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The Preparing for Peace Project

In 2000, Westmorland General Meeting of the Religious Society of Friends (Quakers) in Britain, began a
PEACE initiative, called Preparing for Peace, to explore these questions with international experts and
witnesses. This is one of the papers.

The themes were:
Can we demonstrate that war is obsolete?

Is war successful in achieving its objectives?
Can war be controlled or contained?
What are the costs of war?

What are the causes of war?

Can the world move forward to another way?
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How wars could be prevented: Friends’
contribution to policy

Dr Scilla Elworthy

Thank you for inviting me. It is an honour to have thé& aflsmaking a bridge between
Joseph Rotblat and speakers like Hugh Beach who are to agdrgsdour questions:

1. Is war successful in achieving its objects?

2. Can war be controlled & explained?

3. What are the costs of war?

4. How can the world move forward to another way?

| agree with you that these are among the most vitatauns of the millennium. Before
| go into the heart of what | have to say, | haveva observations on these questions:

I. The costs and effects of war

Last century, most conflicts were between nationss déntury, most are likely to be
within nations: in 1999 there were 27 major armed cosfiiti26 locations throughout
the world, all but two of which were internal. Of 39 thpots’ currently identified by

the Forum on Early Warning and Early Response [1], at tis¢ Bhare in any way
between countries. Nevertheless, in terms of resparesare stuck in a mindset geared
to the old century:

Most resources are allocated towards traditional atrifétween states.

Most interventions by the international community coti@e on the perpetrators of
violence.

Most interventions are late.

[1] FEWER forum on early warning and early respomseyw.fewer.org tel: +44 20 7247 7022
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A. Most interventions are late

Let me deal with this last one first. There are néemty of reliable indicators which
can alert us to conflict brewing: denial of rights — toey@peak language, practice
religion - theft or diversion of resources, occupatibrerritory, oppression/
brutalisation of a minority, arms build-up, break-dowrlef rule of law, militias out of
control, increasing power of warlords, terror attacks, la other words “we can see
horror on the horizon”. Nevertheless we have aticahl tendency to wait a long
while before we intervene, for various reasons wikhcly everyone is familiar:
disagreement in the Security Council, lack of strategerests, reluctance to risk
soldiers’ lives. However when eventually we do inteeyeas in Bosnia, Rwanda,
Somalia, Haiti, the Gulf, Cambodia, El Salvador, iatervention ends up costing
betweerntwice and ten timewhat early intervention would have cost.[2]

We are talking here about military intervention, whichngs me to the second point:

B. Most intervention concentrates on those who have interests in
violence, rather than on those who have interests i n peace

The Oxford Research Group is currently researching 50 accotiatfective
interventions in conflict, interventions using otherlsatan force. These successful
interventions concentrated on supporting those egposed violence, in various ways.
Let me give two examples, both from 1992: [3]

In Mozambique, the Community of St Egidio — an Italiathobc NGO — brokered
talks between Frelimo and Renamo, which succeeded whereysly military
methods had failed.

In Uttar Pradesh in India you’ll remember that Hindus agart the Babri Masjid
mosque in Ayodhya. A wave of rioting spread across thetople#aving 3,000 dead;
Lucknow, capital of Uttar Pradesh, braced itself fotenge. In Lucknow is the City
Montessori School, the world’s largest school with 23 §lddents, instruction is based
on Gandhi’'s teachings. They set up meetings with religeadgers and students took to
the streets with jeeps and loudspeakers proclaiming aheerof God is both Hindu and
Muslim’. Lucknow escaped the violence which engulfed th&esatirrounding area.

There are astonishing stories of heroism not only in ptengehloodshed, but in
building understanding which lasts. What these differ@tiatives are doing seems
straightforward, for example:

[2] see Brown, Michael. E, Rosecrance Richard N. (gtighg Costs of Conflict. Prevention and Cure in
the Global Arena{Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Confll&w York 1999, p. 225, for a
summary of the Effectiveness of Conflict PreventiofoE$ with the Total Costs of Intervention.

[3] War Prevention Works: 50 stories of people preventing edited by Dylan Mathews for the Oxford
Research Group, forthcoming May 2001
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stakeholder dialogue the case of the Wajir initiative in northern Keany
mediation as in the case of the Hungarian Minority in Roumania
post-conflict peace buildinp Osijek in Croatia —

but it requires a blend of ‘thinking out of the box’, deteration, and courage.

In terms of resources it costs nothing, relative to anmedvention. Which brings me
to my third point:

C. Most resources are still allocated towards tradi tional conflict between
states.

NATO member countries spend $430,000,000,000 on defence, which is 21580 t
the budget of the Organisation for Security and Cooperati&arope (OSCE) — the
main regional inter-government organisation devoted tdicorésolution.

Britain was still spending (before the last bombing) £55mapaum to ‘contain’
Saddam Hussein, more than 20 times our contribution toEQ&|C

And yet the Kosovo Verification Mission, although undanned, was generally agreed
to be effective in stopping violence when it was pulled nddlarch 1999 for NATO to
begin bombing.

Governments are still subsidising arms exports. A Ug Rapartment paper says ‘in
some countries it is easier and cheaper to buy an Alkatvto attend a movie or
provide a decent meal’[5] - rather disingenuous given tigatS is by far the largest
arms exporter in the world.

Governments have some catching up to do, especially inapeesources are
allocated, so that we do not keep trying to apply &ntury tools to the realities of the
21st century. Some governments are moving in the righttidired he British
Government recently allocated £110 million for conflictotadon, on condition it was
spent co-operatively between the Department for Iatenal Development, the
Ministry of Defence and the Foreign and Commonwealfic@f

[4]. See ‘Dealing with bullies without using bombs’, Setacher lecture by Dr. Scilla Elworthy, October
30" 1999.

[5] ‘Cook calls for creation of arms surrender fund’, Ficial Times 14.2.01.
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In some cases, where the situation has already dete=d, a ‘hardware’ approach may
be necessary. In most other cases, it appears ‘Badtvaare’ approach may do the job,
more effectively and at infinitely less cost. Whasd.0 years ago little was known
about the effectiveness of small-scale non-violetetriention pre-, during and post-
conflict, there are now 51 institutes in UK alone reskiag the subject, from Sandhurst
through to independent NGOs. In 1990 there were only a tlasitdinalyses of

conflict interventions; a decade later there is arresive published body of knowledge.
In addition to inter-governmental agencies working to @néwand mitigate conflict,
there are now more than 180 NGOs competent in the fighetir evaluation of theory
and practice are producing effective tools and technique®ffifiiat transformation.
These include:

Early warning; protection of human rights; promotion aihderacy; support to
indigenous dispute resolution; stakeholder dialogue; eleot@mtoring; community
mediation; bridge-building; confidence-building and securasures; civilian peace
monitoring; violence containment; military and econoteichnical assistance; arms
embargoes; economic sanctions; peace-keeping; recanaillaeasures; restorative
justice and humanitarian diplomacy.

There is much that is not yet known, but a steep leaming is taking place in terms
of what can be done, how much it costs, and what itotest best practice. These tools
could now be made available far more widely, to communéaoss the globe
struggling to create sustainable peace in areas of coiittiese tools need to be more
readily available than weapons.

Il. Decision-making on nuclear weapons

Every decision made by a particular country to pursue eauweapons program was
made in secret; that goes for the United States, RuSsiace, Britain, China as well as
India, Pakistan and Israel. The only country which edcapacity for nuclear weapons
but decided against developing them was Sweden, and thasaagsult of a public
debate where women took a prominent part.

Our research in Oxford over the past eighteen yeatsgshown that decisions on
nuclear weapons are shaped by six groups of people:

« scientists who design warheads and develop new techmglogie
+ intelligence analysts who produce assessments on wlotdiades are based,

[6] see Elworthy, Scilla, ‘In the Dark. Parliament,eMAublic & Nato’s New Nuclear Weapons’ (Oxford
Research Group), Oxford 1989; McLean, Scilla, ‘Who Decidesduntability and Nuclear Weapons
Decision-Making in Britain (Oxford Research Group), Oxfdviiall, Hugh, Greene, Owen, Hamwee
John and others, ‘Do It Yourself, Minister. Implementingpa-nuclear defence policy in a nuclear world
(Oxford Research Group) Oxford 1987.
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« military strategists,

« defence contractors who offer new technologies tortiitary,
« civil servants who draft policy and sign the cheques,

+ foreign office officials.

These are the key long-term people behind the scenes whdHespolicy ‘on course’
as politicians come and go. Most of these individualskvin insulated environments
within which the rightness of what they are doing isusually questioned.

This would be an endless lecture if | were to descrilmetail how decision-making
works in all the countries concerned, so | will discoise major current issue, that of
National Missile Defence.

US decision-making on National Missile Defence

As everyone now knows NMD is the shorthand for thea®d shield which
Washington wants to construct. It is an issue which &ffeatain because of the US
need to develop new radar facilities at Fylingdales andhesground relay station at
Menwith Hill in North Yorkshire to complete the earyarning and missile tracking
systems that would be part of NMD.

There are many actors, organisations and events thashaped the development of
the NMD debate within the USA. The key actors involvesitae Republican Party and
Congress, the Pentagon, the State Department, thiggertee community and the
Office of the President.[7]

Powerful Congressional pressure for deployment began in 1864 the Republicans
took control of both Houses of Congress on a platfaled “Contract with America”
that called, amongst other things, for an effective natimissile defence system. The
financial authority and legislative strength of Congledgo a significant increase in
money allocated to NMD and a succession of bills to nhild® deployment a legal
requirement, the Missile Defence Act of 1999 finally besigned by President Clinton
in July 1999.

Although Congress as a whole has been instrumental refing the NMD cause,
it seems that the Republican Party and its ideolotfyeiseal force behind it.
Indeed, deployment is regarded by the Republican rightvagtar of principle,
regardless of technical difficulties or internationgbercussions, as President
Bush'’s election platform stated:

[7] See Fig 1 diagram (below) ‘Influences on US NMD dieti-making’
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“The new Republican president will deploy a national missile defencedsons of
national security; but he will also do so because there is a moral innpeiatolved”.

Nonetheless, domestic pressure from the Republicanwigiid probably not have had
a concrete outcome without the external impulses geeiby the growth of the black
market in longer-range ballistic missiles. The expad development of missile
technology by countries such as North Korea, ChinasiRusan, Pakistan and Libya
has provided a politically compelling case for missile defeiievo external events
were particularly important in this regard: first, taamch of several Chinese
intermediate-range ballistic missiles over the Tan8&raits, during the run-up to the
1996 Taiwan election. Secondly, the testing of interatediange missiles in 1998 by
North Korea over Japan, with the debris landing inRheific Ocean not far from
Alaska. These two events strengthened the convictitimeaieed for defence against
the so-called ‘rogue states’. Though China may not beialfff classed as a ‘rogue
state’, many commentators believe that China iseébéfocus for NMD.

The second key player is the Pentagon. Pro-NMD fathatsare pushing the debate
within the Pentagon (such as the Ballistic Missiledde& Organisation —, civilian
Pentagon hawks, and the aspects of the military thad sbagain) are supplemented by
the interests of the arms-industry which is certaghigping if not pushing the issue

due to the $60 billion contracts involved in developing theDNaichitecture. The
influence of this Military Industrial Complex will undbtedly increase under the Bush
administration due to the strong links between the twoth® other hand the uniformed
military & the Joint Chiefs of Staff would prefer fund for more conventional
equipment such as tanks, planes and ships. Howeverte&@gaktDefence Donald
Rumsfeld is a well known NMD advocate and appears uneduldy the concerns
raised by other countries, stating that:

“once the Russians understand that the United States is serious abandhigends
to deploy...they (Russia) will find a way...to accept that reality”

As the third key player the Intelligence Community,toeth around the CIA, has
produced National Intelligence Estimates concerning thistimmissile threat to the
USA at the request of Congress every year since 1995. Thiddyed an important
role inshapingthe debate, though not necessapilshingit.

The State Department is the one key player thatdhdedl with foreign influences
criticizing the deployment of NMD. This is related fitetthe renegotiation of the Anti
Ballistic Missile Treaty (ABM) from 1972 with Russia. Bhreaty precisely forbids the
deployment of national missile defences in order to pvess&rategic stability between
the USA and Russia. Secondly the State Departménying to minimise and respond
to any negative reaction to NMD deployment from China, Russd the NATO allies.
How much influence the State Department will have ¢iwvershape of a future national
missile system remains to be seen.
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The crucial factor in shaping the future of NMD will lee tOffice of the President.
While former President Clinton postponed any deploymensidacon first September
2000, President Bush, Vice-President Cheney and the NieSeoarity Advisor
Condoleeza Rice have all pledged their commitment tcoglegant of a national missile
defence system.

It is not yet clear what the Bush criteria for tlotual deployment will be, but it is likely
that ABM treaty compliance will be omitted. A more @igd picture is expected to
emerge following important defence reviews due to be conapteteards the end of
2001.

However, a more immediate decision faces the newrastnation. If Bush wishes to
deploy a ground-based NMD system as soon as possiblel] hawe to authorise the
construction of a new early warning radar on Shemyadstdf Alaska. Building can
only take place on this remote island during two monttikef/ear during the summer
due to harsh weather conditions, therefore Bush will bawveake a decision in
spring/summer 2001 as to whether construction should beginraising the ABM
treaty or face delaying deployment by another year.

In summary the real force behind Congressional pressuMM® is the right wing of
the Republican Party and its accompanying ideology. This hassbheplemented by
pro-NMD factors within the Pentagon and the military-istlial complex that wield
significant influence on the shape and direction oftiigate. This combination is
crucial, since history has shown that once big milimmogrammes have Congress and
contractors on board, they are rarely cancelled.

Thus it appears that an initiative which could destroyetitée carefully woven fabric
of international arms control is being driven by sevdrausand extremists within
Congress, the Pentagon and contractors. Nonethdlessijttative is opposed by many
within the military, the State Department and the &f&il Security Council, as well as
the rest of the world.[8]

lll. Friends’ contribution to policy change

Now let us examine ways in which Friends could help to emfie¢ such a decision-
making process. Quaker groups, by virtue of their firm butemrirontational
approach, have constituted an important part of the Oxfesg&tch Group dialogue
process. In the 1980s we pioneered a dialogue project wkhehich linked over 60
citizen groups each with a nuclear weapons decision-niakiee UK and one in China.
The groups attempted to establish a correspondence wiitlil¢legsion-makers, and in
some cases were able to meet them. In 1985 we estdidigizgallel project in the
United States which linked concerned citizen groups withytAimerican decision-

[8]. Nick Ritchie, The NMD Debate: Movers and Shakersylished by the Oxford Research Group,
April 2001, see also p. 6a.
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makers, and in 1990 supported a similar project in Swedeninigsvith professional
groups of medical practitioners writing to French andi®rihuclear weapon decision-
makers. During this period and since, in our work organizingeesial consultations
with nuclear weapons decision-makers at Charney Mav®have developed a step-by-
step approach for successful dialogue with decision-makbese are outlined in a
booklet [9], so you do not need to take notes. Brieftyme walk you through the ten
steps.

Step 1: Take on board three principles:

A. Change happens at the level of the individual: thie sddress your own doubts
about whether the small contribution you can makeoigwthe effort. The
effects of the pure stating of another opinion, of tles@nting of an alternative
of thinking cannot be underestimated. Whether consciousipa@nsciously it
will have an effect on the person you address, even thitagimight not be
visible at first. Decision-makers themselves haveiometd how rare and
valuable it is for them to get into contact with an apmnfrom a different
horizon.

B. The difference between dialogue and lobbying: whereatsatitional lobbyist
worksatthe decision-maker to get him or her to do something whitlbeto
thelobbyist'sadvantage, in a dialogue you try to wanikh the decision-maker,
engaging him or her to join in a course of action whidhbe to everyone’s
advantage. Dialogue is a non-confrontational communicawbereboth
partners are willing to learn from the other and theeefeads much farther into
finding new grounds together

C. Getting beyond the way of thinking which caused the pnobiethe first place:
Real change comes when people are enabled to use thkinghand their
energy in a new way, using a different system of thqudifierent language,
and having fresh visions of the future.

Step 2: The basic research to find your decision-ma  ker

One advantage of this personal approach is that youoceestrate on that person’s
area of influence instead of becoming an expert on theevguddject. But for that you
need to identify the people whiw have influence on the subject you care about.

So you need first an idea of where decisions originateabtaining or creating some
sort of organisation chart — and secondly you have toofitdvho does what. Internal

[9] Everyone’s Guide to Achieving Change: A Step-by-Step Appro&ialtgue with Decision-Makeys
available from the Oxford Research Group, 51 Plantation Raxfdrd OX2 6JE, price: £3.00 + £1.50

P&p.
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organisational charts can often be found on the websftanstitutions or corporations
or in annual reports.[10]

Step 3: Be aware of assumptions

The views of decision-makers, as of us all, are basetbep-rooted assumptions about
the world and even about human nature. These assumat@rearely revealed in
official publications, but without knowing what they aiteis impossible to test the
validity of decision-makers’ arguments, nor to know whatl of debate with them is
likely to be fruitful or effective. An example ise¢rassumption that different ideologies
are the source of conflict and threat between natdssumptions may also be hidden
in the use of images, analogies and metaphors, for@&aby justifying the possession
of nuclear weapons as an ‘insurance policy’. The anasgymes that the possession
of nuclear weapons creates no risk for the possessbiag the payment of an insurance
premium creates no risk for the policy holder. Most hidoteall are assumptions
arising from the very structure of the decision-makarguments and beliefs: the
relations he or she conceives between threat andelate, between defence and
international relations, and between the existencewflicts and ways of resolving
them. To understand the assumptions your decision-makemadgas you should read
any texts he or she has written.

Step 4: The first contact with your decision-make r

The overall aim of your work is to build a dialoguelwyiour decision-maker, and the
most effective way of doing this is obviously meeting fazdatce. A letter will nearly
always be the best way of making the initial contadgtter in which you show you are
knowledgeable, serious, but not aggressive and that managalilisd a longer-
lasting contact with the decision-maker by gaining hisasrititerest and requiring a
non-standard answer.

Step 5: Take care of your own anger

It is also worth being aware of the anger many of esdbout the state of the world.
At times anger can have a salutary effect upon thbsdiom it is directed, but it can
also be counterproductive through producing fear and resentrRerhaps it is
sufficient to say that if your interest is in engagthe person in a dialogue, anger
should be expressed sparingly and accompanied by othes thaigmight offset the
defensiveness it is likely to engender.

Another danger is to get wound up in a spiral of thingshthaéto be done. There are
never enough competent people to help, never enough tich@epamuch real
satisfaction. Little time for joy, no time to bratand certainly no time to reflect to get
a bit of distance and perspective. As Thomas Mertost say

[10] see Fig 2 (below) Diagram MOD organisation chart
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“...the frenzy of the activist neutralizes his work for peace. It destroys his own
inner capacity for peace. It destroys the fruitfulness of his own work, because it
kills the root of inner wisdom which makes work fruitful”.

So do allow yourself nourishment and space in your work.

It is also important that the means used in this worklshioe the same as the ends - of
the same character and quality. For example, if whataye seeking is a world without
weapons of mass destruction, it is no good going intocaisk®on armed to the teeth
and using facts like ammunition. The more the methodsweef the goal, the faster
and more effectively the goal will be reached.

Step 6: What to do if...

These are some detailed suggestions for ideas how taegraftter your first letter or
contact, too specific for our purpose today, but outlimeithé booklet | mentioned.

Step 7: Non-Confrontational Communication

If a meeting with the decision-maker is on the cards,jeed to be well aware of how
much can go wrong, or right, in the actual quality of camitation taking place
between you and your decision-maker. We offer some abdat communication that
can make the difference between dialogue and monologueslinglreal listening,
agreeing, disagreeing, language, implicit assumptions apihghidne conversation.

Step 8: Preparing to meet with a decision-maker

It is important to work out a strategy for the meeimgdvance, and to make sure that
you are well prepared. There are some questions th&egayou with this like: What
do you hope to achieve in the first meeting? Where willlyold it? How many of you
should attend? What should you say first? etc. Itng kelpful to actually jot down the
answers — referring back to them after the meeting damingke improvements for any
future contact.

Step 9: Following up the meeting and evaluation

You will need to think about how to deal with any potentiatia coverage for any
dialogue you may undertake. A local newspaper, radid/cst@tion may hear about
your activities and want to report them, and it is welbé prepared for this. Will
publicity help or hinder what you want to achieve? Are angnbexs unhappy about
being publicly known to be working on the project? Do yoakhhe publicity would
hinder other groups doing the same work?

Furthermore it is important to keep a record of whatsetout to achieve and to
constantly review with your group what you are doing. Okéord Research Group
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would appreciate feedback related to these procedures andlikeutal know of
dialogues which you initiate.

Step 10: Remember that change is possible...

When faced with world problems — like hunger, overpopulatiocjear weapons, the
arms trade — you may be among those who are overwhélyredeeling of “Help!

What on earth can I, just one person, do about tfiaRé heart. That's a sane response.
It's the basis for a whole new attitude to world problewtsgre change at the level of
the individual is more and more recognised as essentidange in huge world

systems. The Dalai Lama points this out when he says:

“Although attempting to bring about world peace through the internal transformation
of individuals is difficult, it is the only way... Peace must bestleveloped within an
individual. And | believe that love, compassion, and altruism are the fundarbasts
for peace. Once these qualities are developed within an individual,dieas then

able to create an atmosphere of peace and harmony. This atmosphere cpanukex
and extended from the individual to his family, from the family tocdh@nunity and
eventually to the whole world.”

While there are plenty of books, newspaper articles @rgision programmes that
guestion the big issues, they lack the force of direcgmal contact and specific
application to a decision-maker’s work.

What the dialogue approach does is to link an interconngetbdf concerned citizens
person-to-person with those individuals in whose handshestecisions on our future.
It offers the potential for change to take place not ahlgn individual level but on a
vast scale, literally throughout the world.

Going back to your four questions with which we began,adteiar that more and more
individuals worldwide are realizing that war does not e@enflict, nor resolve long-
standing cycles of violence. As more of those who haigeunderstanding
communicate it to policy-makers and more particulatlystsmplementing it in their
own lives and localities, change will start to happen.

We need to learn and to show others that there adeainé tested, powerful ways of
containing and resolving conflict which do not require theaiderce.

Scilla Ellsworth

Oxford Research Group

51 Plantation Road

Oxford OX2 6JE

Tel: 01865 242819

Fax: 01865 794652

e-mail: org@oxfordresearchgroup.org.uk

Page 12 of 16

Preparing for Peace - a project of Westmorland General Meeting. © see copyright statement
www.preparingforpeace.org


http://www.preparingforpeace.org/elworthy_biog.htm

Bibliography
Brown, Michael E., Rosecrance, Richard N. (eds.), Tbsts of Conflict.
Prevention and Cure in the Global Arena (Carnegie Casian on Preventing Deadly
Conflict), Rowman and Littlefield, Lanham 1999.
Cleveland, Harlan, Henderson Hazel, Kaul, Inge (edkg,United Nations: Policy and
Financing Alternatives: Innovative Proposals by Visigriagaders, The Global
Commission to Fund the United Nations, Washington 1995.

De Bono, Edward, New Thinking for the New Millennium, Beim Books,
Harmondsworth 1999.

Everett, Melissa, Breaking Ranks: The riveting insideias of ten men  who left
comfortable jobs in the military, the intelligence aoomnity or the defense industry to
work, in their own ways, for peace, New Society, &telphia 1989.

Graham, Kennedy (ed.), The planetary interest: A cemcept for the global age, UCL
Press Limited, London 1999.

Hock, Dee, Birth of the Chaordic Age, Berrett-Koeh&an Francisco 1999.

Ishtar, Zohl dé (ed.), Pacific Women Speak Out for Indeperrdamt Denuclearisation,
Christchurch 1998.

Lampen, John (ed.), No Alternative? Nonviolent Respotss&gpressive Regimes,
William Sessions Ltd., York 2000.

Morrison, Philip,Tsipis, Kosta, Reason Enough to HopeeAca and the World of the
Twenty-first Century, The MIT Press, Cambridge-London 1998.

Schell, Jonathan, The Gift of Time: The Case for Ahihg Nuclear Weapons Now,

Granta, London 1998.

Page 13 of 16
Preparing for Peace - a project of Westmorland General Meeting. © see copyright statement
www.preparingforpeace.org



auH uo
suo|s|aap
levldy

the President

Office of

spoenuod xajdwoy
feinsnpu| - ey

fueyiy

'

RIS J0 SPND
WROf 3L 0 330 T

asuap(] J0 ARPIRS
au Jo ao )

7 asuajaq J0 wawpe dag 7

Ll aT=

LesLIdWY

Aear] wav

ywawuedag
e

sajeumsy
aauahbijay|
|euoney

w12

saneuasalday
Jo asnoy

ssalfiuon) ueaygnday

Rued 7

"ONIMYIFNOISIDAA JWN SN HO S3ONINTN]

Page 14 of 16
Preparing for Peace - a project of Westmorland General Meeting. © see copyright statement

www.preparingforpeace.org



2R LEED

WD MELAN LR
AN JIE H B0 LEALI A UBR3YS

b UopNQWIr sepeiug | U1 Uor b AWNYIG Ned

R0 stodes realioarg pue BIAE]AII 2T DT

Ao ueeEoNT U Y JEIT) WO SIBADANT UL PE GRS

sC WMEH el g
Axjog Arwoes
TEU DB USRI [BIPURE) MO0

£ nolild "0 v uag ey

(Eisuiuiins )

HEIS BUHT 0 YD it

auey [2eyny 10
MG 40 H2840

Bdoy ned
[l R
SRR BT PEISIST

SUOIN: O YUy A5 0id
SOSIARY HHURIIE SO D

foEuepm 00y 1S5
JUSSIDG ST IO S

“sdiyziauped apaud-oggnd

Wanod Apinzas pue aausBiEiul sEsocsp

pLe Spaocka Sausla g v 30 AURNOU 4olessa)

pue ABE)E gs ABOIOULDE] pUE SIS sudsank

|elERpUl 2a0sEp Tesodsp pue Aages

Aupnau) uswaaroosd s2sond uogeogejoa

‘zogzfo] awdnbe Juswairool 4
e e

SUDUAS SFU0ET
WL N0 SIUER( 0] 31815 J0 BSRIRY

§gleis jenua]

Bunyaer saboy

Axiod TN 20

<} BRI SI0pOURLIDTD
ANO 485 N IO HD8HT

€ Upad wjor uan 1oy
{Aotog) ME3S
DT 0 LIYD MEESS Y

£ PRWE H pIeyay
A Ao

T Jo MEJAIIET POOOY 12ad 115 wipy
=PI PSR S T HEYS BOUSINT Si] J0 J9i D800

HEJE [BIBUSL) JO JANT

22/0g P ey 1S Wpy

g unay
IS 220857 24l 0
FAED D AT [ I BUB S

o)A 0ol o

JeuucEiad aowies a0 AlpeEuodsay

‘SR RIRG BURRoUL S0

pUE S]EES SaUS1a] U LU0dKUS

'Alales pue sy SSnEs| AoEnbey
2 = T =R

fauoqy sma
SEIT 0 ABIRIDET ) AIEI BB

UOOH Poa
SONSIAT IO} FIBIS JO MEJDET

L00Z "G4 [pun) HEE AAEN JO Jat)
Iuyng =YD 15 RO

MEID MR HIH0 YD

P A AL SR

“aalalap 1o woeplssaad aggnd AgeueEns [eudiesedo
razuodzal Juapoe Jespony Buidaayatead pn el Aupsk
050 MO N3 OLTR USIME LUES IR e j0U00 SUUE SEneE|
196png sousag S90maes ayl o adeys pue ez Aogod Jespnu
Bupnaan AfakdE Ao paou B e poe Aapd aousgEg

0 T

Jejpds uyor
SRNO PR S0 SIE1T M0 SIS

ISHIAA(Q 40 AGLSHIY IHL 30 HOLLYSIHYOUD

Page 15 of 16
Preparing for Peace - a project of Westmorland General Meeting. © see copyright statement

www.preparingforpeace.org



Westmorland General Meeting

Westmorland General Meeting is a Meeting for WorshipBuginess of the Religious Society of Friends
(Quakers), comprising Friends from the Swarthmoor, KeaddlSedbergh, Lancaster and Preston areas
in the north-west corner of England. George Fox, founfitre Society, made his first visit to these
towns, villages and dales in 1652, and the region corgtittulee known among Friends as the birthplace
of Quakerism.

Quakers seek "that of God" in everyone, worshipping togettsience without doctrine or creed. For
three hundred and fifty years Friends’ Peace Testimospéen at the centre of a corporate witness
against war and violence, through conscientious objeat@nflict resolution, service in the Friends’
Ambulance Unit or alternative paths of consciencethéi2f' Century we face fundamental changes to
the ‘engines of war’, and new social and internationallehgés in a changing world, yet the Peace
Testimony of 17 Century Friends still bears powerful witness.

In 1660 Friends declared:

All bloody principles and practices we do utterly denywith all outward wars, and strife,
and fightings with outward weapons, for any end, or undeany pretence whatsoever, and
this is our testimony to the whole world.

Today the Society’s book of ‘Advices and Queries’ advises neesn

We are called to live ‘in the virtue of that life and paever that takes away the occasion of
wars’. Do you faithfully maintain our testimony that war and the preparation for war are
inconsistent with the spirit of Christ? Search outwhatever in your own way of life may
contain the seeds of war. Stand firm in our testimonyeven when others commit or
prepare to commit acts of violence, yet always remembémat they too are children of God.
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