receptiveness.
Loughnan, S., & Haslam, N. (2007). Animals and androids:
Implicit associations between social categories and
nonhumans. Association for Psychological Science:
Research Report, 18(2).
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Two years after gaining independence from Sudan in 2011, South Sudan
became embroiled in a civil war. Violence began in December 2013 after an alleged coup attempt against President Salva Kiir (a member of the
Dinka community) on the part of Vice President Riek Machar (a member
of the Nuer community), with government forces massacring hundreds of
Nuer civilians, followed by revenge killings against Dinka. The violence
escalated into a civil war that has ultimately killed anywhere from 50,000
to 400,000 people and displaced 4 million. A peace agreement reached in
2018 is in the process of being implemented, though progress is slow and
halting. With a special interest in the relationship between dehumanization
and violence, the authors pose two questions in the context of this recent
civil war in South Sudan: 1) “what levels of dehumanization exist between
the Dinka and Nuer communities,” and 2) “how did the violent events of
December 2013 structure and inform the expression of inter-group dehumanization”?
Dehumanization is a widely recognized dimension of intergroup conflict.
According to previous research, it can take the form of either animalistic
dehumanization or mechanistic dehumanization. Dehumanization is known
to interact in particular ways with violence, both as a condition enabling
violence against the out-group and, to some extent, as a product of violence.
There are few existing studies, however, that empirically examine how
“episodes of mass violence may affect dehumanization attitudes” or how
dehumanization processes unfold in non-western contexts—two ways in
which the authors hope to contribute to the literature on dehumanization.
The authors carried out their research in summer 2014, expecting to find
high levels of dehumanization between Dinka and Nuer communities. In
addition, they expected to hear that the December 2013 violence was important in shaping people’s attitudes towards the other group. To find out,
they conducted interviews (47 individuals) and focus groups (18 individuals) with roughly equal numbers of people from the Dinka and Nuer communities in the South Sudan capital of Juba, close to where the December
2013 violence took place. Respondents were all men, ages 22-71, most of
whom had directly experienced or witnessed the recent violence. The interviews asked respondents to assign each of 19 attributes and 12 emotions
(measuring animalistic and mechanistic dehumanization) exclusively to
either their own group or the other group. Responses were then statistical-
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ly analyzed to see if the particular distribution of attributes and emotions
constituted dehumanization of the out-group—or, at the very least, bias
against the out-group (demonstrated through the distribution of “positive”
versus “negative” attributes and emotions). The focus groups narrowed in
on the motivations for and structure of whatever dehumanization may
have existed. The researchers asked focus group participants to assign the
same 12 emotions to their own group or the other group and then to discuss why they assigned the emotions where they did. The researchers then
looked for common themes emerging through these discussions about why
participants felt the way they did about members of the other group.
The findings of the study both challenged and confirmed the authors’
preconceptions. Quantitative analysis revealed only mechanistic dehumanization among Dinka respondents towards Nuer and no dehumanization
among Nuer respondents towards Dinka. Both groups did, however, exhibit
a bias against the other group by assigning more positive characteristics
to their own group than to the other group, as well as more emotional
capacity overall (both positive and negative) to their own group, while
largely denying the other group this same emotional range. The fact that
stronger dehumanization between the two groups was not found presents
a puzzle in the context of such extreme violence. The authors suggest that
one explanation, beyond the possibility that dehumanization may not necessarily accompany violence to the extent expected, might lie in the poor
reliability of their measurements for dehumanization—in particular, that
indicators developed out of western theoretical constructs may not mean
the same thing and therefore may not accurately measure dehumanization
in non-western contexts.
The qualitative analysis of the focus group discussions confirmed the
hypothesis that recent violence was central in structuring and motivating
what bias and dehumanization was found. When participants discussed
their perceptions of the other group—and, in particular, the emotions and
other characteristics they did or did not attribute to that group—the violent
events of December 2013 “were frequently referred to for justification.”
In short, while dehumanization was not as pronounced as expected between Nuer and Dinka in South Sudan, widespread negative intergroup
perceptions and biases were present and could largely be explained with
reference to recent episodes of violence.
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TALKING POINTS
In the context of recent violence in South Sudan’s civil war,
•

There was evidence of only “mechanistic dehumanization” among Dinka
respondents towards Nuer and no evidence of any form of dehumanization among
Nuer respondents towards Dinka.

•

Both Dinka and Nuer groups exhibited bias against the other group by assigning
more positive characteristics to their own group than to the other group, as well
as more emotional capacity overall (both positive and negative) to their own group,
while largely denying the other group this same emotional range.

•

Recent violence played a central role in structuring and motivating what bias and
dehumanization was found among Nuer and Dinka communities.

Photo Credit: Karl Grobl, Education Development Center Inc.
USAID in Africa.
South Sudanese children. With USAID assistance, primary school
enrollment in southern Sudan increased from approximately
20 percent of school-aged children in 2005 to 68 percent in 2010.
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INFORMING PRACTICE
There are two main take-aways from this research, one substantive and one
methodological. First, it is crucial to note the role that violence plays in structuring
negative attitudes towards the “other” side in conflicts. Violence is never simply
an instrument for pursuing political or security goals. It inevitably feeds negative
conflict dynamics through the harm that it causes, solidifying hostile perceptions
of the “other” and contributing to the list of grievances motivating either side to
continue fighting. In fact, these broader effects of violence largely account for why
it does not operate in the straightforward way its proponents might hope it to:
rather than simply deterring or cowing the other side into submission and therefore
bringing the desired political objective with clean-cut means/end precision, violence
instead usually creates the justification necessary for continued fighting, as well as
deep-rooted legacies of hate and mistrust that take generations to overcome.
Second, this study draws attention to the implications of a chosen research
framework, especially how particular concepts are measured. The findings on
dehumanization are only as accurate as the indicators used to measure it are. For
instance, if the attributes of being trusting and sociable are considered uniquely
human in a western context but other attributes are understood to be uniquely
human in other contexts, then using the absence of the former to measure
“animalistic dehumanization” in a context where they are not meaningful in the
same way will render an inaccurate determination of dehumanization. As the
authors note, researchers should proceed by studying the “value structures” of
a particular cultural context in order to identify which traits are associated with
dehumanization and therefore would more accurately measure its presence or
absence in that context. Such studies could entail close readings of local discourses—
found in texts like popular stories, songs, films, fables, and so on—to determine the
traits associated with humans versus animals or automatons. More fundamentally,
the methodological difficulties here should caution researchers—whether scholars
or those working with peacebuilding, development, or humanitarian organizations—
from simply importing theoretical and methodological models from elsewhere and
assuming that the intended meaning will carry over. Although it is only through
studying non-western contexts that theoretical frameworks will broaden and change
to incorporate a range of human experience, the initial research of these nonwestern contexts should be more inductive in nature, generating meaning from the
ground up, rather than from the top down. Findings from such studies can then
not only transform existing theoretical frameworks but also inform work at the
community level to rebuild relationships torn apart by violence.
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What Is Environmental Peacebuilding?
Source | Dresse, A., Fischhendler, I., Nielsen, J. O., & Zikos, D. (2019). Environmental peacebuilding: Towards a theoretical framework.
Cooperation and Conflict, 54(1), 99-119.

Keywords
environment,
peacebuilding,
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structural violence

Structural violence:
					
a form
of violence wherein some social
structure or social institution harms
people by preventing them from
meeting their basic needs. This type
of violence cannot be traced to a
particular actor or agent.

Galtung, J. (1969). Violence, peace, and peace research.
Journal of Peace Research, 6(3), 167-191.

Environmental peacebuilding is an emerging field in both academic and
practitioner communities that views environmental conflict as an opportunity to build peace rather than exclusively as a pathway to violence. It
has gained attention among many international organizations, non-governmental organizations, and scholars, creating new research and funding
opportunities. Yet, this article argues that the field lacks a “harmonized
framework and empiric data,” resulting in a lack of clarity around what
environmental peacebuilding is or is not. In an effort to fill this gap, the
authors offer a research framework based on a critical assessment of existing scholarship in “peace and conflict studies, political ecology, hydropolitics, and institutional and ecological economics.”
The authors offer the following definition of environmental peacebuilding: “the process through which environmental challenges shared by the
(former) parties to a violent conflict are turned into opportunities to build
lasting cooperation and peace.” By employing the term peacebuilding, the
field is oriented towards addressing both direct and structural violence and
consists of inclusive activities that take place throughout a typical conflict
cycle (before, during, and after a violent conflict). Environmental peacebuilding sees the natural environment as an opportunity for cooperation.
This means shifting from political borders to “ecosystem borders,” acknowledging that many ecosystems, like river basins or forests, are commonly shared by multiple communities and/or countries and supersede
political boundaries (whether understood as borders between countries or
between different political communities within countries). Environmental
peacebuilding assumes that the mutual benefits gained from cooperating
over natural resources will outweigh more self-interested motivations to
escalate conflict.
While the existing literature discusses the various ways in which environmental peacebuilding can operate, there is not a clear consensus or
understanding of how environment-peace activities contribute to building
a lasting and inclusive peace. The authors offer their research framework
to both address this gap and move their field towards a stronger theoretical
and empirical basis.
First, they propose three overarching questions for researchers to address:
1. “Initial conditions: when do conflict parties resort to cooperation instead of competi-
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tion over natural resources?” This question focuses on both the environmental
and the socio-political context of a specific case, taking into consideration
elements like power disparities, histories of conflict, or the use and sharing
of environmental resources.
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Washington Post’s Monkey Cage. Retrieved
December 11, 2019, from https://www.
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2. “Mechanisms: how do parties address shared environmental challenges?” This
question focuses on the activities and implementation of environmental
peacebuilding, namely, how to create “neutral spaces” where conflicting
parties can interact and how to develop technical means by which they can
cooperate.
3. “Outcomes: why do they do so and what are the expected v. actual benefits?” This
question outlines the direct and indirect benefits from an environmental
peacebuilding activity. The authors theorize that the direct benefits could
include “the reduction of environmental problems, uncertainty or resource
inequality,” whereas the indirect benefits could include dialogue and
trust-building among conflicting parties that positively influence negotiations on other, non-environmental concerns.
Following the discussion of these questions, the authors offer an additional
three “trajectories” for future work and research in environmental peacebuilding. The first is “technical environmental peacebuilding,” or coordinating solutions to environmental challenges among the conflicting parties.
While the authors note that technical solutions alone do not constitute
peacebuilding, they can serve as a first step towards broader cooperation
and interdependence. The second is “restorative action,” which creates a
space to acknowledge historical injustices among conflicting parties and
begin to create a shared identity on the basis of each other’s reliance on the
natural environment. The third is “sustainable environmental peacebuilding,” which leads to “equitable resource distribution as a pre-requisite for
sustainable development and peace.”
Ultimately, the authors intend that this research framework will empower researchers to conduct comparative work and build a relevant evidence
base for environmental peacebuilding. Yet, they also identify areas in which
the framework is lacking. Environmental peacebuilding rests on a linear
approach, but, in practice, it is far messier—for instance, when it co-exists
during active conflict. At its core, environmental peacebuilding is based
on an assumption that cooperation on the environment can “spill over” to
other areas of political or social contention, thus creating a more lasting and
inclusive peace. In reality, the work is complicated by the sheer number of
relevant economic, ecological, and political variables. This complexity also
makes research on environmental peacebuilding challenging, as it is difficult to attribute the outcomes of a particular environmental peacebuilding
initiative, especially given the dynamic nature of realities on the ground.
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TALKING POINTS
•

Environmental peacebuilding is an emerging field that views conflict over
environmental resources as an opportunity for conflicting parties to cooperate
with one another and, ultimately, work towards establishing a lasting and
sustainable peace.

•

Despite a surge in attention and interest in the work of environmental
peacebuilding, the field lacks a research framework and evidence base that can
link the activities of environmental peacebuilding to its stated objectives.

•

By creating a more cohesive research framework, the field of environmental
peacebuilding can build a knowledge base that can better link cooperation
over natural resources to peacebuilding activities that address both direct and
structural violence.

Photo Credit: UN Women/Ryan Brown.
Guatemala: A house of art and memories seeks to bring closure
San Juan Comalapa, Guatemala. April 2018.
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INFORMING PRACTICE
Environmental peacebuilding is an emerging field that has garnered much
excitement from both academic and practitioner communities—and for good
reason. From a practitioner perspective, it blends observations from the ground
regarding the use of and access to natural resources with insights about how this
resource use relates to communal conflict as well as communities’ standards of
living. While natural resources are normally thought to create or exacerbate conflict,
environmental peacebuilding instead highlights the way in which natural resources
can provide opportunities for cooperation. From an academic perspective, the field
of environmental peacebuilding draws on various disciplines, from political science
to economics and ecology, which results in the creation of a new and dynamic field
of study. Yet, this diversity of perspectives is also a source of confusion, as various
academic disciplines enter the conversation with their own unique assumptions,
theoretical orientations, and methodologies. How can a researcher embark on an
environmental peacebuilding study while accounting for all this nuance?
Defining environmental peacebuilding is a crucial step in the right direction.
Additionally, the research framework offered in this paper draws an important
distinction between technical solutions to environmental problems and how such
solutions can be tied to broader restorative and sustainable action. While a technical
solution to an environmental problem in a fragile or conflict-affected scenario is
a great success, if that solution is not oriented towards transforming the conflict
and addressing its root causes, then it falls outside of what the field means by
environmental peacebuilding. Peacebuilding is to address both direct and structural
violence, not simply to provide technical solutions that may reinforce existing
asymmetries in power, access, and use of natural resources.
Finally, there is a credible fear that the impacts of global climate change will result
in an uptick of violence from stress on natural resources—and some evidence
is emerging that suggests this might be the case (see O’Loughlin and Hendrix
in Continued Reading). However, there is also work and research emerging in
environmental peacebuilding that shows how cooperation in natural resource use
can de-escalate tensions (see Mercy Corps in Continued Reading). In particular,
there is a rich history and literature in water and peace (see Kramer in Continued
Reading). As we anticipate the effects of global warming in the near future, there is
no easy way to predict how changes in the natural environment will result in change
in our social, political, and economic relations and systems. But learning from past
experiences of cooperation rather than conflict over natural resources can only help
our chances of preventing climate-related armed conflict.
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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!
The Late 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
Berthold Beitz Professor in Human Rights and
International Affairs at the Kennedy School of
Government at Harvard University
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
“The Digest is smartly organized, engaging, and
provides a nice synthesis of key research on conflict,
war, and peace with practical and policy relevance.
The Digest’s emphasis on “contemporary relevance,”
“talking points,” and “practical implications” is a
breath of fresh air for those of us trying to bridge
the academic-policy-practitioner divides. Highly
recommended reading.”
Maria J. Stephan
Director, Nonviolent Action at United States Institute
of Peace
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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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