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Introduction
Various fields have been linked to peace study from sociology to gender studies and ecology. Ability studies, the cultural investigation of ability expectations and preferences and ableism is an under used and underappreciated lens through which to analyse peace dynamics. The academic field of disability studies and disabled activists were the first to look at “cultural dynamics and the cultural impact of ability preferences, coining the term ableism as a cultural concept in the process”[1].  However, the favoritism for abilities (want stage) and ableism (need stage) is a much broader cultural reality. Ableism can be used in a positive and negative way. Every individual, household, community, group, sector, region, and country cherishes and promotes different abilities[2]; some promote the ability to consume or to compete, some the ability of free speech, some the ability to act as an individual or conversely, as a community. Some have the desire to have the ability to live in peace while others thrive on the ability to generate violence.     Often these ability expectations (want stage) morph into forms of ableism where one not only desires or expects certain abilities but one perceives a given ability as essential (need stage)[3]. What abilities one favours and what ableisms one exhibits often is part of one’s self-identity which leads to an ability-based and ability-justified understanding of oneself, one’s body and one’s relationship with others of one’s species, other species[2].  It also impacts human-nature relationships[4] and the ability to have a culture of peace.

Value theory of peace studies is about designing peace studies so it changes attitudes as well as imparts knowledge [5]. Value theory records what people do value and attempts to understand why they value certain things. Ableism is about valuing certain abilities and expectancy-value theory of achievement motivation (the ability desired) could be used to analyze dynamics of peace. Conflict theory emphasizes possible conflict between social groups. Conflict resolution is part of peace studies [6-8]. Various ability expectations are in direct conflict with each other.  

The concept of a ‘culture of peace’ was formulated at the 1989 International Congress on Peace in the Minds of Men, held in Côte d’Ivoire [9] and is central to UNESCO and the United Nations.  The 1998 UN resolution (A/Res/52/13, 15 January 1998, paragraph 2)[10] calls  
“for the promotion of a culture of peace based on the principles established in the Charter of the United Nations and on respect for human rights, democracy and tolerance, the promotion of development, education for peace, the free flow of information and the wider participation of women as an integral approach to preventing violence and conflicts, and efforts aimed at the creation of conditions for peace and its consolidation.”
A culture of peace according to article 1 of the United Nations Declaration on the culture of peace is a set of values, attitudes, traditions and modes of behaviour and ways of life based on among others: 
(i)[image: http://cpnn-world.org/images/dot_clear.gif] Adherence to the principles of freedom, justice, democracy, tolerance, solidarity, cooperation, pluralism, cultural diversity, dialogue and understanding at all levels of society and among nations; and fostered by an enabling national and international environment conducive to peace. “[11]
However, what abilities and what forms of ableism have to be tolerated? Which abilities have to be evident for a democracy to work ([12]? What forms of development?  How does this play itself out among different forms of ability expectations and ableism?  
Culture of peace is linked to as diverse topics as water [13-17], public health[18],  sport[19-24], education[25-27] and gender [28;29], 
What is glaring is the absence of disabled people within the culture of peace discourse and it may be that this explains why an ability studies lens is also absent. 
Various indicators, templates, and determinants exist to evaluate progress in achieving a culture of peace [30-43] However which ability expectations are conducive to culture of peace? Is there a hierarchy? Are some of the expectations outlined in article 1 and 2 contra indicative?  Which existing ability expectations can fulfill the present and future needs and which can’t?      
Cultural Diversity, Disabled People and Ableism
The concepts of cultural and biological diversity are often intertwined [44-48]. However, interestingly the biological diversity is non-human based, which means that disabled people and their fight for being seen as a biological diversity is not part of the biological diversity discourse. Indeed the Convention on Biological Diversity explicitly does not cover human biological diversity. The acceptance or rejection of the biological diversity of disabled people is directly linked to the acceptance or rejection of disabled people as a social group(s) with cultural identities. To give one example: if one talks about the possible birth of a child with Down Syndrome one mostly hears and reads the term “at risk of having a child with Down Syndrome”. The table below reflect the results of some key word searches in Google. It shows that the term risk has an at least 10-1000 times higher association with Down Syndrome than the term probability. The same is true for other so called ‘impairments’. Within the discourse of Down Syndrome the term risk is used to justify the availability of pre-birth tests which was first promoted for women over a certain age as they would have an ‘increased risk’ of a child with Down Syndrome. Of course, factual the term to use would be ‘probability’. Risk is a biased term with an attached negative judgement. 

	Keyword
	Google Scholar
	Google

	“Genetic risk” “Down Syndrome”
	1,490
	46,300

	“Genetic probability” “Down Syndrome”
	2
	28

	“Genetic likelihood” “Down Syndrome”
	2
	11

	 risk “Down Syndrome”
	22,600
	1,790,000

	Probability “Down Syndrome” 
	5210
	162,000

	Likelihood “Down Syndrome”
	5440
	183,000



Neutral language such as the following is rejected by most:
“Down syndrome is a naturally occurring chromosomal arrangement that has always been a part of the human condition. The occurrence of Down syndrome is universal across racial and gender lines, and it is present in approximately one in 800 births in Canada. Down syndrome is not a disease, disorder, defect or medical condition. It is inappropriate and offensive to refer to people with Down syndrome as "afflicted with" or "suffering from" it. Down syndrome itself does not require either treatment or prevention. (Position Statement on Redefining Down Syndrome Approved November 2003 Canadian Down Syndrome Society)”[49]
The negative form of ableism and the linked disablism experienced by disabled people is a serious problem for a culture of peace. Human security is seen as essential for a culture of peace [32;50].  The human security discourse covers economic security, food security, health security, environmental security, personal security, community security, and political security. However they miss two essential securities namely ability security and self-identity security [51].
 “Ability security means that one is able to live a decent life with whatever set of abilities one has, and that one will not be forced to have a prescribed set of abilities to live a secure life (e.g. even if one doesn’t have the ability to walk, he or she should be able to secure employment)” [51;52]. “Self-identity security could be seen as a subset of personal security and means that one is accepted with one’s set of abilities and that one should not be forced (physically or by circumstance) to accept a perception of oneself one does not agree with (e.g. one is not expected to have the ability to walk or is seen as a ‘deficient product’ if one cannot walk)” [51;52]. 
Ability and self-identity security are not getting much currency as ability expectations is so far an underused lens and what is debated within disability studies field is often not used in other discourses[53].  However without dealing with negative forms of ableism we see new barriers to various forms of peace. We see a decrease in intergenerational peace partly linked to a rise in ageism and youthism, two negative ‘isms’ supported by ability expectations.  Ability expectations which are intrinsic to an anthropocentric view of  dealing with nature [4] might make a peace between humans in existence today and humans to come problematic.   Self-identity security is of importance to women and ethnic and cultural oppressed groups who are punished simply for who they are[51]. However we do not apply this mind frame to ability related self-identity. 
Culture of Peace and Science and Technology Advancements
In April 2007 the UNESCO executive was given a report titled "A Strategic Framework for the Future of the Sciences in UNESCO” (1) which talks about reorienting UNESCO science programs to contribute more to: poverty reduction; peace; better living standards (especially for traditionally excluded segments of the population); empowerment of people; dialogue and integration of mainstream science with traditional, local and indigenous sciences of diverse cultures; diversity; sustainability; and distributive justice. How will the language in the culture of peace documents and the report be interpreted with the interventions made possible by new and emerging technologies? How will the language be used with respect to:
· the enhancement of animals (2) (which will redefine the relationship between humans and animals);
· immortality and longevity research (which could lead to intergenerational strife);
· molecular manufacturing (which will lead to a total collapse of the trade system as we know it today); and
· new products that can modify the appearance and functioning of the human body beyond existing norms and species-typical boundaries which will lead  to self-identity and ability security problems? 
So far, policies around new and emerging technologies have failed to establish a culture of peace
Ability Peace: An elusive concept so far
Peace in relation to ability expectations does not exist between so called disabled and non-disabled people. One can think of this notion of peace in relation to abilities as ‘ability peace’.  Ability peace is also elusive in other aspects. One could say that judging ones culture based on Gross Domestic Product (GDP) numbers assumes certain abilities in the   given culture and certain ways of organizing the culture. This pits groups with different ability expectations based social organizations against the GDP base ones.   
The ability conflict based on divergent ability expectations between so called disabled and non-disabled people will become more prevalent and severe with the anticipated ability of new and emerging sciences and technologies:

· to generate human bodily enhancements in many shapes and forms[54] with an accompanying ability divide and the appearance of the external and internal techno poor disabled; [55]
· to generate, modify and enhance non-human life forms;
· to separate cognitive functioning from the human body; and
· to modify humans to deal with the aftermath of anti-environmentalism[56].
We can already observe a changing perception of ourselves, our body, and our relationships with others of our species, other species and our environment. New forms of ableism are appearing where body related ability expectation and ableism focus on beyond the species-typical [57-70] (transhumanization of ability expectations and ableism).  It was predicted in 2008 that we will see a “climate change-driven appeal for a transhuman version of ableism, where the transhumanisation of humans is seen as a solution for coping with climate change”[71].  Indeed we see the first academic papers of authors with transhumanist backgrounds putting forward this angle [72]. 
Conclusion: 
As we are able to further enhance the abilities of the body through science and technology, ability and self-identity security will increasingly be of importance to every person, individual, household, community, group, sector, region, and country  who does not want to modify their body according to the wishes of others or who cannot afford these modifications. People who currently see themselves as the norm, as non-impaired or ‘species-typical,’ will be seen by others as impaired or deficient if they do not enhance themselves according to ‘new norms,’ or the wishes of powerful others.  
We have seen for decades, if not centuries, that when science and technology develops new tools that are external to the body, people often have to learn how to use these devices so that they can capitalize on the new abilities if they want to keep their job or get a new job.  Although these non-impaired species-typical labeled people might not see it as such, they also have no ability security. They are forced to adopt the latest advances or they will be unemployable. For instance as the typewriter diffused across the United States, secretaries with perfect penmanship (a long valued ability) were replaced by secretaries who could type at high speeds. If predictions of new and emerging nanoscale S&T products and processes come true and if we focus a lot on the ability of competitiveness and consumerism we will see this dynamic not only speed up we might see a move towards the transhumanization of ableism. Those people now considered non-impaired, species-typical, will no longer have a competitive set of abilities to be considered fit workers.  They will have to decide whether they want a job badly enough to modify their body so they meet the new expected types of abilities.
Without dealing with the culture of ableism one cannot deal with the transhumanized version of ableism.
How disabled people are treated in public policy discourse pertaining to science and technology  will have an impact on a group of people we can expect to grow – the techno poor disabled people; people who do not have, who cannot afford, or who do not want certain cellular, genomic or bodily enhancements[55]. This new ‘social group’ will be as badly treated and will be seen as deficient as the ‘traditional disabled people’ of today. 
Eliminating the negative forms of ableism is essential if we want to diminish, reverse, or prevent the conflict that may result from the disruptive potential of many abilities to come. 
The field of Ability Studies was proposed[56]. It was described as follows: “Ability Studies investigates: (a) the social, cultural, legal, political, ethical and other considerations by which any given ability may be judged, and which leads to favouring one ability over another; (b) the impact and consequence of favouring certain abilities and rejecting others; (c) the consequences of ableism in its different forms, and its relationship with and impact on other isms; (d) the impact of new and emerging technologies on ableism and consequent favouritism towards certain abilities and rejection of others; and (e) identification of the abilities that would lead to the most beneficial scenario for the maximum number of people in the world” [56]. Ability Studies might be essential to investigate ability peace which is essential to peace studies.
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