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Abstract

The contemporary anti-war movement is diverse agtdrbgeneous. It is at once fractured
and fragmented, and yet simultaneously full ofaalies and coalitions. This paper critically
explores these alliances and fractures. Drawingenads from a two year ESRC research
project, it provides evidence from in-depth anayai case studies from a full range of anti-
war and peace organisations including Faslane S&fy the War Coalition, the Society of
Friends (Quakers), Justice Not Vengeance, CamgargNuclear Disarmament, and a range
of Muslim organisations. It examines a variety amples of how different groups worked
together across difference, how alliances were fatleapart and the consequences of these
changes to the capacity of the movement to vogEelijections to war. It also includes a
consideration of the role of Information and Comioation Technologies in potentially
facilitating broader alliances to be built and ntained.
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Introduction

The anti-war movement is fractured and fragmenyetl simultaneously it contains multiple
alliances and coalitions. The common cause is ‘$tepWar’, but the more detailed aims,
justifications, methods and alternatives of pgpacits are as heterogeneous as the groups
involved. It joined together to oppose the ‘War Terror’ and pursuit of this goal operates
outside and across party politics. In what follows, then examine some of the processes by
which coalitions and alliances might achieve a degof harmony and cooperation despite
their differences.

In key respects the anti-war movement is a unionogbosites. Feminists march with

patriarchs, Muslim women wearing hijabs campaigongside bejeaned students, Jews
walked in protest against Israel's 2006 invasion lefbanon alongside anti-Semites

declaiming ‘We are all Hezbollah’, secular Trotskgi link with devout Christians, extreme

left-wingers join with centrist Liberal Democratmd those who wish for the military defeat
of Anglo-American forces combine with deeply contadt pacifists. As Respect candidate
and regular StWC speaker Yvonne Ridley told us,Bhtain, the anti-war movement has

forced some bizarre coalitions’. Given this diverdi is hard to think of such groups forming

a genuinely united social movement. Although thisr&eommonality in resistance to the

Afghanistan and Iraq wars, their framing and broatkmands differ widely. Some groups,

for instance, link their resistance to war to beradnti-imperialist struggles or to a pacifist

ideology, while others believe in the necessitywvalr but that the specific war against Iraq
was not justified.

This paper is based on material collated duringayear ESRC research project. It provides
evidence from in-depth analysis of five case stwdiiem a full range of anti-war and peace
organisations; Faslane 365, Stop the War Coali#thvC), the Society of Friends, Justice



Not Vengeance (JNV), Campaign for Nuclear Disarman(€ND). In addition a number of
Muslim anti-war organisations and networks were n@rad, including The Muslim
Association of Britain (MAB), The Muslim Public Adfrs Committee (MPACUK), and Cage
Prisoner. In total 60 interviews were conductechvaitrange of activists from leading figures
to lay members. There was observation of demoistsaand vigils protesting war, as well as
close analysis of electronic and hard copy litesftom the movement.

Working Together

We suggest five ways — which are not mutually esiglel — in which groups work together,
namely: withformal coalitions by shared identityby common tactics and condudly acts of
solidarity, and by buildingransnational networks

Formal Coalitions

The outstanding example of a formal coalition ia tturrent anti-war movement is Stop the
War Coalition (StWC) This is the largest organization in Britain thabse to oppose the
‘War on Terror'. It came into existence in Septemp@01, growing from a groundswell of
concern about an impending American military resgoafter the 9/11 attacks. The coalition
grew during its campaign against the invasion ajh@inistan and expanded as preparations
for the invasion of Iraq developed in 2003. Asxpanded StWC brought in other significant
players, including a partnership with MAB and CNDterestingly MAB was initially
approached to be affiliated to StWC, but it did waint to be subsumed into the coalition and
thus pushed to be an equal partner and sponsdW€ &vents. Anas Altikriti, formerly of
MAB, explained the tensions this caused; ‘at theetiwe didn’t realize that CND were also
invited to become part of Stop the War coalitioawkver, they had refused on the basis that
we were part of it and they didn’t want to be sasrpart of the coalition that was against the
rights of women, free speech and the like’. Resttato the arrangement did not just come
from CND, however, Anas goes onto to note that pbeavere saying to us you’ll never
succeed. We've never ever tried building any kihgbasition with the left, they will never
have you. You're on opposite extremes of the spattin terms of belief and faith. Their
moral code, their values, in terms of their famislues, is totally different to yours, and you
will never be able to do much. You may be ablédf an event, but nothing more, nothing
in the long run’.

On the coalition’s national executive are membérhe Green Party, Respect, Friends of Al
Agsa, and CND as well as various MPs (e.g. KatelCleremy Corbyn) and trade unionists.
Its President is Tony Benn, and amongst a clutcNioé Presidents are retired MP Tam
Dalyell, novelist and political essayist Tariq Algreen Party MEP Caroline Lucas, and
Respect MP George Galloway.

StWC also has affiliates from groups such as tHesae Liberation Campaign, the British
Muslim Initiative (BMI) (individuals who were ongeart of MAB) and the Communist Party
of Britain. In addition to the London-based cengedup, dozens, later hundreds, of smaller
local groups are affiliated to StWC. We calculateain its 2005-6 accounts that StWC has
only about 300 individual members, but its emphasigffiliations from groups such as trade
unions and branches of political campaigns inciedseveight.

StWC places emphasis upon marches (chiefly regi@iaronstrations, usually in London) that
are aimed at bringing pressure to bear on governatgewell as to maintain public awareness
of the issues. Its organization is steered by tlare®ur people who work full time in the
central office. This enables StWC to respond qyit&levents, having nimble campaigns, but
it is not something that allows for much dialoguepen discussion.



StWC was driven from the outset by an establishexisKyist group, the Socialist Workers
Party (SWP), which — like everyone else - was upgred for the large-scale ethnic minority
involvement. The SWP’s experience and political syocombined with its organizational
discipline and resources, allowed it to some exterthannel this unanticipated opposition.
However, a price of the coalition has been that 3MéP muted its Marxist adherence to
socialism and secularism. Uncompromising leftistiasm of patriarchal family formations
and of religion as an anti-scientific ‘opiate oéthasses’ has been dampened for the sake of
maintaining a united front by those wary of upseftihe Islamic devout. The website of the
SWP now announces a plural and inclusive outlook:

We fight alongside anybody or any organization tlvants to build
the movement. The anti-war movement has gainestiéngth from
its unity and breadth. That's why we fight to maintthe principles
[of] unity of all the coalitions and campaigns withich we are
involved. We respect people with ideas that aré&iht from ours.
So, while we seek to persuade people of our relemiaty ideas, we
resist moves to narrow the movement to those wh@keady part of
the radical left. (SWP 2007)

Some sense of the problems this entails comes Mike Marqusee, former StWC press
officer, who told us:

The advantage of having the SWP as a national @@ with a
printing press and twenty full time workers andapid network for
the distribution of leaflets was huge in getting tBtop the War
Coalition off the ground. ...And | think they werglnt, in the sense
that they felt that this is a crossroads in glopalitics. It was that
strong sense that brought people together, an8\tié did have that.
They then though took that into meaning that naghshould be
allowed to confuse anybody about what was the absgbriority,
which meant that the arguments, complex argumdrtatasecularism
and religion were not heard. ... So, for examplettp early on,
those people who questioned the link with MAB [MosAssociation
of Britain] were castigated as Islamophobes.

Its annual conference, held over one day, is mahagensure that a range of StWC members
speak from the platform, thereby parading the kfreadl the coalition, but motions shaping
policy bear the imprint of core activists, espdgi#those from the SWP. Thus at the Annual
Conference on 10 June 2006 the programme had lvearrgnged and motions to be decided
upon pre-printed. These had come from several argtons, but SWP motions came first
after the opening speeches with others postponeddiosideration towards the end of the
packed day. Moreover, delegates wishing to speale wempelled to inform the chair in
writing if they wished to intervene. This made feell-ordered proceedings, but it was
evident that core players had exercised disprapmate influence over a significantly
orchestrated event.

Attempting to Share Identities

Unity can be achieved by possessing a common duttoo the world. This has been
important in past anti-war activism and it remasignificant, for instance with regard to
pacifist and left wing socialist involvement. Hovegyshared identity as a basis for alliance is
problematic in at least two ways: one, it can belwestonary of potential allies who do not



have this identity, and two, identity is generallynuch more complicated and nuanced matter
than it appears once one looks beneath labelsasusbcialist or Christian.

In the recent anti-war movement it has been thegeament of a particular ethno-religious
group, Muslims, that has been especially noteworitgcent events have galvanized many
Muslims and impelled them to take part in the avdi-movement. Muslims are now a visible
presence on anti-war demonstrations and routiretyqs protest movements. In what follows
we will work initially with the simple category Miis, but later we will consider some of the
complexities of identity this can disguise.

The involvement of a religious and ethnic minortigs challenged the political left to
accommodate and better understand such a hetemgeoealition. For many Muslims such
involvement seems to have been empowering andilbotad to the proliferation of Muslim
groups that sought political change through activisitside the formal polity.

This Muslim presence from the early days of StWMike Marqusee observed, ‘caught the
SWP and the white left completely by surprise’. Hower, StWC soon capitalized on the
opportunity to include a more diverse range ofvagtls. Consequently, the strongest Muslim
connections in the anti-war movement in Britain daveen with left wing socialists,
exemplified by the Respect Party that sought totakge on the Muslim anti-war vote, and
the high profile presence of Respect Councillom@alagoob. In practice this has involved
the StWC hosting key Muslim leader speakers at #gnents, and in the naming of a Muslim
organization (originally MAB, since 2006 the BMI} &o-sponsors of StWC (with CND)
organized London rallies.

Non-Muslim anti-war activists have spoken of thechéor ‘respect and tolerance’ for Muslim

practices, and as such prayer spaces were proatdesy anti-war rallies. Many groups other
than StWC also made links with Muslim anti-war aistis. This is exemplified at the local

scale (in Leicester) by joint meetings being calledislim speakers invited to address local
groups, and vigils attracting a variety of Musliopport (expressed through different Islamic
dress, chants and banner slogans).

This incorporation of diversity has been celebratgdnany in the anti-war movement as a
sign of its strength (the logic of numbers), lidsra (as opposed to others’ emphasis on war
and terrorism), and as an example of integratiormdtion (proving through practise that
common ground can be found through political agtidnis clear why non-Muslims sought
the involvement of Muslims and vice versa. Bothartd benefit from increased numbers and
their respective arguments are strengthened bynthesion of the other (for non-Muslims
being able to illustrate their diversity and sotitlawith ‘those under attack’; for Muslims
supporters outside their own faith networks).

However, there are tensions in these relationstp®luslim activist expressed a cynical
view of why Muslims had been embraced by existiafidt anti-war groups, arguing that
because Muslim communities were already highly ozl internally (usually around
mosques), then left groups could simply tap intoséh pre-existing networks to mobilize
protesters. Asad Rehman, a Muslim activist formefyStWC, qualified this perspective,
suggesting that while Muslims were under-represkmtie StWC nationally and this was a
source of discontent, people at ‘a local level workogether in very local coalitions — (and)
that's where people were represented. If the masqueren’t necessarily representing
themselves officially, what they were doing wasytheere opening space where people with a
link to a mosque would say “oh yeah, 27 mosquekeire, no problem, we know all the
mosques, we’ll go and leaflet, we’'ll get peoplesids all of that — it'll be brilliant”. And
there were public meetings — “make sure someonefroign the Muslim community’s



speaking, some Iman, someone like that”, so it veag much done on those sort of levels'.
Moreover, Asad was upset that Muslims had beeretadgfor inclusion rather than their
being a broader focus on bringing in different esic ‘where’s the Afro-Caribbean

community in the anti-war movement, where’s thehSdommunity, where’s the Hindu

community — where are they? Nowhere. They've gamewhat they think is an easy ... it
weakened us and not only weakened but it's createrower Muslim community’.

Despite the apparent success of the joint mobitimatin attracting large numbers and
diversity, these interactions were fraught with pscien and rather temporary. Naima
Bouteldja, a Muslim activist fomerly in Globaliseefistance, said that MAB's involvement
with StWC was perceived by many Muslim activistsSraariage de convenance' which was
not liable to last very long given the politicallitme and practises of the most organised
group within the StWC, that was more interestedyaming short term political advantage
than empowering Muslim®\lthough there was Muslim representation on the Gt®feering
Committee (for example, Ismail Patel of Friend#\bAgsa, and Dr Ghayasuddin Siddiqui of
the Muslim Parliament), there were no Muslim offfc@ders in the organization and, as Asad
Rehman pointed out, ‘there were no big Muslim oig@iions represented there’. The inner
workings and power of this steering committee remedntested. It was diverse in its
composition and activists reported its discussibasg open and inclusive. However, its
resolutions were reportedly often ignored by ofticéders of StWC.

We spoke to several people who expressed concatrmviislims were being appropriated by
secular anti-war groups so such groups could appehlussive and draw on broader support.
As Mike Marqusee insisted, ‘it's not the rainbowattion, it's like someone painting the

stripes and deciding who's in and who'’s out’. Beydhe temporary interactions of marches,
or jointly held meetings, conversations were ofteh extended. Many non-Muslim anti-war
activists had few direct links to Muslims and spakeheir frustration that coalitions had not
been built, dialogue had not continued and mutndeustanding had not been fostered.

By 2006, some non-Muslim activists in Leicestert fekcluded by Muslim groups, who
organized their own events and appeared to foogetvite them even though, for one event,
the Muslims had billed a non-Muslim activist asey lspeaker. Some could also feel uneasy
marching alongside Muslims who were shouting famsthing they could not understand.
Korin Grant recollected that, while pleased at ‘thanber of Muslims who had turned up at
the demo in Leicester’, she had misgivings becawbde they were shouting things that |
didn’t understand | suddenly thought | actuallylfaebit uncomfortable because I really,
really don’'t know what they’re saying. And, youdwm, | hoped and assumed | would feel
that way no matter what language was being spoBeri.normally, if you’re on a march, you
can shout along with other people. But | was bairggeward and smiling and | just felt very
much like they were laughing at me”.

From another position, Arif Sayeed, a Muslim studeom Leicester who wore a jacket with

a Palestinian flag to our meeting, described heaglre when, on an anti-war march in
London, he was walking side by side with a Orthodew and realized that they could be on
the same side. He argued that such demonstrati@maecspace ‘for dialogue between
people’. However, he did not feel able to talk he Orthodox Jew, despite at other times
initiating conversations with other left non-Musliattivists. Anti-war protest had helped

bring Muslims out on to the streets alongside theile whom they rarely, if ever, had come

into contact.

Throughout the recent period of anti-war conditjcsignificant group of Muslims have felt
an affiliation with a movement that was shared Hyecs with many different backgrounds.



Thousands of people walked side by side, all omgposhe same policies of the same
government, but few talked to each other acrosetheo-religious divide. In the following

paragraphs we describe four reasons for this aaingndivision, these centre around the
political foci of key anti-war organisations; a temcy to reify Muslims as a single
community; the inherent difficulties of connectirgcross religious identity; and the
complexities of the broader projects of Muslim poé in Britain.

1. Prioritization of Anti-War Campaigning

Some groups articulated the need to resist ambtelegislation and try to prevent
demonization of Muslims at the same time as argaggjnst war. For example, StWC began
in 2001 with three demands: ‘Stop the War, No Reaist Backlash, Defend Civil Liberties’.
In practice, however, many groups prioritized thaitivities around anti-war campaigning
rather than defence of civil liberties. Muslim intiewees spoke of their disappointment that
more non-Muslims had not acted in their supposradinti-terror raids or had not spoken out
more assertively against their perceived persecu#na, a peace activist from Leicester,
details this mis-match of priorities, * when wersgd trying to get people together for Faslane
365, | contacted loads of different Muslim orgati@as saying could | come and do a talk,
would this be something you might support? Andrésponse, time and again, is they’re just
feeling so under pressure at the moment, so endath@ge the moment that nobody who's
Muslim wants to stand up and be counted at the moinecause they're worried that the
police will raid their houses and shoot them. Atwla very understandable position for them
to take’.

These mismatched priorities become more obvioug t¢imee. Dedicated activists feel
overworked and when issues competed for their @dtgnnon-Muslims prioritized anti-war
campaigning. When their engagement with Muslimtmslibecame complicated or difficult
(for example, during public debates about the sgiftwomen to wear the veil in late 2006)
many chose to avoid taking sides. Moreover, sucjag@ement was seen by some as a
diversion from the more important politics of bewugfi-war.

2. Tendency to Reify ‘The Muslim Community’

Activists are attempting interaction between twibedent entities. On the one hand, there are
those who have a particular repertoire of tactind strategies aimed at a clear target. In the
case of anti-war, that target is in the main th&idr government’s involvement in the
Afghanistan and Iraq wars. The target is broadan ttihat, of course, incorporating the US
government’s actions (especially with regard to @&aamo Bay), a broader concern for
peace, and horror at the loss of life. But the darg Britain is primarily national and
primarily the government. Thus the fundamental airmost of the groups involved in the
anti-war movement is to mobilize public opinion &ga the wars, and thus force the
government to change its strategy of involvement.

On the other hand, there is a diffuse, complextibas identity of Muslims in Britain. There
is no discrete British Muslim identity. There mag ®ome underlying unity in what it means
to be Muslim, but there are a plethora of orgaiorst attempting to represent ‘British
Muslims’ politically and to the public which all peesent different perspectives. In addition
there are numerous small politically focused Mustjroups such as MPACUK, JustPeace,
and the Muslim Network. For many Muslims therensiradivisible relation between anti-war
opposition and criticism of new terrorism legistaiti Because this is so, Muslim groups Cage
Prisoner and Stop Political Terror may also be mned as part of the anti-war movement.
However, like many of the smaller non-Muslim antsvwgroups, these groups have struggled



to survive. JustPeace folded in 2005 and Stopi€alliTerror merged into Cage Prisoner in
late 2006 due to a lack of resources. StWC Muslietmidrk has found it hard to get off the
ground, its initiators conceding as recently ast&aper 2007 that ‘we must be honest and
recognise that there is still a great deal of wiorke done within the Muslim community to
build an awareness of what individuals can achieyevorking together (StwWC Muslim
Network 2007). For Nahella Ashraf, a key instigatbthe network, it was the prioritization
of anti-war concerns above being Muslim that wasvipig problematic, ‘one of the reasons
why | wanted to do the network was to broaden kinsl of understanding as to what we’re
trying to do with Stop the War. Because if you comi® it from a Muslim group, then |
think, you pigeon hole yourself as well as lettother people do it. That's one of my biggest
frustrations with Muslims, If I've said it's a Musi thing, they’ll turn up. It is quite difficult.
... Itis frustrating that ... the fact that | am a Mos.. has more of an impact than what |
have to say’. Moreover the ways in which Muslimtjggpation was encouraged in anti-war
campaigns was often structured via communitieterathan individual participation in anti-
war groups. Thus, in Leicester Yaqub Dadhiwala (I%mic) noted that ‘three or four Imams
in the city are very influential and they’ll maleetfinal decision over what happens’.

As a result non-Muslim activists have had to engate organizations which, although they
may have expressed opinions about the war, didarimulate being anti-war as their core
rationale. The majority of these organizations madpresentation on behalf of Muslim
communitiesper se and often on a range of broad issues that afffiett constituents — such

as education, crime, and security (for example,Réderation of Muslim Organizations in
Leicestershire [FMO], or MAB), core principles bgirthe defence of Muslims and

advancement of their case. Unavoidably, their targed requests are diffuse. Moreover,
some of the targets for these groups are intematidollowing through diasporic links

beyond Britain.

3. The Challenge of Commonality Across Religiousniities

This complexity of Muslim identity in Britain is @ore friction for those seeking commonality
in the anti-war movement. For many intervieweesshtu and non-Muslim, Islam became a
barrier to co-operation. Activists found establhcommonality around religion difficult and
many non-Muslims’ lack of understanding of Island d@ne variety of ways in which Muslims
practise their faith, further complicated matteffiere were frequent misunderstandings,
misinterpretations, and false assumptions madé&ésame time, some Muslim activists said
they had not joined anti-war groups because thélysiech groups failed to respect the
importance of Islam, ‘a religion or faith [whichgpple live with all their lives, they're born
with it, it's integral, whereas their political wiedevelops ... and sometimes it [anti-war
activism] can just be a bit frivolous’ (Arif Sayeéed

The possibility of finding commonality has been g@dicated by the way in which Muslim
identity has been essentialized in Britain. As Bddja points out, politicians and journalists
have been ‘constantly entrapping and caricaturingslivhs within their religious identity’
(2007). As a result being Muslim in Britain has @ta be expressed by many in the media as
a singular identity, an identifier that categorifmgje numbers of people under one banner in
a way that few would attempt with Christianity. He&of alienating Muslims, or of adding to
their demonization, few non-Muslim activists haveestioned this homogenization. In an
attempt to project a united anti-war movement, teebhout the differences between Muslims
and non-Muslims, let alone within Muslim commurstigvas often carefully avoided. Thus a
former StWC activist, Stuart Hodkinson, an earlymber of Leeds StWC and reflecting on
processes other groups had struggled with, rectilgdit had ‘worked hard to cultivate and
bring in ... those organizations that could bring asmmof Muslim people into the anti-war



movement and therefore you would have meetingsdayd the War Coalition, where anything
... to scare them [Muslims] off, was prevented — @swa complete and utter party line — we
don’'t talk about capitalism, anti-capitalism - wené talk about direct action’. A
consequence was that, even amongst anti-war dsfivsislims were, as Mike Marqusee put
it, ‘conceptualized in almost a colonial fashion,that the communities, and the elements,
were seen as monolithic and homogeneous’. Consdguas Asad argued, ‘it's all very
shallow front-type politics ... the white left thinkss easier to get the vote from the Muslims
— we've always argued ‘leave us alone — you gowoark with the white community — win
them over because why aren't they on the demoimist — we can get the Muslim
community — it's alright you standing outside thesgues trying to mobilize people to do
that and so on — it's easy. ... they're replicatsingll type politicavhich actually don't take
you any further because they’re actually not alpburtality, engaging a lot of people, adding
lots of different voices within it ... they have gofwe the lowest common denominator type
of politics, so actually they are doing the Muslmmmunity a disservice, because actually
they are allowing the debate to either be framedti®y media or to be framed by the
Islamists’.

While the mobilization potential of homogenizatioshould be acknowledged, such
simplification of identity hinders alliances in thenger run. Asad Rehman articulated his
frustration as follows: ‘what we didn’t want wadhar the right or the left to see the Muslim
community as one homogenous community, with oneeyabne identity, and one political
perspective. We thought it was very important feople to know that actually there’s always
been a progressive Muslim identity — we are not newdemonstrations, we’ve always been
demonstrating — we've been demonstrating on mamyyndifferent issues — just because the
white left has never seen people — but increasiwglyooked to MAB as an easy way, more |
would say a street product, hired to bring a lop@bple out on the street.” In consequence of
this homogenization, anti-war activists actuallyplee proliferate the singular and inadequate
notion that there was a uniform Muslim identityBrtain and thus adhered to a blind respect
for the rights of ‘Muslims’ to practise their faitis they saw fit. Having embraced it, but still
ignorant of its subtleties, many non-Muslim actisisvere then too scared of appearing
exclusionary to question Islamic beliefs or prasdiceven though they often privately
expressed unease. Interviewees often specificaked for their reservations about some
Islamic practices not to be quoted.

What could have been a moment of dialogue wasanhdgeriod of polite silence under the
auspices of non-Muslims showing ‘respect and tolegafor Muslims. Few interviewees said
they had learned anything about Islam as they ladised on ‘being anti-war’ as the
commonality. However, this superficiality of dialoggand embracement of ‘Muslim’ as an
identifying category has led activists down a difft path which has failed to lead to lasting
interactions.

If the distinction becomes between ‘Muslim’ and rabluslim’, as it has in the anti-war
movement, then religion becomes central to anyudison of commonality, and the
categories oppositional; ‘essentialisation thusfogces the belief shared by many sectarians
(both Muslims and non-Muslims) in the existencewed monolithic and antagonistic blocs
that either coexist in separatist isolation ok of the groups dissolves, assimilates itself
into the other’ (Bouteldja 2007). But beyond a stipml understanding that Islam can teach
peace and justice as much as can Christianitygioeliis a rather non-negotiable entity
through which to attempt a compromise. It can gyiddecome a highly emotive, intensely
personal and polarized dialogue. If anti-war astsihad been able to embrace other aspects
of identity, such as diasporas, home-country ligks] place-based identities there may have



been more ground with which to find commonality tweg the temporality and superficiality
of ‘being anti-war’.

4. The Complexities of Muslim Politics in Britain

The argument that religion is a difficult entityroigh which to reach commonality has led
critics to suggest that the anti-war movement leaggrsely aided fundamentalist expressions
of Islam. Nic Cohen, for instance, argues that-aati activists’ unquestioning alliances with
Muslim opponents of the Irag invasion have led th@eto supporting those they would
otherwise abhor. Thus he reckons that ‘the antitwavement disgraced itself not because it
was against the war in Iraq’ — there was alwaysasedo be made for this —, but rather
‘because it could not oppose the counter-revolutone the war was over’ (2007, p.289).
Cohen claims that, by supporting Muslineait court rather than those Iraqgis who opposed
religious sectarianism, Al Qaeda, and the heritsfigbe Ba’'ath Party, the anti-war movement
failed to show solidarity with those who struggled a genuinely alternative Iraq, thereby
siding with ‘theocrats and fascists’ who, in theaneaof Islam, are central to the civil war
‘insurgency’ (Cohen, 2004; cf. Halliday 2007).

At the least critics such as Nic Cohen can helpousppreciate what many non-Muslim and
Muslim activists already know: that the veneer pity has prevented non-Muslim activists
from engaging fully with the complexity of Muslimofitics in Britain (cf. Anthony 2007).
While some individuals have gone to great lengthsducate themselves, many more remain
ignorant through fear of fracturing any perceivedty

Given this, it is perhaps not surprising that avar groups have sought to avoid detailed
debate about the principles and aims of the diffiekuslim organizations. Muslim identity
politics are highly complex and contested, and itliersection between being British and
Muslim has been problematic for many, especiallitipally articulate anti-war activists. For
many Muslim anti-war activists their politicizati@iforded an opportunity to create identities
beyond that of their parents and conservative Islachto at times challenge the hierarchies
established by their elders. Ismail Patel of FreeatlAl Agsa and BMI, argued that ‘after the
9/11 event, 7/7 took place a few years later thatvad us to be able to discuss politics much
more openly on the platform of the Stop the Walitoa than we would have be able to say,
in a Mosque environment ... because once you stéhdmg Palestinians or the Iragis and
then you use language in which you have to conftbatBritish Prime Minister and the
British Government foreign policy, or even domesiidicies, obviously then you're seen as a
radical. And once you're seen as a radical, if gounot have a lot of people around you who
are not of the same faith then you'’re in dangeot. Saleem (2005), the chair of JustPeidtce
is the conflict of how to be Britisand Muslim which is exacerbating the alienation fejt b
some Muslim youth and creating a space for Islafarsiamentalism.

If such complexity could be embraced by non-Musdiativists this would not only facilitate
those Muslim activists seeking to articulate newri® of who they are, but also subvert those
such as Irving Horowitz (2004), who appear to ddsslim anti-war voices as supporters of
terrorism. It would also support a more informedlalgue between multiple voices as to what
commonalities exist between different forms of island non-Muslim activists. Activists
would then be in a better position to understang wtme Islamic practices are supported,
contested or rejectelly Muslims and consequently more clearly supportaéhwgh whom
they felt most aligned. By moving beyond the smifding ‘respect’ for multiculturalism
(which can ironically foster separatism), anti-waativists could engage in the detailed
sharing and exchanging of ideas that are necessgmacticing interculturalism (Hussaet

al, 2006).



Common Tactics and Conduct

Some groups come together round the cause of amtaativism which they pursue with a
shared commitment in terms of tactics and condiloere is an acute consciousness amongst
such activists of the symbolic import of what théy and how they comport themselves in
doing it.

Women in Black projects and subscribes to a cogeateof shared tactics and conduct.
Established in the Middle East in 1988, its groaps spread round the world (but with an
international email list accessible from its wedkivith each enjoying a high degree of
autonomy. Women in Black activists characterislychlold regular peace vigils in places
such as central London and New York, where thdiedy dressed and dignified protests may
be witnessed (Cockburn 2007). The group insists ‘i@ are not an organization, but a
means of mobilization and a formula for action. Wesmin Black actions are generally
women only, and often take the form of women wegbtack, standing in a public place in

silent, non-violent vigils at regular times andeinals, carrying placards and handing out
leaflets’. It continues to draw out the symboligiont of its tactics and conduct: ‘We use non-
violent and non-aggressive forms of action. In &ddito vigils Women in Black groups use

many other forms of non-violent direct action sashsitting down to block a road, entering
military bases and other forbidden zones, refusmgcomply with orders, and “bearing

witness”. Wearing black in some cultures signifiesurning, and feminist actions dressed in
black convert women’s traditional passive mournfog the dead in war into a powerful

refusal of the logic of war.” (Women in Black, 2007

Such groups are generally loosely organized, eyt #re not necessarily so. The pacifists in
the Religious Society of Friends, for instanceo gdlace emphasis on appropriate conduct and
tactics of non-violence. Amongst Quakers there aacern to listen effectively, even —
perhaps especially — to those whom one opposesemain calm however stressful the
situation, and to ‘bear witness’ with dignity amabsety. Steve Whiting of Turning the Tide,
for instance, assured us that, to Quakers sucheabdaring witness is key, because the
Quaker approach is very much your own experiendbeotlivine in your own life, which you
then share in your meetings with other Friends,yandlive it out as guided, as guided by the
divine god, the spirit, whatever you want to ctllThis accords with the common practice of
holding ‘vigils’ at military and at other locationQuakers told us that it was important to be
seen at such places, but when there also to beaséenacting appropriately. Non-violence is
crucial here, as is internal self-control, even mwiige issues are felt passionately. For this
reason one can see Quakers at vigils and on martobleling up signs proclaiming who they
are (in unostentatious ways). This, it is saidorse way in which others are drawn to
Quakerism, though the Society does not seek fovarts) seeing faith as coming from within
the individual rather than from external stimulihithg went on to insist that in a protest one
might be burning with anger and frustration, but @uakers what is crucial is ‘how you
channel that anger into a positive energy’. Thisasa matter of piety, but as Whiting added,
more about ‘becoming or being the change you wislbring about, which is what non-
violence is about for us, and it plays itself outtérms of group process, how we are as a
group. So we work with action groups, campaignirmugs to say “look if we’re saying no to
this, actually we can’'t be behaving like that oluss, we have to become a model for an

alternative”.
Enacting Solidarities

Solidarity activism, seeking change for the benefitothers rather than for oneself, often
involves activism in one location to defend diffettg situated others (Passy, 2001). This is
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more than just ‘care at a distance’ (Popke, 200&) an enactment of that care. Some groups,
such as Justice Not Vengeance (JNV), define theimgwy purpose as providing
informational resources for other campaigners thholeffective use of ICTs. Other
respondents referred to morale-boosting benefitcarfnecting to other anti-war groups
online.

We conceive this as a desire to find and exprdgs$asity. Following Bayat (2005), we might

term this ‘imagined solidarity’. Bayat draws on EBeiict Anderson’s (1991) work defining

the nation as an imagined community ‘because thabees of even the smallest nation will
never know most of their fellow-members ... yet ie thinds of each lives the image of their
communion’ (p. 5). Imagined solidarity may be awki@ through projecting locally grounded
actions into the global arena, thereby increasihg significance of a campaign for
participants. Interviewees highlighted their apilito communicate their participation in

protest: Chris Goodwin, for example, a LCSTW cargpar, told us that ‘a lot of the big

demonstrations have been coordinated around thiel worf nothing else — if we don’t stop

the wars — at least you can hope that word abauactions gets out around the world’.

The need to show solidarity was felt especially fkgeamongst activists who closely
identified with those suffering in the Irag war.Bnitain this is most obviously represented by
Muslim communities and reflects the Islamic concefpbneumma something Arif Sayeed
articulated as ‘the unity, the brotherhood, theéesi®mod, of all Muslims, wherever you are,
whatever colour your skin is, wherever you livehig was extended to a concern for justice
for all: “You stand up for an injustice whereverist — it doesn’t matter whether they're
Muslim or not’ insisted Naazish Azaim of UoLISoc.

Building Transnational Networks

Barriers to forming and sustaining coalitions ie #nti-war movement are imposing. There
are issues of resources, ideology and outlooks rthett be addressed. Building coalitions
across national borders brings additional diffiesltbeyond those required for a domestic
coalition such as further cultural and politicavelisity, extra economic costs to be met
because of longer distances, and variations intigallicontexts and power differentials
between potential partner groups (Smith and Barid427-8). The particular context of the
‘War on Terror’ also militates against the condisahat have been previously conducive for
some coalitions across national boundaries. Sualitioms have previously been encouraged
by international governmental or non-governmentafjanizations (NGOs) seeking to
facilitate network development. In addition, higiofile targets in the form of international
financial or political institutions have also bemtatively easily identified (Bandy and Smith
2004, 230-34). Yet formal international bodies pdevneither shared allies nor shared targets
for domestic anti-war movements.

Necessarily then anti-war movements have targéieid own national governments. In spite
of this, Kahn and Kellner (2004) contend that ‘tiiebal internet... is creating the base and
the basis for an unparalleled worldwide anti-wamd-peace and social justice movement
during a time of terrorism, war and intense paditistruggle’ (p.88). If there are formidable

substantive barriers to establishing transnatioealvorks, perhaps the internet can facilitate
their being overcome in the virtual domain, whichturn has potential for transnational

developments on the ground.

Rather than generating international organizatidraaheworks some anti-war activists have
created transnational linkages of solidarity betwkeeal struggles. This might be conceived
as a form ofdecentralized transnationalisnit is the ability to make connections between
disparate causes and campaigns. These campaignetdeeed to share explicit aims but
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rather agree upon an underlying commonality of persve. For example, peace activists in

Britain will likely support other peace campaignsernationally, bound perhaps by a unified

pacifist ideology, even if they do not necessasilpport the tactics or approach taken by the
other group. In practice this solidarity is expesbshrough symbolic actions, the sharing of
resources and skills and/or visiting and joininglifierent struggles (Cockburn 2007).

The importance of ICTs in building these globaMwwaks is obvious and explored elsewhere
(Gillan and Pickerill, 2008). At its most basidas involved the use of email and websites to
share stories of struggle or to co-ordinate intgonal days of action. For example, on 15
February 2003 millions of people took to the sseedrldwide to voice their opposition to the
impending war with Irag, with over one million pdemathering in Hyde Park, London. Such
synchronization of actions is no longer viewed adipularly innovative or novel, yet this
ability to organize simultaneous demonstrationsligparate locations relatively cheaply and
quickly should not be undervalued.

Conclusions

At a superficial level none of the reasons behimgl lack of a more sustained interaction
between different fractions of anti-war activistsit the power of groups to organize against
war. A more unified movement does not necessagdy o a more powerful one and attempts
to find that unity, as we have seen in our disaussi alliances, can lead to superficiality and
a curtailment of debate. It is also important ttenithat we have focused here on the example
of Muslim activists in discussing problems of fongialliances across difference. However,
the perceived lack of debate about differences maigust about accommodating Muslims,
rather it reflected many activists’ desire to acowdate everyonewithin a diverse and
heterogeneous movement. It was part of a delibetasegy on behalf of many to create a
welcoming and accommodating space of resistangeatoHowever, many interviewees felt
that an opportunity to fully engage with Muslim iatdts especially had been lost, and that
failure to make the most of this opportunity wasiseuential for Muslims’ (in particular)
understanding of their place within British soci@®ckerill et al 2007).

For stronger and deeper ties to be created motaised interaction is needed. The transitory
moments of interaction, be it on a bus to a dennatish or at a vigil have fostered some
initial conversations. Many activists valued thésieractions for the temporary exchanges
that they were, articulating hope that they oc@aim sporadically without requiring them to
continue in a long-term linear fashion. Thus theswed such exchanges as useful short-term
alliances that could be re-ignited and effectiveewthey needed to be, but did not require
prolonged interaction. In arguing such, severalkedomemories of participation in the coal
miners dispute of the 1980’s and peace campaigh®ithern Ireland to support the efficacy
of this approach. There were others, however, vefitattiat far more face to face interaction
was required to have meaningful communication dnad it was important for those in the
anti-war movement to continue this dialogue.

Protest spaces, as illustrated by the diversedstere at many in London were more open
spaces of interaction. The identity of such spaees claimed and remade by those attending
through the act of demonstrating. This enabledrdevgroups to walk side by side. However,
these spaces were temporary, limiting the possibdif sustained interaction and post-
demonstration were reclaimed by others.

Thus it is doubted that such spaces have surviegdra the early anti-war demonstrations.
As groups (Muslim and non-Muslim) have revertedntore insular separate practices the
common spaces, those liberating open spaces of matests, have been lost. Asaf Hussain,
a British Pakistani in Leicester not only fearedttiioung Muslims in the city were not being
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given opportunities to negotiate what it meantéoBuitish, but that they were being actively
encouraged by certain mosques to assert Islameaspiimary identifier at the cost of any
engagement with being British. Without these spaespyed by many in the early protests,
then the possibilities for interaction and sustdidealogue across difference within the anti-
war movement remain limited. Although Muslim andnAduslim activists may still walk
side by side in protest against war, they areyikelcontinue to fail to talk to each other and
is perhaps the responsibility of all activists tcidle whether maintaining such spaces is an
important component of anti-war alliance buildiogay.

At the national level wide-ranging political divéyscame together in a relatively stable
coalition, but regionally and locally the specifaxsd practices of such alliances become more
contested. Unity through shared identity or taciogowered activists to work well together
but simultaneously made working across differentietreat much harder. While many
activists celebrated the different practices whaalbled alliances to be formed many viewed
such exchanges as temporary and by necessity miglerbnly to be maintained when
necessary for campaigning efficiency. The taskwlding longer-term, deeper alliances has
not been undertaken by many, although some exprasgget at this, and even the large
coalitions such as StWC have struggled to contitmuencompass diverse perspectives in
recent years.

Finally, while the internet may be celebrated fovirgy the user access to a diversity of
opinions, and while anti-war website authors malg,lpromiscuously, to sites with a range of
worldviews, such connectivity does not seem to arege the creation of more formal
coalitions. By enabling imagined solidarity, intetnnetworks may help the ‘rooted
cosmopolitan’ (Tarrow 2005) tdfeel global. Nevertheless, concrete action remains
predominantly affixed to place and to the politicahtext of the nation.
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