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xi

Introduction

Ed Cairns
Ulster University

Gavriel Salomon
University of Haifa

Anyone who knows the editors of this volume personally may wonder why we have chosen to edit 

this handbook and why we chose this format. There are at least two answers to each of these 

questions. First, we believe that peace is an important concept, and we believe (to misquote Helen 

Keller) that what the world needs is understanding that will bring peace (rather than the peace 

that passeth understanding). That is, we believe that peacemaking must involve rationality as well 

as emotionality. Most of all, we believe this because, like so many other people, we are products 

of our environments—Northern Ireland and Israel. For both of us, our environments have been, 

throughout our lives, dominated by the absence of peace and the presence of confl ict (and excess 

emotionality). Living in Israel and Northern Ireland, we have come to understand that peace is too 

important to be left to the politicians. Changes of hearts and minds about the confl icts are essential 

if any progress toward peace is to be attained.

Second, there are additional motives in editing this book. These are academic reasons. We 

believe that there has been a tendency to think of peace education in too narrow and simplistic a 

sense. For this reason, in selecting the experts to write the various chapters, we have tried to cast our 

net widely so as to encompass a range of disciplines that underlie the fi eld of peace education and 

provide the rationales for the ways it is actually carried out. It is our contention that peace education 

is a subject that should be structured in the same way, for example, that medicine is. Peace educa-

tion is a composite of contributions from a variety of disciplines, ranging from social psychology 

to philosophy and from communication to political science. That is, peace education is an applied 

subject that is practiced in differing ways but must always be fi rmly based on a range of established 

empirical disciplines.

That is why this volume is structured around contributions from expert scholars in various 

fi elds that we believe underpin peace education and around contributions from experts in applying 

peace education in a range of settings, all complemented by chapters that deal with issues related to 

research and evaluation of peace education.

We want to take this opportunity to thank all these scholars for both their time and their patience. 

We hope this volume will, because of its makeup, reach a wider audience than books on peace edu-

cation usually do and in turn will draw in new scholars who will be prepared to devote themselves 

to contributing to the elusive search for peace in this confl icted world.
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1

1 Peace Education
Setting the Scene

Gavriel Salomon
University of Haifa

Ed Cairns
Ulster University

In this chapter, we want to discuss the scope and nature of peace education. What we hope to do 

is to suggest that, while peace education embraces many approaches from many academic back-

grounds (and sometimes from none) and operates in many different contexts, this does not mean 

that peace education is an amorphous blob without shape or structure. Rather, we want to introduce 

a classifi cation that we hope will assist other scholars who wrestle with the question “what is peace 

education?”

In doing this, we begin with the assumption that peace education is something to be val-

ued and sought after. Of course, not everyone agrees even with this basic proposition. There 

are those who are against peace education, believing that it could never be “a genuine edu-

cational discipline,” and further see it largely as part of a leftist plot, certainly not a subject 

that should be on the official or unofficial school curriculum because of its alleged implicit 

political biases and lack of patriotic values (Cox & Scruton, 1984). A more sophisticated argu-

ment against peace (and hence peace education) is the suggestion that “peace is a conjuror’s 

trick” (Palaima, 2003). Answering the question “why do wars begin?” Palaima argues that in 

reality they never end. Rather peace is an illusion, a period between wars when groups are 

actually preparing for the next war. Certainly, this fits in with Mac Ginty’s (2006) analysis 

of the current state of peace processes throughout the world in his aptly named book No War, 
No Peace.

Such sentiments echo James (1910), who pointed out that “peace” in military mouths today is 

a synonym for “war expected.” Instead, James suggested that “every up-to-date dictionary should 

say that . . . ‘peace’ and ‘war’ mean the same thing” and that “preparation for war by the nations is 

the real war,” while “battles are only a sort of public verifi cation of the mastery gained during the 

‘peace’ interval.”

If one accepts this rather cynical view, it is nevertheless true that peace is a cherished illu-

sion. Indeed, according to Harris (in this volume), the search for peace and the implementation 

of peace education have a long history. Certainly, over the centuries, many eminent people have 

stressed the importance of world peace. Dictionaries of quotations are fi lled with quotes about 

the importance of peace and hints as to how peace might be achieved, stretching from the 14th 

century and Thomas à Kempis’s “fi rst keep the peace within yourself, then you can also bring 

peace to others” to the observation by Malcolm X that “no one can be at peace unless he has 

freedom.”

So if one does not agree that peace is an illusion and instead sides with many of the world’s sages 

of the past six or more centuries, how then is world peace to be achieved? For most people, it would 

appear that the answer to this is some form of “peace” education. And for most people, education is 

something that should be targeted at the younger members of our society. One reason often stated 
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2 Handbook on Peace Education

for the urgency to expose young people to peace education is the mantra that “children are the future 

after all.” However, as Swartz and Levett (1989) have noted, this claim is “in a certain sense seri-

ously false” (p. 747). This is because the decision to focus on children ignores the fact that power is 

in the hands of adults, and it is how this power is used that will determine the type of society that 

children will inherit. 

Further, it is also debatable whether peace education should take place only in schools. To hold 

rigidly to this view is to ignore the importance of learning that takes place in the context of the fam-

ily and also, in this day and age, to ignore the role of the media as an educational force.

This is not to argue that there should be no peace education; rather, it is to insist that peace educa-

tion must be more widely defi ned. Thus, if war is too important to be left to the generals, then peace 

education, it could be argued, may be too important to be left to children and schoolteachers. As this 

volume indicates, there is room for a wide range of other academic disciplines (see Part III of this 

volume) to make important contributions. Further, there is room for whole societies to be involved. 

This is what is envisaged in the concept “cultures of peace.”

The United Nations (1998) has conceived of the idea of a culture of peace within which educa-

tion for peace plays a major role, together with sustainable development, equality, human rights, and 

related goals. The 1998 Resolution on the Culture of Peace defi nes its essence as follows:

A culture of peace is an integral approach to preventing violence and violent confl icts, and an alterna-

tive to the culture of war and violence based on education for peace, the promotion of sustainable eco-

nomic and social development, respect for human rights, equality between women and men, democratic 

participation, tolerance, the free fl ow of information and disarmament (p. 1).

The sixth program area of the Programme of Action for a Culture of Peace is tolerance, sol-

idarity, and understanding. Most important, in the original draft sent from UNESCO, it was 

pointed out that “there has never been a war without an ‘enemy,’ and to abolish war, we must 

transcend and supersede enemy images with understanding, tolerance and solidarity among all 

peoples and cultures.” Adams (2005) adds to this that “the negation of enemy images is an espe-

cially powerful way to ‘disarm’ the culture of war. Without an enemy there can be no war. It is 

as simple as that.”

But is it as simple at that? The culture of peace envisioned by the United Nations calls on people 

to be educated (or socialized) to see themselves as a peaceful people with norms that emphasize 

cooperation and the resolution of confl icts by dialogue, negotiation, and nonviolence. This can 

be achieved

when citizens of the world understand global problems, have the skills to resolve confl icts and struggle 

for justice non-violently, live by international standards of human rights and equity, appreciate cultural 

diversity, and respect the Earth and each other. Such learning can only be achieved with systematic 

education for peace. (Hague Appeal for Peace Global Campaign for Peace Education, 1999, p. 1)

This view of peace education, as well as similar ones cited later in this chapter, addresses the edu-

cational and psychological aspects of peacemaking, confl ict transformation, and confl ict resolution 

in a way that complements the sociopolitical aspect. The importance of the edupsychological aspect 

is thus acknowledged to be on a par with the political. Indeed, as can be shown, the political and 

the psychological aspects are reciprocally interrelated in an escalating or deescalating interpersonal 

and, of greater interest here, intergroup cycle of tension and confl ict (e.g., Azar, 1990). It can be 

argued that while “real,” concrete differences of interest, such as land, language, independence, 

government, and resources, can ignite a confl ict, it is the psychological aspects, such as misattri-

butions, fear, hatred, and mistrust, that can prolong it (Utterwulghe, 1999). For this reason, most 

approaches to peace education attempt to change “hearts and minds” rather than attempt to infl u-

ence political solutions. For most peace education programs, affecting political processes is an 

added bonus, not the main goal. At the same time, a minority of programs, also calling themselves 
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Peace Education 3

peace education, aim to affect political (or interpersonal) peacemaking more directly through the 

acquisition of confl ict resolution skills.

One obvious division among peace education programs is related to the context in which they 

take place. This is because not all peace education programs take place in contexts of confl ict. Some 

take place in peaceful places (e.g., Canada), while others take place in contexts of past but not pres-

ent wars (e.g., Japan). This explains why the category “peace education programs” is such a wide 

one, entailing a considerable variety and diversity of approaches, ranging from human rights educa-

tion to education for democracy, from confl ict resolution programs to dialogue encounters, and from 

education for nonviolence to antinuclear education. Such programs are designed for use in school 

and out of school, different ages (including adults), different lengths of time, and different settings 

that range from weekend encounters to yearlong school curricula, from workshops for mental health 

workers to summer camps (see Harris in this volume). As pointed out by Bar-Tal (2002), the com-

mon denominator of all that variety is the aim “to foster changes that will make the world a better, 

more humane place” (p. 28). All this growth is good, indicating a vibrant fi eld. At the same time, as 

Johnson and Johnson (2005) point out that  the spread of peace education programs has made the 

fi eld diffi cult to defi ne.

Despite this (or perhaps because of it), we would argue that a defi nition—or at least a clear 

conception of peace education—is needed, although it need not be binary and/or exclusive. It 

is our contention, therefore, that the wide range of approaches to peace education calls fi rst 

for some classifi cation into distinct nominal subcategories lest we treat classroom cooperative 

learning (Johnson & Johnson in this volume), education for peace in Bosnia (Danesh in this 

volume), dialogue encounters (Maoz in this volume), and the prevention of bullying (Hakvoort 

in this volume) as the same kind of approaches, with expectations for similar processes and 

similar outcomes. But how can such a classifi cation be achieved? On what meaningful and, 

more important, useful basis could the existing extensive variety of peace education programs 

be classifi ed?

Numerous suggestions have been made in recent years. Salomon (2008) distinguished between 

three sociopolitical contexts in which programs that are identifi ed as relevant take place:

 1. Contexts of belligerent ethnopolitical confl icts (e.g., Kosovo and Sri Lanka)

 2. Contexts of nonviolent intergroup tension involving issues such as immigration (e.g., France)

 3. Contexts of relative tranquillity (e.g., the Nordic countries)

Although the borders between the categories are surely fuzzy, this categorization can be used to 

distinguish among different goals, practices, and outcomes of peace education approaches accord-

ing to the kind of context in which they take place.

Bar-Tal, Rosen, and Nets-Zehngut (in this volume) distinguish between programs that take place 

in contexts of intractable confl ict that are already involved in peacemaking processes and similar 

contexts in which peace processes have not yet taken place. In the former, they argue, programs 

can directly deal with the confl ict and its consequences, while in the latter, peace education is more 

likely to include the cultivation of more general democratic and humanistic values and related skills, 

such as refl ective thinking and tolerance.

Such classifi cations produce nominal, qualitatively different categories. Does the fi eld need any-

thing more? After all, this type of nominal classifi cation serves well a variety of purposes, from 

religions and cultures to Piaget’s developmental stages. Classifying the variety of programs labeled 

peace education (as distinguished from its neighboring categories, such as humanistic or liberal 

education) and distinguishing within it between different approaches, we appear to assume that 

all category members (approaches) are equally representative of the category of peace education: 

Classroom confl ict resolution, cooperative learning, human rights education, tolerance for diversity, 

and education for reconciliation in the context of confl ict would all be assumed to represent peace 

education to the same extent (Mervis & Rosch, 1981). 
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4 Handbook on Peace Education

Is this conceptually satisfying? Should we not want to create a taxonomy of principled approaches 

to peace education that relates the different approaches to each other by means of some order of 

inclusion, similarity, or “basicness”? In a taxonomy, some approaches should be considered as more 

basic or fundamental than others. This would maximize the information value of the attributes of 

the approaches (Rosch & Mervis, 1996). Calling all birds “fowl” loses some information associated 

with the differences between birds that fl y and those that do not. Are they to be treated the same 

way? Do “chair” and “offi ce chair” represent the category of “furniture” to the same extent?

Once we attempt to organize the category “peace education” as a taxonomy of approaches, we 

begin to distinguish between more and less basic kinds of approaches, main exemplars versus devia-

tions thereof, or  prototypes and their variants. This, however, raises the question of what and how 

(and by whom) one particular approach to peace education would be seen as more prototypical than 

any other approach. On what basis would one peace education variant be conceptualized as more 

fundamental than others?

The literature on categorization entails a few interesting and promising leads. One suggestion 

is to classify categories hierarchically according to their (cognitive) availability and accessibility 

(e.g., Tversky & Kahneman, 1973). The more cognitively available and accessible cases are more 

prototypical, while other cases are more like its variants. However, the problem with this formula-

tion is that cognitive availability can easily depend on cultural signifi cance and on one’s subjective 

experience with category cases. Thus, for somebody well versed in human rights education, this will 

serve as the prototypical, most representative case of peace education, whereas for somebody else, 

the same will be true for disarmament education. However, as pointed out by Mervis and Rosch 

(1981), the principles according to which something is chosen to be prototypical should be universal, 

not specifi c and context dependent.

Bolter (1984) wrote about technologies in human history and defi ned particular ones as “defi ning 

technologies” of their times: The potter’s stone, the mechanical clock, the switchboard, and, more 

recently, computers. What makes a technology a defi ning one? According to Bolter, it is its infl uence 

on how people think of themselves and of their relations to their creator (“Like clay in the hands 

of the Creator”; “God’s clockwork”; “the mind as a computer processing information”). In other 

words, a technology is a defi ning one by virtue of its infl uence on society.

Could this approach be applied in order to classify today’s wide variety of peace education 

approaches? Probably not because the existing different approaches to peace education are largely 

context specifi c. For example, antimilitarism is more typical of Japan, whereas education for mutual 

understanding is, quite naturally, more appropriate for Northern Ireland or Israel.

Another way of creating a hierarchy and its focal, fundamental cases is to choose a case that 

bears the greatest family resemblance to other members of the category and that has the least over-

lap with members of other categories. It should not be too abstract (thus entailing too great a variety 

of subordinate cases, such as “vehicles”) and not be too specifi c (“sports car”). Indeed, think of a 

car. You are more likely to think of a Chevrolet, Toyota, or Volvo than of a Rolls Royce. Think of a 

bird. You are more likely to think of a sparrow than of an ostrich. The Toyota and the sparrow are 

more prototypical of the categories of “vehicle” and “bird” than are “Rolls Royce” and “ostrich.”

What does “family resemblance” mean? According to Rosch and Mervis (1996) and based on 

Wittgenstein (1953), if the prototype has the largest number of attributes that it shares with other 

cases in the category (it has two legs, feathers, and wings that allow it to fl y), then, obviously, there 

will be other cases that share with it fewer attributes. Some cases will be more similar to the pro-

totype (eagle), while others will be more dissimilar from it (penguin). In other words, cases of the 

“family” will vary in the amount of their resemblance to the prototype. They will be less representa-

tive of the category.

Could the interrelated idea of prototypically representativeness and family resemblance be used 

to help categorize different peace education approaches? If so, what kind of approach would merit 

to be chosen as prototypical while other approaches would be lined up according to their family 

resemblance to the prototype?
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Peace Education 5

The idea of a hierarchy of approaches within the category “peace education” is as applicable to 

this category as it is to all others—animals, plants, cities, technologies, and vehicles. As we noted 

earlier, introducing some order into the great variety of peace education approaches, goals, pro-

grams, ages, and contexts is likely to help us clarify what we mean by the essence of peace educa-

tion and what its derivatives and variants are.

How then do we fi nd the best possible prototype of peace education? To begin to answer this 

question, we will have to look at the way in which the leading scholars and institutions of peace 

education have defi ned or described the fi eld. Take, for example, Johan Galtung (1996), according 

to whom

behind all of this [peace education] is cultural violence: all of it symbolic, in religion and ideology, in 

language and art, in science and law, in media and education. . . . If violence is the problem and peace 

is the solution, remedy, then each side calls for research, education, and action. (pp. 2, 32)

For Betty Reardon (2000),

[Peace education is a] planned and guided learning that attempts to comprehend and reduce the multiple 

forms of violence (physical, structural, institutional and cultural) used as instruments for the advance-

ment or maintenance of cultural, social or religious beliefs and practices or of political, economic or 

ideological institutions or practices. (p. 401)

And, for Ian Harris (in this volume),

peace education is the process of teaching people about the threats of violence and strategies for peace. 

Peace educators strive to provide insights into how to transform a culture of violence into a peaceful 

culture. They have to build consensus about what peace strategies can bring maximum benefi t to the 

group.

Is there a common denominator? We believe so. The various defi nitions and conceptions, briefl y 

cited here, share in common the idea that peace education is to negate violence and confl ict and 

to promote a culture of peace to counter a culture of war. Underlying this common denominator is 

the assumption that peace education, although it is to serve other goals, such as human rights and 

democracy, is primarily an educational process operating within the context of war, threat, violence, 

and confl ict that addresses attitudes, beliefs, attributions, skills, and behaviors.

Here then emerges, we would argue, the possible outline of a fundamental, prototypical approach 

to peace education, that is, peace education in the context of tension, threat, confl ict, and war. Do 

programs that take place in such contexts—Bosnia (Danesh in this volume), Northern Ireland (Smith, 

1995), Sri Lanka (Gunawardana, 2003), or Israel/Palestine (Maoz in this volume)—share, as required 

by the idea of family resemblance, the largest possible number of basic attributes with each other and 

with our fundamental conception of peace education as noted earlier? This appears to indeed be the 

case. Peace education in the context of confl ict and tension can be characterized as follows:

 1. It is edupsychologically rather than politically oriented.

 2. It addresses primarily ways of relating to a threatening adversary.

 3. It focuses on intergroup more than interpersonal relations.

 4. It aims at changing hearts and minds with respect to an adversary involved in a particular 

confl ict.

Although such attributes are shared by other approaches in other contexts, the latter differ from the 

prototype in that they lack certain of the prototype’s essential attributes (such as changing one’s way 

of relating to a real, particular adversary), entail other attributes (developing skills of interpersonal 

confl ict resolution), or have a different focus (e.g., affecting legal issues to promote human rights).
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6 Handbook on Peace Education

What does this mean for the other kinds of peace education, those that do not fi t the prototype? 

Clearly, they are not relegated to second-class status; they are bona fi de approaches to peace educa-

tion that are similar to the prototype but differ from it in some important ways. Thus, for example, 

consider confl ict resolution in the classroom. One of its main goals is the cultivation of particular 

confl ict resolution skills (Sandy, 2006), a goal that is not central to other peace education programs. 

Moreover, those approaches that differ greatly from our peace education prototype may well be pro-

totypes in some other category. For example, confl ict resolution in the classroom could be prototypi-

cal of the category “interpersonal nonviolence,” where peace education, as discussed here, would 

have only partial family resemblance with its prototype. There is no need to think of peace educa-

tion approaches as belonging to one and only one category. For example, education for democracy 

could easily be regarded as a variant of the prototype of peace education and at the same time the 

prototype of the category of civil education and so on. Similarly, the focus of confl ict resolution or 

transformation is the confl ict itself to be transformed and may well be a prototype of a category of 

itself. On the other hand, the focus of peace education is on changed capabilities, perceptions, and 

dispositions, not the confl ict. For confl ict resolution, changed abilities and such are an extra bonus; 

for peace education, transformed confl ict is its extra bonus, not its main concern.

Obviously, this is not a fi nished project. However, we hope that, at most, we have initiated a 

debate among scholars in this area that will ultimately benefi t the fi eld of peace education and that, 

at the very least, we have implanted in the minds of our readers basic questions that they will try to 

answer for themselves as they read the wide and varied contributions from the distinguished inter-

national scholars who have so graciously agreed to contribute to this handbook.
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The Context
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11

2 History of Peace Education

Ian Harris
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee

Peace education is the process of teaching people about the threats of violence and strategies for 

peace. Peace educators strive to provide insights into how to transform a culture of violence into 

a peaceful culture. They try to build consensus about what peace strategies can bring maximum 

benefi t to the group.

Peace education activities that attempt to end violence and hostilities can be carried out informally 

in communities or formally within institutional places of learning, like schools or colleges. Peace 

education has been practiced informally by generations of humans who want to resolve confl icts in 

ways that don’t use deadly force. Anthropologists have located on this planet at least 47 relatively 

peaceful societies (Banta, 1993). Indigenous peoples have traditions they have passed down through 

millennia that help promote peace with their communities (Gregor, 1996). Within tribes, procedures 

exist to settle disagreements. Unfortunately, these mechanisms cannot handle intertribal disputes. A 

sample of how such confl ict resolution mechanisms work is provided here:

Africa’s own indigenous confl ict resolution mechanism provides a better approach. It requires four parties: 

an arbiter, the combatants, and civil society or those directly or indirectly affected by the confl ict (the 

victims). In traditional Africa when two disputants cannot resolve their diffi culties by themselves, the 

case is taken to a chief’s court of adjudication. The court is open and anyone affected by the dispute can 

participate. The complainant makes his case, then the defendant. Next, anybody else who has something 

to say may do so. After all the arguments have been heard, the chief renders a decision. The guilty party 

may be fi ned two goats. In default his family is held liable. The injured party receives one goat and the 

other goat is slaughtered for a village feast for all to enjoy. (Ayittey, 2003, p. 54)

Informal peace education maintains confl ict resolution traditions that people adopt to provide 

security for a tribe or a group of people. Rather than killing each other over their disputes, they 

employ nonviolent dispute mechanisms that they hand down from generation to generation through 

informal peace education activities. Although there are no written records, human beings throughout 

history have employed community-based peace education strategies to preserve their knowledge of 

confl ict resolution tactics that promote their security. More formal peace education relies on the 

written word or instruction through schooling institutions.

RELIGIOUS TEACHINGS THAT PROMOTE PEACE

Perhaps the earliest written records of guidelines that teach others about how to achieve peace 

comes through the world’s great religions. These religions—following the teaching of such prophets 

as Buddha, Baha’u’llah, Jesus Christ, Muhammad, Moses, and Lao-Tzu—have specifi c scriptures 

that advance peace. Buddha taught that true happiness comes to those who live at peace with their 

fellows. Buddha became a symbol of peace because he condemned crime and greed and called on 

kings not to wage war. The Buddhist religion urges compassion for the sufferings of all people.

Taoism is based on similar principles. Aggression is forbidden. Weapons are seen as an instrument 

of evil. Lao-Tzu opposed ambition, political power, and worldly authority. He saw governments as 
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a necessary evil. Taoism seeks unity through universal brotherhood, disarmament, and a belief in 

the fundamental goodness of human nature. Taoism seeks to unite opposite forces, the yin and the 

yang, to create a greater good.

In Judaism, God gave the Hebraic people the Ten Commandments, scriptures that lead to peace. 

The Hebrew Bible contains the concept of “Shalom,” the modern Hebrew word for “peace,” which 

means living according to God’s commandments and sharing in the responsibility to care for each 

other. It is not private peace but rather comes from the social and public order established from 

living together and loving one’s neighbor as oneself.

In Hinduism, the search for peace comes from an enlightened mind. A Hindu respects all beings 

because each carries within the Atman, or spirit of truth and peace. Wars may be looked at as 

manifestations of internal human turmoil, and the religious Hindu tries to discipline the forces of 

egoism, selfi shness, lust, and greed, which cause wars. To the extent that a human being realizes the 

inner call and spirit, he or she will be free from the tendency to wage war.

In the Christian religion, Jesus is the Prince of Peace. Jesus said in the Sermon on the Mount that 

peacemakers are blessed. He refused to defend himself with violence and proposed that Christians 

should turn the other cheek when confronted with violence. During the fi rst three centuries, the 

church rigorously defended these principles, withdrew from conscription, and resisted the Roman 

Empire in pacifi st ways.

In Islam, Muhammad and his followers strove to create one community under Allah (God). The 

central purpose of Islam is the promotion of peace and fellowship in the world and the develop-

ment of understanding among different races, religions, and tribes. The universal greeting of Islam 

is “Peace be with you.” An important and often misunderstood aspect of Islam is the jihad that 

implies that Allah is to be followed in all aspects of life. The major jihad is within each person as 

the individual struggles against greed, exploitation, violence, and the denial of justice.

The Baha’i faith, founded in the 19th century, is also a God-centered religion that has a deep 

belief in the “brotherhood of man.” The Baha’i have a view that human beings are evolving from 

the stages of infancy and adolescence to adulthood. In its maturity, the human being will develop a 

“unity-centered paradigm” that will promote peace both within the self and with others, embracing 

the diversity of the human race (Danesh & Danesh, 2002).

Such religious teachings provide a vision of peace, a goal toward which human beings can strive 

even though they may not experience it on this planet. Organized religions promote their own visions 

of peace, but, ironically, religions also have become a rallying cry for martyrs intent on destroying 

“others” who are seen as heathen because they belong to different religions. That the great religions 

contributed both to war and to peace might be seen as indicative of certain ironic and contradictory 

aspects of human nature.

FORMAL PEACE EDUCATION

One of the fi rst Europeans who used the written word to espouse peace education was Comenius 

(1969), the Czech educator who, in the 17th century, saw that the road to peace was through 

universally shared knowledge. This approach to peace assumes that an understanding of others and 

shared values will overcome hostilities that lead to confl ict. The ultimate goal of education was a 

world in which men and women would live in harmony with acceptance of diverse cultures.

The modern peace movement against war began in the 19th century after the Napoleonic Wars. 

Indigenous peace organizations sprung up in Great Britain, Belgium, and France. Progressive 

intellectuals and politicians formed serious societies to study the threats of war and propagate arguments 

against the buildup of armaments. The second wave of 19th-century peace movements was closely 

associated with workingmen’s associations and socialist political groupings. The last segment of the 

19th-century peace movement preceded World War I. Peace organizations were formed in nearly all 

European nations during these decades, spreading into the United States and the newly formed states 
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History of Peace Education 13

of Italy and Germany. As the 19th century drew to a close, groups of teachers, students, and university 

professors formed peace societies to educate the general public about the dangers of war.

The 20th century saw considerable growth in peace education efforts and theory. At the 

beginning of the 20th century, Europeans and Americans formed peace movements to lobby their 

governments against the saber rattling that eventually led to World War I. Bertha von Suttner, an 

Austrian who helped convince Alfred Nobel to establish a peace prize, was the fi rst woman to win 

the Nobel Peace Prize in 1906. She wrote novels against war and organized international peace 

congresses (Hamann, 1996). These congresses represented the notion that international confl icts 

should be resolved by mediation and not weapons. The purpose of such congresses was to sway 

public opinion against military buildups that presaged World War I. Public events were also aimed 

at ruling elites to get them to adopt more pacifi st policies.

In 1912, the School Peace League had chapters in nearly every state in the United States that were 

“promoting through the schools . . . the interests of international justice and fraternity” (Scanlon, 

1959, p. 214). They had ambitious plans to acquaint over 500,000 teachers with the conditions for 

peace (Stomfay-Stitz, 1993). Likewise, in Europe, peace societies lobbied government and held 

congresses to warn against the horror of modern warfare.

In the interbellum period between World Wars I and II, social studies teachers started teaching 

international relations so that their students wouldn’t want to wage war against foreigners. Here the 

emphasis was on teaching certain international content, such as an understanding of peoples in the 

world that would develop in the minds of citizens an outlook of tolerance that would contribute to 

peace. Educators used global awareness to help students realize a more cooperative peaceful world. 

Convinced that schools had encouraged and enabled war by indoctrinating youth into nationalism, 

peace educators contributed to a progressive education reform where schools were seen as a means 

to promote social progress by providing students with an awareness of common humanity that 

helped break down national barriers that lead to war. Progressive history teachers, often with ties 

to the Socialist and Communist parties, promoted international organizations like the League 

of Nations and taught about international issues to get their students to think of themselves as 

compassionate global citizens who identify with people throughout the world struggling for peace. 

More conservative teachers promoted nationalism and supported the imperialistic agendas of Western 

countries. Peace educators were discredited as radicals and branded as traitors for their opposition 

to World War I (Stomfay-Stitz, 1993). This political fi ssure has dominated peace education until 

the present day, when teachers who practice peace education tend to come from more progressive 

backgrounds and are often opposed by teachers who support military might and believe in peace 

through strength.

Many of the leading peace educators early in the 20th century were women. An American 

woman, Jane Addams (1907), who won the Nobel Peace Prize in 1931, was urging schools to include 

immigrant groups. The slogan “peace and bread” was central to her work and articulated a vision 

that poverty was a cause of war. She felt that educators needed to connect to the struggles of urban 

America to create a true democratic community. She rejected the traditional curriculum that limited 

women’s educational choices and opportunities. She wanted women to work for reforms that ended 

child labor and was active in international campaigns for the League of Nations established after 

World War I to establish a global forum whereby the nations of the world could outlaw war.

At about this same time, an Italian woman, Maria Montessori, was traveling throughout Europe 

urging teachers to abandon authoritarian pedagogies, replacing them with a rigid but dynamic 

curriculum from which pupils could choose what to study. She reasoned that children who didn’t 

automatically follow authoritarian teachers would not necessarily obey rulers urging them to war. 

She saw that the construction of peace depends on an education that would free the child’s spirit, 

promote love of others, and remove blind obedience to authority. She set up a school in a slum 

in Italy where teachers were encouraged to use their capacity for love to help students prosper 

in the midst of extreme poverty. Montessori emphasized that a teacher’s method or pedagogy 
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14 Handbook on Peace Education

could contribute toward building a peaceful world. The whole school should refl ect the nurturing 

characteristics of a healthy family (Montessori, 1974).

The horrors of World War II created a new interest in “education for world citizenship.” 

Right after that war, Herbert Read (1949) argued for the marriage of art and peace education to 

produce images that would motivate people to promote peace. Somewhat like his contemporary, 

Maria Montessori, he argued that humans could use their creative capacities to escape the pitfalls 

of destructive violence.

FORMAL PEACE EDUCATION PROGRAMS

The fi rst academic peace studies program at the college level was established in 1948 at Manchester 

College in North Manchester, Indiana, in the United States. The fi eld of peace research developed as 

a “science of peace” in the 1950s to counteract the science of war that had produced so much mass 

killing. A manifesto issued in 1955 by Bertrand Russell and Albert Einstein and signed by other 

distinguished academics called on scientists of all political persuasions to assemble to discuss the 

threat posed to civilization by the advent of thermonuclear weapons.

In 1959, the Peace Research Institute Oslo (PRIO) was founded in Norway under the leadership 

of Bert Roling. Johan Galtung, who has become a leading fi gure in the fi eld of peace research, was 

active in PRIO, an organization that publishes two academic journals, Journal of Peace Research 

and Bulletin of Peace Proposals, that have helped develop the fi eld of peace research. In Britain, 

the Lancaster Peace Research Center, later to become the Richardson Institute, was also formed in 

1959. That same year, the Center for Research on Confl ict Resolution was founded at the University 

of Michigan by economist and systems thinker Kenneth Boulding. These inchoate efforts became 

the foundling infants of a new academic fi eld, peace studies, that blossomed during the 1960s, an 

era when the world was focused on the atrocities of the U.S. war in Vietnam. This war stimulated 

university and college programs that focused on imperialism.

In the 1980s, the threat of nuclear war stimulated educators all around the world to warn of 

impending devastation. Three books were produced that represent the highlight of an era acutely 

concerned about the threat of nuclear annihilation: Education for Peace by a Norwegian, Birgit 

Brocke-Utne (1985); Comprehensive Peace Education by Betty Reardon (1988); and Peace Education 

by Ian Harris (1988), the author of this chapter; the latter two authors are citizens of the United States. 

Brocke-Utne pointed out the devastation that masculine aggression carried out through militarism, 

war, and domestic violence wreaks on males, females, and children. She argued that feminism is the 

starting point for effective disarmament. She pointed out that societies not at war were not neces-

sarily peaceful because they still had considerable domestic violence. Reardon argued that the core 

values of schooling should be care, concern, and commitment and that the key concepts of peace edu-

cation should be planetary stewardship, global citizenship, and humane relationships. Harris stressed 

a holistic approach to peace education that could apply in community education, elementary and sec-

ondary schools, and college classrooms. He also emphasized that a peaceful pedagogy must belong 

to any attempt to teach about peace. The key ingredients of such pedagogy are cooperative learning, 

democratic community, moral sensitivity, and critical thinking.

This expansion of peace education toward the end of the 20th century points to an important 

symbiotic relationship among peace movements, peace research, and peace education. The activists 

lead, developing strategies to warn people about the dangers of violence, whether it be wars 

between nations, the threat of nuclear holocaust, colonial aggression, or cultural, domestic, or 

structural violence. Academics studying these developments further the fi eld of peace research. 

The activists, hoping to broaden their message, teach others through informal community-based 

peace education activities, like holding forums, publishing newsletters, and sponsoring peace 

demonstrations. Teachers observing these activities promote peace studies courses and programs in 

schools and colleges to provide awareness of the challenges of war and peace. This creative recycling 

of insights into the causes of violence and the conditions for peace through peace action and research 
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provides dynamism for peace education as teachers strive to give students insights into how to man-

age confl icts in diverse settings.

PEACE EDUCATION IN DIFFERENT CONTEXTS

A rich diversity of peace education is promoted by the myriad contexts in which it is practiced. 

Because individuals disagree about how to achieve security, there are many different paths to peace 

that are explained in peace education classes. An Israeli educator (Bar-Tal, 2002) has stated that 

peace education programs take different forms because of the wide variety of confl icts that plague 

human existence:

Even though their objectives may be similar, each society will set up a different form of peace educa-

tion that is dependent upon the issues at large, conditions, and culture, as well as views and creativity 

of the educators. (p. 35)

Each different form of violence requires a unique form of peace education to address strategies that 

could resolve its confl icts. Peace education in intense confl icts attempts to demystify enemy images 

and urges combatants to withdraw from warlike behavior. Peace education in regions of interethnic 

tension relies on multiculturalism and awareness about the sufferings of various groups, “the other,” 

involved in the confl ict to promote empathy for the suffering of others and to reduce hostilities. 

Peace educators in areas free from collective physical violence teach about the causes of oppression 

within that society, explain the causes of domestic and civil violence, and develop an interest in 

global issues, the problems of poverty, environmental sustainability, and the power of nonviolence. 

The section that follows provides a brief overview of how peace education is being practiced at the 

beginning of the 21st century.

Since the 1960s, teachers in Japan have been organizing to prevent the further use of nuclear 

weapons with what they call “A-bomb education” in Japanese schools. This approach emphasizes what 

Japanese citizens experienced as a result of the bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki and hopes to pass 

on an awareness of these tragic experiences so that the horrors are neither forgotten nor repeated.

In many countries of the South, educators have little interest in nuclear age education with its 

focus on nuclear weapons. Rather, they are concerned about the problems of underdevelopment, 

starvation, poverty, illiteracy, and the lack of human rights. Peace education in these areas seeks 

an international understanding of the crises that exist in poorer countries and global solutions for 

the problems of underdevelopment. Peace educators use development studies to provide insights 

into the various aspects of structural violence, focusing on social institutions with their hierarchies 

and propensities for dominance and oppression. Such a study highlights the plight of the poor and 

emphasizes peace-building strategies to improve human communities. Rather than promoting top-

down development strategies imposed by corporate elites who see ordinary people as ignorant and 

exploitable, peace educators promote poor people’s involvement in planning, implementing, and 

controlling development schemes so that resources are controlled equitably rather than monopolized 

by elites. This approach to peace education is controversial because it rests on concepts of economic 

and social justice.

In India, peace education often takes the forms of Gandhian studies where students read many 

of the treatises that Gandhi produced during his lifetime about the power of nonviolence and the 

importance of sustainable development. Where Western peace educators emphasize the problems 

of war brought about by the nation-state, Indian traditions are concerned more about individuals 

achieving peace through meditation or reunion with the Divine. Peace education in India works 

toward the creation of a nonviolent society that will eliminate inequities and build a new social 

order free from exploitation.

Peace educators in Scandinavian countries tend to focus on problems of poverty in the undeveloped 

world and human rights. Interest in human rights comes from attempts during the 20th century to 

establish international organizations like the International Criminal Court, which would address 
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civil, domestic, cultural, and ethnic forms of violence to bring to justice tyrants who have aggressed 

against innocent people. Peace educators falling within this tradition are guided by the December 

1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights (United Nations, 2009), which provides a statement of 

values to be pursued in order to achieve economic, social, and political justice.

Various statements of human rights derive from concepts of natural law, a higher set of laws that 

are universally applicable and that supersede governmental laws. The study of human rights is the 

study of treaties, global institutions, and domestic and international courts. This approach to peace, 

known as “peace through justice,” rests on the notion that humans have certain inalienable rights 

that governments should protect. People being persecuted by their governments for political beliefs 

can appeal to provisions of international law to gain support for their cause. Abuse of rights and the 

struggle to eliminate that abuse lie at the heart of many violent confl icts. Human rights institutions 

champion rights against discrimination based on gender, disability, and sexual orientation.

At the beginning of the 1980s, the globalists lost some of their hold on the domain of peace 

education, and the humanists took over. Peace educators became more concerned about civil, 

domestic, cultural, and ethnic forms of violence, trying to heal some of the wounds of pupils who 

have been raised in violent cultures. They began to teach confl ict resolution in schools. Based on 

the work of Carl Rogers (1946), a popular psychology movement known as “New Age healing” has 

encouraged people to examine deep-seated psychic phenomena that contribute to violent behavior. 

This movement has infl uenced peace educators whose goal is to heal wounds that create huge pools 

of rage in the psyche. Teachers have been bringing into classrooms a variation of peace education 

known as “forgiveness education” to help relieve the enmity that exists in the psyche as a result of 

various violations experienced by young people growing up in violent cultures (Gassin, Enright, & 

Knutson, 2005).

At the beginning of the new millennium, confl ict resolution education is one of the fastest-growing 

school reforms in the West. Confl ict resolution educators provide basic communications skills 

necessary for survival in a postmodern world. Confl ict resolution education can help individuals 

understand confl ict dynamics. Here the focus is on interpersonal relations and systems that help 

disputing parties resolve their differences with communication skills. Approximately 10% of schools 

in the United States have some sort of peer mediation program (Sandy, 2001). Confl ict resolution 

educators can teach children human relations skills such as anger management, impulse control, 

emotional awareness, empathy development, assertiveness, and problem solving. Confl ict resolution 

education provides students with peacemaking skills that they can use to manage their interpersonal 

confl icts but does not necessarily address the various kinds of civil, cultural, environmental, and 

global violence that take place outside schools.

At the end of the 20th century, a variation of this approach to peace education that is practiced 

in the United States and New Zealand is violence prevention education, which attempts to develop 

resilience skills in young people so that they avoid drugs, sex, and violence in interpersonal rela-

tions (Prothrow-Stith, 1991). A further form of peace education adopted in countries experiencing 

extreme forms of religious and ethnic violence is multicultural education, where teachers attempt 

to break down stereotypes. They want to educate people to know about cultural differences, to care 

about people with different cultures, and to act to remove barriers and prejudices that keep members 

of certain cultures from experiencing full human rights.

One of the goals often formulated for peace education in intractable confl icts like the Middle East 

is to study the confl ict from the perceptions of the enemy and develop some empathy for its plight 

(Salomon, 2002). Because different groups see confl icts from different perspectives, this approach 

to peace education attempts to legitimize the point of view of the “other.” This does not mean 

agreeing with the other side; rather, it means seeing the other perspective as valid, perhaps leading to 

a lessening of tension between the two parties in confl ict. This approach to peace education attempts 

to build peace by changing people’s hearts.

A similar approach to peace education has been used in Ireland, where it is referred to as 

“education for mutual understanding,” as Catholics and Protestants try to use educational strategies 
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to undo centuries of enmity (Whyte, 1991). Likewise, in Korea, peace education is referred to as 

“reunifi cation education” (Synott, 2002).

As a result of the horrifi c genocide in Rwanda in 1994, a community-based peace education 

initiative in the Great Lakes region of Africa is involving Hutis and Tutsis in forgiveness and 

reconciliation activities so that they can repair some of the wounds from low-intensity confl ict and 

work toward creating a new society that accords rights to all.

Likewise, in Bosnia-Herzegovina, peace education is being used to develop a worldview that 

values human beings regardless of their religious beliefs or ethnic origins (Danesh, 2006). The goal 

in this approach to peace education is to replace confl ict-oriented worldviews with peace-oriented 

ones.

Another peace education thread that developed at the end of the 20th century is environmental 

education. Environmentalists see that the greatest threat to modern life is the destruction of the 

natural habitat so that, in the immortal words of T. S. Eliot (1936), “this is the way the world ends, 

not with a bang but a whimper” (p. 107). Up to that point, many peace educators throughout the 

world had focused on the threat of a cataclysmic nuclear exchange between the United States and the 

former Soviet Union (which collapsed in 1989). Environmental educators help young people become 

aware of the ecological crisis, give them tools to create environmental sustainability, and teach them 

to use resources in a renewable way. They argue that the deepest foundations for peaceful existence 

are rooted in environmental health.

Historically, peace educators concerned about the dangers of war have ignored the environmental 

crisis. With the rise of global warming, rapid species extinction, water shortages, and the adverse 

effects of pollution, they are starting to realize that it is not suffi cient just to talk about military 

security, as in protecting the citizens of a country from a foreign threat, but it is also necessary 

to promote a concept of peace based on ecological security, where humans are protected and 

nourished by natural processes (Mische, 1989).

Common to these peace educational endeavors is the desire to help people understand the roots 

of violence and to teach alternatives to violence. Although these types of peace education have 

different goals and problems of violence they address, they share a concern about the devastation 

caused by violence and awareness about strategies to address that violence. Peace educators within 

these different contexts are teaching skills that can lead to the successful management of confl ict 

and attempting to build consensus about ways to stop the violence.

Traditionally, peace education has focused on the causes of war, sometimes called “organized vio-

lence over territories.” During the 20th century, there was a growth in concern about horrifi c forms 

of violence, like ecocide, genocide, technological warfare, ethnic hatred, racism, sexual abuse, 

domestic violence, and a corresponding growth in interest in peace education. By the beginning of 

the 21st century, the parameters of peace education were signifi cantly broadened beyond the tradi-

tional considerations of war and peace to include a variety of issues pertaining to social justice that 

led to a positive notion of peace (i.e., how to build a culture of peace) rather than the negative notion 

of peace as the cessation of war (Iram, 2006).

THE ROLE OF THE UNITED NATIONS IN PEACE EDUCATION

The founding of the United Nations provided an impetus for an international effort to teach about 

the problems associated with war, violence, injustice, illiteracy, poverty, and other sources of human 

confl ict. In keeping with the principles of the UN charter that promoted international cooperation 

and peace, UNESCO sponsored the Associated Schools Project in 1953 to study disarmament, 

the international economic order, and human rights in schools throughout the world. The six main 

objectives of this project were the following:

i) to improve the capacity of secondary school teachers to teach about world problems;

ii) to increase young people’s awareness of world problems;

TAF-SALOMON-09-0303-C002.indd   17TAF-SALOMON-09-0303-C002.indd   17 8/17/09   1:58:12 PM8/17/09   1:58:12 PM

Handbook on Peace Education, edited by Gavriel Salomon, and Ed Cairns, Taylor & Francis Group, 2009. ProQuest Ebook Central,
         http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/mcgill/detail.action?docID=668523.
Created from mcgill on 2020-10-01 09:35:25.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 2
00

9.
 T

ay
lo

r &
 F

ra
nc

is
 G

ro
up

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



18 Handbook on Peace Education

iii) to provide young people with skills which will eventually be useful in solving such problems;

iv)  to develop more effective teaching methods and materials to improve the teaching of three 

specifi c world problems (disarmament, the New International World Order, and human rights);

v)  to shed new light on how these three issues can effectively be studied in different countries; and

vi)  to understand better the complexity of world problems and facilitate fi nding solutions to them as 

a result of knowing other people’s views and opinions regarding them. (Annex II, 1983, p. 1)

The Associated Schools Project has been carried out in 172 countries, ranging from preschool 

education to teacher training in peace education. From this initiative, national commissions 

in these countries have been asked to develop special programs to increase knowledge of world 

problems, to promote international understanding through the study of different cultures, and to 

foster concern for human rights. These national commissions have helped endorse peace studies 

and programs in education for international understanding, and they have legitimized similar 

educational activities throughout the planet. The Associated Schools Project offers teachers the 

opportunity for professional exchanges with colleagues around the world who share their concerns 

for global education and issues of confl ict resolution, human rights, and sustainability.

In 1974, UNESCO recommended a generic approach to the study of world problems, 

appropriately named “education for international understanding, co-operation and peace and 

education relating to human rights and fundamental freedoms” (UNESCO, 1974). UNESCO’s endorse-

ment of educational efforts designed to provide an understanding of world problems has promoted, 

at the national level, educational projects focused on such areas as multicultural education, human 

rights education, world studies, and development studies. This recommendation also emphasized the 

study of such issues as human environment, food supply, and an increasing world population so that 

citizens throughout the world might appreciate the magnitude of these global problems.

 In 1978, the United Nations approved a special session on disarmament, the World Congress on 

Disarmament Education, which was held in Paris in June 1980. The fi nal document refl ected the 

recognition by the United Nations of education for peace as basic to the achievement of disarmament:

Education is considered as an essential instrument for two main reasons: Firstly, educational systems can 

offer effective teaching on world problems to young people everywhere, thus fostering ideas that will lead 

to a better society; secondly, the school itself provides a solid framework for concrete action, both curricu-

lar and extra-curricular, which may promote greater international cooperation. (Annex II, 1983, p. 2)

At this conference, the UN World Disarmament Campaign was launched. The document produced 

by this special session focused on disarmament education, saying, among other things, that

it aims at teaching how to think about disarmament rather than what to think about it. It should therefore 

be problem centered so as to develop the analytical and critical capacity to examine and evaluate practical 

steps toward the reduction of arms and the elimination of war as an acceptable international practice.

Disarmament education should be based upon the values of international understanding, tolerance 

of ideological and cultural diversity, and commitment to social justice and human solidarity. (Reardon, 

1982, p. 73)

As a result of these activities, scholars throughout the world have researched alternative security 

systems that can provide the basis for the abolition of war. Educators, politicians, and concerned 

citizens use these statements as a rationale for introducing peace and world order studies in 

schools.

In 1995, UNESCO adopted the Integrated Framework of Action for Education for Peace Human 

Rights and Democracy (UNESCO, 1995). This initiative has produced a curriculum guide that 

emphasizes ecological thinking and respect for life, tolerance, respect for dignity and identity, 

critical thinking, active nonviolence, social justice, civic responsibility, leadership, and global 

citizenship. This document emphasizes the role of parents and whole societies to support efforts of 
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History of Peace Education 19

educators to achieve a full implementation of the objectives of education for peace, human rights, 

and democracy and to contribute to sustainable development and cultures of peace.

At the end of the 20th century under the leadership of the United Nations, there have been 

several strong appeals to make the teaching of peace and peace strategies more explicit in schools. 

In November 1995, the 186 member states of the 28th General Conference of UNESCO stated 

that the major challenge at the close of the 20th century is the transition from a culture of war and 

violence to a culture of peace. In November 1998, the UN General Assembly adopted resolutions 

declaring the year 2000 the International Year for the Culture of Peace and the years 2001–2010 

as the International Decade for a Culture of Peace and Nonviolence for the Children of the World. 

From that mandate, UNESCO has developed eight areas of action necessary for the transition from 

a culture of war to a culture of peace. The fi rst of these is a “Culture of Peace Through Education.” 

A manifesto written by the winners of the Nobel Peace Prize, and published in Le Monde on July 2, 

1997, states that the only way to fi ght violence with nonviolence is through education (p. 8).

CONCLUSION

In spite of its tremendous growth in the 20th century, peace education has not really taken hold in 

school systems around the world. Some countries, like the Philippines, have mandated peace education 

in the public schools, but there are no resources for training teachers in the various complexities of 

this new subject. In most countries, peace education is carried out mostly informally in community 

settings and through national peace organizations, like the large peace rallies held by Peace Now in 

Israel that attempt to infl uence citizen support for a less violent solution to the Palestinian–Israeli 

crisis than that carried out by the Israeli government. Community groups throughout the world, 

horrifi ed by the violence in their communities, attempt to convince their fellow citizens to oppose 

the violent policies of militaristic governments. This is by far the most widespread use of peace 

education at the beginning of the new millennium.

Formal school systems have largely ignored the educational insights provided by peace activist 

educators, because of cultural and economic pressures to ramp up their curricula to include more 

math and science so that school graduates can compete in a global economy. Peace education in 

most countries is seen as “soft” and not embraced by frightened citizens who fear imaginary ene-

mies. The threat of terrorism that grew from the end of the 20th century has made it hard for peace 

educators to convince school authorities to support efforts that contradict government policies to 

provide security for the citizens of that country.

Furthermore, it is only recently that peace educators have started to unify around a common 

curriculum for peace education that would include both its historic roots in international 

education and modern conventions for human rights, understandings about structural violence, 

feminist orientations toward violence in interpersonal relations, emphases on violent peace culture, 

and an urgency to address environmental issues—insights that were provided during the previous 

“bloodiest century” (Harris & Morrison, 2003). Peace educators no longer solely concern them-

selves with interstate rivalry but also study ways to resolve intrastate violence and the chaos that 

comes from identity- and religious-based confl icts—intractable confl icts like those in Northern 

Ireland and Sri Lanka. They have added to their toolboxes confl ict resolution, forgiveness, and 

violence prevention skills—practical teachings that counterbalance the theoretical approaches taken 

by political scientists concerned with war between nations. The foundation for a new discipline has 

been built, leaving future peace educators to fi gure out how to erect a mighty peace palace.
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3 Peace Education in 
Societies Involved in 
Intractable Confl icts
Goals, Conditions, and Directions

Daniel Bar-Tal, Yigal Rosen, and Rafi  Nets-Zehngut 
Tel Aviv University

The fundamental question of whether peace education can facilitate change of the sociopsycho-

logical infrastructure that feeds continuation of intractable confl ict is essential not only for edu-

cators but also for every human being that values peaceful resolution of confl icts. This question is 

especially valid in view of the fact that intractable confl icts still rage in various parts of the globe, 

and they not only cause misery and suffering to the engaged societies but also threaten the well-

being of the international community at large. These confl icts are over real goods, such as 

terri tories, natural resources, self-determination, and/or basic values, and these real issues have 

to be addressed in confl ict resolution. But, no doubt, it would be much easier to resolve them 

if they were not accompanied by intense sociopsychological dynamics. Intractable confl icts 

that have been going on for a long time (as in Sri Lanka, Chechnya, Northern Ireland, and the 

Middle East) deeply involve society’s members who develop a sociopsychological repertoire of 

beliefs, attitudes, and emotions about their goals, about causes of the outbreak of confl ict and 

the course of that confl ict, and about the rival, and about the desired solution. Eventually, this 

repertoire becomes an investment in confl ict that evolves into culture of confl ict. It is rigid and 

resistant to change, fuels its continuation, and thus inhibits deescalation of the confl ict and its 

peaceful resolution.

It is obvious that even when peaceful resolution of confl ict appears on the societal agenda and 

turns it into societal goal, there is a need to change the culture of confl ict as expressed in the shared 

sociopsychological repertoire and construct a new repertoire that facilitates the process of peace-

making and prepares society’s members to live in peace. This major societal psychological change 

takes place through the process of reconciliation, in which peace education plays a major role.

This chapter examines the nature of peace education in societies that were involved or that are 

still involved in intractable confl ict. First, it describes the nature of intractable confl ict and the cul-

ture of confl ict that evolves. Second, it describes the nature of reconciliation that is needed in order 

to establish a lasting and stable peace after confl ict resolution. Third, it describes the nature of peace 

education. Fourth, it presents the conditions for the successful implementation of peace education. 

Fifth, it describes two models of peace education. Finally, it outlines the principles of peace educa-

tion and suggests a number of conclusions.

EVOLVEMENT OF CULTURE OF CONFLICT

Confl icts between groups in a society, between societies, or between nations erupt when their 

goals, intentions, and/or actions are perceived as mutually incompatible and actions follow 
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accordingly (Bar-Tal, Kruglanski, & Klar, 1989; Mitchell, 1981; Rubin, Pruitt, & Kim, 1994). 

We focus on intractable confl icts, which have serious implications for the involved societies and 

the world community, and therefore understanding its dynamics is a special challenge and of 

much importance.

Intractable confl icts are characterized as lasting at least 25 years over goals that are per-

ceived as being existential, violent, unsolvable, and of a zero-sum nature, greatly preoccupying 

society’s members with parties involved investing much in their continuation (see Azar, 1990; 

Bar-Tal, 1998; Kriesberg, 1998b). Of special importance for the maintenance and continuation 

of these types of confl icts is the evolvement of a culture of confl ict that is dominated by soci-

etal beliefs of collective memories and of ethos of confl ict and collective emotional orientation 

(Bar-Tal, 2007a). Collective memory of confl ict evolves to describe the “history” of the confl ict 

to society’s members (Cairns & Roe, 2003; Halbwachs, 1992; Wertsch, 2002). Ethos of con-

fl ict provides dominant orientation to a society at present and directs it for the future (Bar-Tal, 

2000b).1 These narratives are selective, biased, and distorted, as their major function is to satisfy 

the societal needs rather than provide an objective account of reality. They therefore justify the 

position of the society in confl ict, portray it in very positive light and as the victim of the con-

fl ict, and delegitimize the opponent.

In addition to societal beliefs, the sociopsychological repertoire in situations of intractable con-

fl icts includes collective emotional orientations. The most notable is the collective orientation of 

fear (Bar-Tal, 2001), but, in addition, they may be dominated by hatred and anger as well as guilt or 

pride (see also, e.g., Kaufman, 2001; Petersen, 2002; Scheff, 1994).

Since most of the members of the society in conflict are involved with the described 

repertoire (actively or passively, directly or indirectly), it is widely shared, especially 

during its intractable stage. This repertoire is expressed in the major societal chan-

nels of communications, appears to be dominant in public discourse, and eventually per-

meates into cultural products such as books, plays, and films. Moreover, it is often 

used for the justification and explanation of decisions, policies, and courses of actions 

taken by the leaders. Finally, it is also expressed in institutional ceremonies, commem-

orations, memorials, and so on. In essence, it evolves into a culture of conflict (e.g., Bar-

Tal, 2007b; Ross, 1998). In this culture, the society uses control mechanisms to ensure that the 

sociopsychological repertoire evolved in conflict will not change.

Thus, the younger generation is exposed to this culture through family; through the soci-

etal channels of communication, including the mass media; and through other cultural prod-

ucts. But of special importance is the educational system, which serves as a major agent for 

socialization for a confl ict through school textbooks, instructional materials, teacher instruc-

tions, school ceremonies, and so on. This socialization has major effects because the beliefs 

presented in the educational system reach the entire younger generation because education 

is compulsory in almost all societies. Eventually, the acquisition of and participation in this 

sociopsychological infrastructure is an important indicator for membership in and identifi ca-

tion with a society. By adulthood, many members share the same beliefs, attitudes, values, and 

1 In earlier work, it was proposed that the challenges of the intractable confl ict lead to the development of eight themes 

of societal beliefs that make up the ethos of confl ict (Bar-Tal, 1998, 2000b). Societal beliefs about the justness of own 
goals, which fi rst of all outline the goals in confl ict, indicate their crucial importance and provide their explanations 

and rationales. Societal beliefs about security refer to the importance of personal safety and national survival and out-

line the conditions for their achievement. Societal beliefs of positive collective self image concern the ethnocentric 

tendency to attribute positive traits, values, and behavior to own society. Societal beliefs of own victimization concern 

self- presentation as a victim, especially in the context of the intractable confl ict. Societal beliefs of delegitimizing the 
opponent concern beliefs that deny the adversary’s humanity. Societal beliefs of patriotism generate attachment to the 

country and society by propagating loyalty, love, care, and sacrifi ce. Societal beliefs of unity refer to the importance of 

ignoring internal confl icts and disagreements during intractable confl ict in order to unite the forces in the face of the 

external threat. Finally, societal beliefs of peace refer to peace as the ultimate desire of the society.
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Peace Education in Societies Involved in Intractable Confl icts 23

emotions. As a result, they have a similar experience of reality and tend to endorse or take a 

similar course of action.

Intractable confl icts not only break out and are managed but also, in many cases, are resolved. 

Groups fi nd ways to resolve the contradiction between their goals and other group goals. But it becomes 

clear that confl ict resolutions are only the fi rst formal step in the peace process. Of special importance 

is the societal process of reconciliation, which requires change of the sociopsychological repertoire 

among society’s members that fed the intractable confl ict and served as barriers to the peace process. 

This repertoire does not change overnight, even when the groups’ leaders resolve the confl ict peacefully 

and sign a peace agreement. The reconciliation process is a long one and does not take place uninten-

tionally but also requires planned and active efforts in order to overcome its obstacles and speed it.

RECONCILIATION

Students of reconciliation today agree that it concerns the formation or restoration of genuine 

 peaceful relationships between societies that have been involved in intractable confl ict after its 

formal resolution is achieved (Ackermann, 1994; Arnson, 1999; Asmal, Asmal, & Roberts, 1997; 

Bar-Tal, 2000a; Gardner Feldman, 1999; Krepon & Sevak, 1995; Kriesberg, 1998a; Lederach, 1997; 

Norval, 1999; Rothstein, 1999; Wilmer, 1998). Reconciliation goes beyond the agenda of formal 

confl ict resolution to changing the motivations, goals, beliefs, attitudes, and emotions by the great 

majority of society’s members regarding the confl ict, the nature of the relationship between the 

parties, and the parties themselves (Bar-Tal & Bennink, 2004; Borneman, 2002; De Soto, 1999; 

Kelman, 1999; Lederach, 1997; Maoz, 2004; Shonholtz, 1998; Staub, 2006; Theidon, 2006; Weiner, 

1998; Wilmer, 1998). Specifi cally, we suggest that reconciliation consists of mutual recognition 
and acceptance, invested interests and goals in developing peaceful relations, mutual trust, posi-
tive attitudes, and sensitivity and consideration of other party’s needs and interests. All these 

elements of reconciliation apply to postconfl ict situations in which the two groups build peaceful 

relations in two separate political entities—both their states and the situations in which the two rival 

groups continue to live in one political entity. Eventually, reconciliation supports and solidifi es the 

peace as a new form of intergroup relations and serves as a stable foundation for cooperative and 

friendly acts that symbolize these relations. A peace that is not supported by at least a majority of a 

society will always be at risk of breaking down.

In view of the psychological dynamics that dominated years of intractable confl ict, reconcili-

ation usually requires mobilization of the masses in support of the new peaceful relations with 

the past enemy. This is a very complex process that needs a defi ned policy, planned initiatives, 

and wide variety of activities—all in order to convince society’s members of the necessity, 

utility, value, and feasibility of the peace process (Bar-Tal & Bennink, 2004; Bloomfi eld, Barnes, 

& Huyse, 2003).

With regard to knowledge, of special importance is changing major themes of the ethos of confl ict 

and the collective memory of confl ict to construct new goals and new views of the rival, of the con-

fl ict, and of the peace—that is, new narratives (Barkan, 2000; Bloomfi eld et al., 2003; Borer, 2006; 

Borneman, 2002; Conway, 2003; Kaufman, 2006; Nets-Zehngut, 2006; Rotberg, 2006; Salomon, 

2004; Theidon, 2006). Reconciliation also requires the construction of general positive affect 

and specifi c emotions about the peaceful relations with the past opponent, such as hope (Averill, 

Catlin, & Chon, 1990: Bar-Tal, Halperin, & de Rivera, 2007; Kaufman, 2006; Jarymowicz & Bar-

Tal, 2006; Snyder, 2000; Staub, Pearlman, Gubin, & Hagengimana, 2005).

We suggest that one of the most prominent and effi cient methods for promoting reconciliation 

is peace education (Abu-Nimer, 2004; Asmal et al., 1997; Bekerman & McGlynn, 2007; Calleja, 

1994; Gordon, 1994; Harris, 2004; Iram, 2006a; Kriesberg, 1998a; Maoz, 2004; Maxwell, Enslin, 

& Maxwell, 2004; Spink, 2005; Uwazie, 2003). This is usually a process of societal change because 

peace education is typically launched when society’s members hold a repertoire of the confl ict that 

contains ideas that contradict the principles of the peace process and reconciliation (Danesh, 2006). 
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24 Handbook on Peace Education

While it is possible to view peace education as encompassing the whole society that has to change (Bar-

Tal, 2004), we focus on its application in school systems only for a few reasons elaborated on here.

PEACE EDUCATION IN SCHOOLS

Schools are often the only institution that society can formally, intentionally, and extensively use 

to achieve the mission of peace education, as they have the authority, the legitimacy, the means, 

and the conditions to carry it out. In addition, schooling takes place during the formative years in 

which children and adolescents are relatively open to form their repertoire. It is thus not surprising 

that peace education in schools has concerned the international community greatly and has preoc-

cupied many of the debates carried out by the United Nations, UNESCO, and UNICEF outlining its 

nature, goals, and scope (e.g., Bush & Saltarelli, 2000; United Nations Children’s Fund, 1999; UN 

Resolution 53/243, 1999; UNESCO, 1998).

In general, peace education has many faces, and its focus depends on the needs and objectives of 

different societies (Bar-Tal, 2002; Bekerman, & McGlynn, 2007; Harris, 1999; Salomon, 2002). In 

societies engaged in intractable confl ict, the objective of peace education is to advance and facili-
tate peacemaking and reconciliation. It aims to construct students’ worldview (i.e., their values, 
beliefs, attitudes, emotions, motivations, skills, and patterns of behavior) in a way that facilitates 
confl ict resolution and the peace process and that prepares them to live in an era of peace and 
reconciliation (see also Ben-Porath, 2006; Bloomfi eld et al., 2003; Fountain, 1999; Iram, 2006b; 

Wessells, 1994). On a more specifi c level, Staub (2002) suggested that peace education should pro-

mote nonviolent dispositions, caring for the welfare of others and helping to raise people who take 

action to prevent violence. In his view, peace education provides knowledge, skills, and emotional 

elements related to the tendency to devaluate other groups, peaceful ways of resolving confl icts, 

understanding the origins of violence between groups and individuals, and understanding the func-

tionality of bystanders. Abu-Nimer (2000) proposed that peace education should contain learning 

about the need for reconciliation with the enemy, the perspective of the other in confl ict, the asym-

metry of the power, the inequalities that arise from these power differences, and cooperation and 

nonviolence as the most effective methods for dealing with confl icts and the acquisition of critical 

thinking. Salomon (2002, 2004) suggested that the goals for peace education should relate to chang-

ing the perception of the other side’s collective narrative of the confl ict through legitimization of 

their collective narrative, showing empathy and trust toward the other, critical examination of one’s 

own side’s contribution to the confl ict, and a disposition for engagement in nonviolent activities.

In order to achieve the stated general objectives of peace education, school systems must undergo 

a major change. It requires setting new educational objectives, preparing new curricula, writing 

school textbooks, developing instructional materials, training teachers, constructing a climate in the 

schools that is conducive to peace education, and so on (Bjerstedt, 1988, 1993; Burns & Aspeslagh, 

1996; Harris, 1988; Hertz-Lazarowitz, Zelniker, Stephan, & Stephan, 2004; Hicks, 1988; Reardon, 

1988). Peace education allows socializing the new generations in light of the new climate that 

enables the construction of a culture of peace within the process of reconciliation (Bar-Tal, in press). 

But this great endeavor does not succeed unconditionally.

As already noted, society’s members involved in confl ict are indoctrinated through years of 

confl ict to maintain the beliefs that support it and the evolved attitudes, affect, and emotions (such 

as hatred and fear) that underlie them (see, e.g., how education contributes to this repertoire in 

Bush & Saltarelli, 2000; Coulby, Gundera, & Jones, 1997; Graham-Brown, 1991; Stavenhagen, 

1996). They adhere to the goals of the confl ict, delegitimize the rival, do not trust him, and attri-

bute malintentions to him (see specifi c educational cases in Firer & Adwan, 2004 [Israel and the 

Palestinian Authority]; Newberry, 1988 [Rwanda]; Nissan, 1996 [Sri Lanka]; Podeh, 2002 [Israel 

and the Palestinian Authority]). Thus, an attempt to form new goals and/or provide a positive mes-

sage about the opponent can be met with distrust and even hostility. Years of indoctrination leave 

their mark. Peace education is thus viewed with suspicion, especially when it tries to change the 
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Peace Education in Societies Involved in Intractable Confl icts 25

well-established beliefs about the rival and the confl ict (e.g., Rosen, 2006). Even when peace is 

regarded as a general positive value, any dealings with the specifi c aspects of peacemaking are 

rejected. We therefore suggest that the success of peace education depends on a number of condi-

tions in the political-societal and educational spheres (see Bar-Tal & Rosen, 2008).

CONDITIONS FOR SUCCESSFUL PEACE EDUCATION

The fi rst set of political-societal conditions refers to intergroup processes as well as intragroup 

processes that legitimize peace education and draw support for its use in school. The second set of 

educational conditions refers to administrative and educational requirements that allow realization 

of the peace education. Without the fulfi llment of these conditions, peace education faces major 

diffi culties and often is condemned to failure. First, political-societal conditions are elaborated on, 

and then educational conditions are specifi ed.

POLITICAL-SOCIETAL CONDITIONS

The following four political-societal conditions are proposed for successful peace education in 

 societies involved in intractable confl ict (see also Abu-Nimer, 2000; Danesh, 2006; Rippon & 

Willow, 2004).

Progress toward Peace
Peace education, with its direct goals to establish peace with the rival, can evolve when there is at 

least well-publicized and open movement toward confl ict resolution that includes negotiation with 

the rival. But full-scale direct peace education can begin when peace agreement is achieved and 

signed (Iram, 2006a). This sign facilitates greatly the launching of peace education and legitimizes 

its institutionalization in schools.

Support for the Peace Process
Peace education requires substantial support of society’s members for the initiation of the peace 

process with the past rival. At least a majority have to support the peace process, including major 

political parties and organizations and a majority of the civil society. Of special importance is sup-

port of the leaders (as prime minister or president) who see it as a very important part of their peace 

process policy. It communicates to the public a high priority for the educational policy message 

about peace education by the government and signals governmental responsibility for carrying it 

out (on Northern Ireland, see Community Relations Unit, 2005; on Rwanda, see Obura, 2003). This 

support is essential because it legitimizes peace education among society’s members (on Northern 

Ireland, see Smith & Neill, 2006).

Ripeness for Reconciliation
Another important condition concerns the preparedness of the society to hear the messages of 

peace education. This condition is different than support for the peace process. Society’s members 

may be ready for the peace process but not yet ripe for changing the repertoire of confl ict that 

includes collective memory and the ethos of confl ict, which play an important role for the collec-

tive during the confl ict (Nets-Zehngut & Bar-Tal, 2007). They may not be ready for reconciliation, 

which demands the evolvement of new beliefs, attitudes, motivations, and emotions about the con-

fl ict, the rival, and one’s own society. The messages of peace education oppose the messages that 

have dominated through the years. Without ripeness, peace education will be diffi cult to imple-

ment successfully.

In sum, the described political-societal conditions create an adequate social climate that is neces-

sary for the implementation of peace education. But these conditions should not be viewed as suffi cient 

because they do not refer to the actual implementation of peace education in the educational system. 
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26 Handbook on Peace Education

The basic assumption underlying the following section that is there are also several educational condi-

tions that are required for the successful institutionalization of peace education in schools.

EDUCATIONAL CONDITIONS

The fi rst educational condition refers to support from the highest educational authority, which often 

is the minister of education. It gives legitimacy to carry the mission and creates the proper climate 

within the educational system that is conducive to the institutionalization of peace education. It also 

rallies the leaders of the educational system and provides teachers with an incentive to carry it out.

The second condition concerns formulation of well-defi ned and decisive policy, which includes 

detailed planning of how to carry out the peace education. The objectives and contents of peace 

education imply major changes for educational systems mobilized for the missions of intractable 

confl ict as a major societal institution (for an example of Northern Ireland’s compulsory curriculum 

in schools, called Education for Mutual Understanding, see Gallagher, 1998). Launching peace edu-

cation requires major changes in educational polices. Thus, with regard to policy, there is need for 

short- and long-term programs: Short-term programs are initiated and planned for immediate use, 

while long-term programs aim to reorganize and reconstruct the educational system, and this takes 

a long time. The need in short-term programs emerges because a deep change of education requires 

preparations that last years. Short-term programs should be seen as emergency programs that can 

satisfy the immediate needs of the changing situation until the long-term programs are ready and 

can be implemented (e.g., the minister of education in Israel declared that the common learning 

theme in schools for 1994–1995 would be peace and coexistence, following the Oslo agreement in 

1993). Long-term programs are supposed to construct the new culture of peace, in which the ethos 

of peace plays a prominent role (Bar-Tal, in press; Iram, 2006a; Rosen, 2006). In order to carry out 

this goal, there is a need in long-term educational policy that will be refl ected in new curricula and 

textbooks, in the development of new programs, and in the development of new training curricula 

for teachers, school headmasters, and school staff.

In order to implement peace education, there are two additional crucial conditions. First, the 

Ministry of Education needs to have the authority and will to implement peace education. Second, 

it has to have infrastructure and resources (Amamio, 2004). There is a need in the organizational 

framework for lasting efforts and continuous devotion. The implementation is also related to the 

availability of experts and professional staff who can realize the institutionalization of peace educa-

tion in schools. In addition, implementation requires continuous evaluation in order to fi nd out what 

kinds of programs are effi cient (e.g., Kupermintz & Salomon, 2005). Moreover, the implementation 

of every policy, including educational ones, depends crucially on the ability to mobilize the support 

of the educational staff on all levels of administration and practice, including senior administra-

tive levels, school headmasters, and teachers (for the teacher’s role in peace education in Northern 

Ireland, see Smith & Neill, 2006; for in-service teacher training on peace education, see European 

Network for Peace Education [EURED], 2002). Furthermore, construction of new knowledge is an 

essential requirement for the implementation of peace education: Peace education demands change 

in the curricula of all grades. Textbooks and readers are major tools by which the dissemination of 

knowledge from one generation to another as well as the transference of messages, societal beliefs, 

and way of thinking are taking place.

Implications
The questions that should be raised following the presentation of the present conception are the 

following: What should be done when the specifi ed conditions do not exist? Should a society leave 

peace education and wait for the evolvement of the proper conditions? The response to the latter 

question is unequivocal. Societies involved in intractable confl icts should not wait for the appear-

ance of all the facilitating conditions for the development of peace education. We did not intend to 

discourage societies from launching peace education but wanted to point out the challenges and 
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Peace Education in Societies Involved in Intractable Confl icts 27

diffi culties that they may meet. Of special importance are the political-societal conditions that have 

an immense effect on peace education. In fact, the educational conditions are basic requirements 

for implementing and instituting any kind of new policy but depend on administrative and organi-

zational policies and practices.

In order to deal with the conditions presented here, in the next section we describe two models 

of peace education that represent its two extreme types. The dimension that differentiates the two 

models concerns the political-societal conditions that serve as a background to the development of 

peace education. On the one side of the dimension are political-societal conditions that are unfavor-

able to the development of peace education and that do not allow a direct reference to the themes of 

intractable confl ict that concern the involved societies. These conditions limit the scope of themes 

that can be dealt with within the framework of peace education. But even under these conditions, 

there is a place for the development of indirect peace education.

Indirect peace education does not challenge directly themes related to confl ict, such as its goals, 
its course, its costs, or the image of the rival. Instead, it concerns either very general themes of 
peace and peacemaking that do not contradict directly the culture of confl ict, especially ethos 
of confl ict, or an array of themes and skills that do not refer to confl ict at all. This type of peace 

education may focus on an array of themes, such as identity, ecological security, violence, empathy, 

human rights, or confl ict resolution skills (EURED, 2002; Harris, 1999; UNESCO, 2006).

On the other side of the dimension are political-societal conditions that are favorable to the devel-

opment of peace education and that allow a direct reference to all the issues and themes that concern 

the societies involved in intractable confl ict. Under these set of conditions, it is possible to develop 

a direct peace education that refers to all the themes of intractable confl ict that contributed to the 

development of the culture of confl ict and its maintenance and that served as barriers to its peace-

ful resolution. Moreover, direct peace education directly presents themes that allow construction of 

new ethos—an ethos of peace that will serve as a basis for the evolvement of a culture of peace that 

also includes new collective memory corresponding to the new emerging culture. We do not suggest 

that the two models are always exclusive. Our basic claim is that under very unfavorable conditions 

for launching peace education, educators should not give up and feel helpless but should rather 

launch its indirect type. In all the other conditions that provide some or much support for launching 

peace education, all the combinations between the two models are possible. We now present the two 

models of peace education in detail.

TWO MODELS OF PEACE EDUCATION

The two models outline the scope of possible themes of peace education. We defi nitely do not exhaust 

all the themes of peace education that can be launched in societies engulfed in intractable confl ict. 

But the description of the two models suggests an approach and direction to the various conditions 

that limit or favor the development of peace education. Since the confl ict situations of various societ-

ies differ and the conditions of the particular confl ict are not static but change, educators can select 

various combinations that fi t the particular conditions of the confl ict as well as the context, culture, 

and structure of the particular society. First, we describe the indirect model of education.

INDIRECT MODEL OF PEACE EDUCATION

The indirect model of education, as was pointed out, is suitable in societies in which the conditions 

do not favor a direct reference to the themes of the ethos of confl ict that maintain the intractable 

confl ict. In most cases, this happens when the confl ict is ongoing, the violence occurs, and most of 

society’s members support the continuation of the confl ict and hold a sociopsychological repertoire 

of the ethos of confl ict. Moreover, institutions such as the Ministry of Education and large and sig-

nifi cant segments of the society object to launching direct peace education. In these cases, there is a 
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28 Handbook on Peace Education

need to approach peace education indirectly by trying to establish a new repertoire that is conducive 

to peacemaking but at the same time does not negate directly the contents of the ethos of confl ict 

and of collective memory of confl ict. This proposition does not claim that indirect peace education 

is not important but does suggest that it does not challenge directly the culture of confl ict and does 

not try to change the foundations that underlie the confl ict, and therefore its utility is questionable 

in the short run. But there are themes of indirect peace education that in the long run may have a 

positive infl uence on the young generation and thus eventually on strengthening peacemaking and 

reconciliation. These may be transferred to the confl ict situation by the students and form a basis on 

which it will be easier to impart themes of direct peace education. Without peace education, societ-

ies may be doomed for continuing bloodshed, suffering, and misery. Peace education, even in its 

indirect form, may open a window of hope for future confl ict resolution and reconciliation.

It is possible to outline a number of major themes that correspond to the previously stated 

principle. We focus on fi ve major themes that, in our opinion, are important for establishing the 

infrastructure for the peace process. These themes allow indirect movement toward a change 

of the repertoire that supports confl ict and the establishment of a new repertoire that begins the 

process of reconsideration and eventually the construction of new skills, beliefs, attitudes, emo-

tions, and values that support peacemaking. We suggest the themes of refl ective thinking, toler-

ance, ethnoempathy, human rights, and confl ict resolution (Figure 3.1). These themes concern 

the development of openness, criticism and skepticism, exposure to alternative ideas and their 

consideration, sensitivity to human rights, empathy toward other groups, and knowledge of and 

skills on how to resolve confl icts. It should be noted that all these themes contribute greatly to the 

solidifi cation of democracy and humanism and should be part of every educational system that 

cherishes these values. The major assumption of this approach is that fostering general demo-

cratic and humanistic values is serving as a necessary platform for peace education in general 

and in the regions of intractable confl ict in particular (e.g., Ardizzone, 2001; UNESCO, 2006). 

However, we do realize that other educators of peace education may suggest other themes and 

consider them equally important.

Each of the themes within the conceptual model for indirect peace education are now described:

Refl ective Thinking
John Dewey provided one of the earliest expositions of refl ective thinking. According to Dewey 

(1933, 1938), refl ective thinking denotes questioning held beliefs, including dominant assumptions, 

and raising doubts and skepticism about the present understanding of an issue. This type of thinking 

requires open-mindedness as a prerequisite. Open-mindedness may be defi ned as a “freedom from 

prejudice, partisanship, and other such habits as close the mind and make it unwilling to consider 

new problems and entertain new ideas” (Dewey, 1933, p. 30).

FIGURE 3.1 Conceptual model of indirect peace education.

 Indirect Peace Education 

Tolerance Human Rights  Reflective
Thinking 

Conflict
Resolution 

Ethno-
empathy
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This view has prevailed through the years, and refl ective thinking refers to the ability of not tak-

ing any knowledge for granted but rather to consider and reconsider various alternatives in order 

to reach valid inferences, decision, or evaluations. Kruglanski (1989) conceptualized this skill as 

epistemic motivation of fear for invalidity. Moreover, refl ective thinking facilitates learning and 

enables deeper understanding of the relationships and connections between ideas and/or experi-

ences (Rodgers, 2002). This thinking allows one to be evaluative and critical of the policies, goals, 

or practices employed by the society of which one is a member.

With regard to confl icts, a variety of methods were developed for promoting refl ective think-

ing in situations of confl ict between individuals because increasing refl ective thinking can pro-

mote the ability to examine one’s own contribution to the outbreak and continuation of the confl ict. 

Of great relevance in these cases is learning from experience through refl ection (Cseh, Watkins, & 

Marsick, 1999; Marsick, Sauquet, & Yorks, 2006; Marsick & Watkins, 1990). The ability for refl ec-

tion increases awareness of the complexity of situations and the assumptions used to judge the new 

challenges. In addition, refl ection leads one to explore sources of information that might otherwise 

be ignored. This type of learning can potentially be transferred to the collective level in situations of 

confl ict. Students can learn to critically evaluate and judge the nature and the course of the intrac-

table confl ict in which their society is engaged. They may raise criticism about the way it is handled, 

about the acts of their own society, and about the prevailing delegitimizing view of the rival and 

develop views about its possible peaceful resolution.

Tolerance
Tolerance refers to the recognition and acceptance of the rights of all individuals as well as the 

groups to have different thoughts, opinions, attitudes, will, and behavior (Agius & Ambrosewicz, 

2003). This ability is related to the openness to bear, to allow, and even to hear messages that con-

tradict held opinions. Tolerance can be divided into the following two categories: Political toler-
ance refers to the ability to put up with the actions or the point of view that one rejects or opposes 

(Sullivan, Pierson, & Marcus, 1982). Political tolerance is usually understood to imply restraint when 

confronted with a disliked group or practice (e.g., Heyd, 1996; Mendus, 1989; Sullivan, Pierson, & 

Marcus, 1979). Social tolerance refers to the control and prevention of negative stereotypes and 

prejudice toward other individuals or groups and is usually considered a separate concept that can 

contribute to political intolerance (Gibson, 2004; Sniderman, 2000, Vogt, 1997). Thus, social toler-

ance refers to the willingness to accept representatives of different groups (ethnic, national, cultural, 

religious, and so on). Political and social tolerance is a necessary condition for openness in a society, 

allowing for public debates without conformity and fear of sanctions.

Peace education requires that tolerance be learned and practiced (Iram, 2006a; Vogt, 1997). 

To become more tolerant means to keep an open mind, to eliminate negative stereotypes and preju-

dice, to learn about the contributions of people from different groups, to challenge biased views 

and attitudes, and to engage in thoughtful dialogue about controversial issues (Bullard, 1996; Vogt, 

1997). In addition, perceived threat from an out-group, as well as anger and fear, lead people to 

become more intolerant toward those whose beliefs differ from their own (see Gibson & Bingham, 

1982; Marcus, Sullivan, Theiss-Morse, & Wood, 1995; Skitka, Bauman, & Mullen, 2004). Therefore, 

the crucial component for developing tolerance is decreasing the perceived threat, anger, and fear 

of other groups. Moreover, intolerance derives from the belief that one’s own group, belief system, 

or way of life is superior to that of others. Education for tolerance is challenging these societal 

beliefs.

Education for tolerance thus may facilitate public debates in societies involved in intractable con-

fl ict about peaceful resolution. It may allow the presentation of views that contradict the dominant 

societal beliefs of the ethos of confl ict and encourage the development of minorities with alternative 

views about the confl ict and the rival.
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Ethnoempathy
Ethnoempathy is the ability of a person or a group to experience what the other ethnic person or 

group feels and thinks. According to Eisenberg (2000), empathy is an affective response that stems 

from the apprehension or comprehension of another’s emotional state or condition and is similar 

to what the other is feeling or would be expected to feel. Hoffman (2000) postulates that empathy 

involves two interacting components: Cognitive empathy entails cognitive awareness of another 

person’s thoughts, feelings, perceptions, and intentions, and affective empathy is the vicarious affec-

tive response to another person, meaning the ability to vicariously experience what the other feels.

One of the most promising routes for promoting empathy is fostering the development of per-

spective taking, which means putting oneself in the other’s place and seeing the world through his 

eyes, feeling the emotions he feels, and behaving as he would behave in a particular situation (e.g., 

Deutsch, 2000; Hoffman, 2000; Selman, 1980). Empathy has been found to be related to forgive-

ness, concern for others, and prosocial behavior in general (Eisenberg, 2000; McCullough et al., 

1998). Moreover, empathy enables one to see members of other groups as humane individuals who 

can be trusted and who have legitimate needs and goals and with whom it is desired to maintain 

peaceful relations. Thus, ethnoempathy may be transferred to the view of the rival. It may direct the 

attention to the needs and suffering of the opponent in the confl ict and change the delegitimizing 

practices. Selman (2003) provides impressive evidence of how schools can develop social awareness 

toward other group members. This learning illuminates the meaning of confl icts in a new way and 

promotes understanding and cooperation among different ethnic groups.

Human Rights
Human rights may be defi ned as “those rights which are inherent in our nature and without which 

we cannot live as human beings” (United Nations, 2003, p. 3). Human rights as a general concept 

is concerned with the dignity of the person: civil, political, social, economic, cultural, environmen-

tal, and developmental rights (United Nations, 1948, 1966a; 1966b; 1996b). They focus on various 

specifi c rights, such as a right to life, freedom of different kinds, security, equality in different 

domains, nationality, and the prevention of torture, cruel treatment, arbitrary arrest, and so on. The 

rejection of human rights not only causes individual tragedies but also creates conditions that foster 

confl icts within and between societies and nations. The main goal of education for human rights is 

strengthening the respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms among the young generation. 

In general, this line of education requires the development of knowledge, skills, and values that 

cherish and support the previously noted rights: civic-political, social-economic, and cultural (see 

Flowers, Bernbaum, Rudelius-Palmer, & Tolman, 2000; Graves, Dunlop, & Turney-Purta, 1984; 

United Nations, 2003). Achievement of this educational goal requires accepting differences and 

recognizing one’s own biases, taking responsibility for defending the rights of others, educating 

others about human rights issues, and critiquing and analyzing information related to human rights 

(Amnesty International, 1997; Flowers et al., 2000; Fritzsche, 2004; United Nations, 2000).

Education of human rights and peace education in the area of intractable confl ict are closely 

linked concepts that complement and support each other (Bartoli & Psimopoulos, 2006). Human 

rights education presents the different types of human rights (e.g., cultural rights); explains their 

importance and the relevance of those rights in daily life, including confl ict situations; and attempts 

to persuade students to behave according to them (Flowers et al., 2000). Human rights education 

in regions of intractable confl ict, in spite of being indirect, can promote more humane attitudes 

and the awareness of the necessity to behave toward the opponent in confl ict in accordance with 

human rights principles. In addition, the perceived images of societies involved in violent confl ict 

can change as a result of promoting a better understanding of human rights and their importance 

(Mertus & Helsing, 2006). Increasing the ability of analyzing situations related to human rights 

can lead to a deeper awareness of the abuses of human rights by both sides (as they often take 

place), of the costs that the societies involved in the confl ict pay, and of the contribution of both 
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sides to the continuation of the confl ict. Furthermore, the learning of human rights is supposed to 

develop a sense of responsibility for defending the rights of other people, including the group of 

the rival.

Confl ict Resolution
Confl ict resolution skills refer to the ability to negotiate, mediate, and collaboratively solve prob-

lems in the context of confl ict situations. In essence, they provide the ability to resolve the confl ict 

peacefully, viewing it as being of a mixed-motive nature and solvable. The goal of learning confl ict 

resolution is to develop the following main abilities and skills (e.g., Bodine & Crawford, 1998; 

Deutsch, 1993; Jones, 2004; Raider, Coleman, & Gerson, 2000): understanding that confl ict is a nat-

ural and necessary part of life; becoming a better confl ict manager (knowing which type of peaceful 

confl ict resolution method is best suited for a particular confl ict problem); becoming aware of how 

critical it is to the process of constructive confl ict resolution to share information about one’s own 

perspective and to understand the perspective of the other side; effectively distinguishing positions 

from needs or interests; expressing emotions in nonaggressive, noninfl ammatory ways; reframing a 

confl ict as a mutual problem that needs to be resolved collaboratively with compromises via nego-

tiation and/or with the help of a third party; and brainstorming to create, elaborate on, and enhance 

a variety of peaceful solutions. Four main educational approaches were proposed within the confl ict 

resolution learning framework (Bodine & Crawford, 1998): the peer-mediation program approach, 

in which students receive training in mediation and mediate disputes among their peers (Coleman 

& Deutsch, 1998; Hall, 1999; Johnson & Johnson, 1996); the process curriculum approach, in which 

students are taught the confl ict curriculum as a separate course (Bickmore, 1999); the peaceable 

classroom approach, which is included in the core subjects of the curriculum and in classroom 

management strategies (Levin, 1994); and the whole-school peaceable approach, in which confl ict 

resolution principles are learned and implemented by all members of the school (Avery, Johnson, 

Johnson, & Mitchell, 1999).

Confl ict resolution skills can be seen as one of the central components of peace education 

(e.g., Johnson & Johnson, 2005). The main concept of confl ict resolution education is to promote 

an understanding of confl ict and to assist individuals in developing a nonviolent, constructive 

approach to confl ict resolution (Raider, 1995). According to Deutsch (2005), the key concept of 

confl ict resolution education is “to instill the attitudes, knowledge, and skills which are conducive 

to effective, cooperative problem solving and to discourage the attitudes and habitual responses 

which give rise to win–lose struggles” (p. 18). Changing the students’ perspective of different 

types of confl icts from a win–lose struggle to a mutual problem to be resolve collaboratively is an 

important component of peace education. It is assumed that the described acquired perspective to 

confl ict resolution will be transferred to the particular situation of the intractable confl ict in which 

the society is involved. It will tune the students to the need to resolve the confl ict peacefully via 

negotiation.

In sum, all the fi ve proposed dispositions are essential in the peace education framework in 

regions of intractable confl ict. Each of them has a unique quality and the potential to contribute 

to a more peaceful outlook among students that is needed as a platform for fostering cognitive, 

attitudinal, emotional, and behavioral changes among societies engaged in intractable confl ict. 

It is our hope that the described skills and knowledge develop among the young generation 

refl ective and critical thinking about the intractable confl ict and especially about the peaceful 

resolution of the confl ict, open a new way to see the opponent, and encourage them to express 

the new views openly in the society. Moreover, the achievement of these dispositions among 

students will foster a more humanistic and democratic approach needed in these regions (e.g., 

Aloni, 2005, 2006).

One of the most important questions that should be raised following the proposed conceptual 

framework of indirect peace education is related to the ability of students to transfer their knowl-

edge and skills acquired by the indirect approach to the context of the intractable confl ict in which 
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32 Handbook on Peace Education

their societies are involved. We assume that such transfers are possible because of the human ten-

dency for consistency and consonance, which leads individuals who acquire humanistic values to 

act according to these values (Abelson et al., 1968). But we also are aware of the human tendency to 

use various defense mechanisms to avoid unwanted and unpleasant thoughts and attitudes (Cohen, 

2001; Freud, 1966). Several case studies provide an initial response to this question (Lustig, 2002; 

Van Slyck, Stern & Elbedour, 1999), although there is a need for further research to examine empir-

ically the model for indirect peace education and especially the question of the ability of students 

to transfer the possible educational achievements (e.g., new dispositions, beliefs, and so on) of this 

model to the specifi c context of intractable confl ict.

DIRECT PEACE EDUCATION

Direct peace education, as noted, can be launched when the societal and political conditions 

are ripe and the educational system is ready administratively and pedagogically for this major 

endeavor. Direct peace education refers directly to themes of confl ict and tries to change societal 
beliefs, attitudes, values, and behaviors related to culture of confl ict. Examples of direct peace 

education are the Education for Peace (EFP) project, carried in Bosnia and Herzegovina, which 

attempted to transform the lives of students, teachers, and the whole community by confronting 

the participants with the topics that stood at the heart of the confl ict (Clarke-Habibi, 2005). Figure 

3.2 presents the proposed conceptual framework for direct peace education, which is discussed 

further here.

Direct peace education can focus on many different themes that refer to the confl ict, rival, peace 

process, and so on. Its main characteristic is that it refers directly and specifi cally to the themes of 

the confl ict between the engaged societies and the peace process. We selected as an example fi ve 

themes that serve to illustrate the possible themes of direct peace education. But we would like 

to stress that the previously noted themes of indirect peace education do not negate the themes of 

direct peace education and should be used to complement and strengthen them.

Confl ict and Peace
This is a general theme in which topics of confl ict and peace should demonstrate, in a concrete and 

detailed manner, the essence of confl icts, reasons for their occurrence, the different categories of 

confl ict (especially the violent ones), and their results (including genocide, the meaning of wars 

and their cost, confl ict resolution methods, the nature of the peace and reconciliation process, the 

meaning of peace, the different kinds of peace, methods and obstacles to achieving it, ways of sus-

taining it, the roles of international institutions in promoting peace, international treaties regarding 

principles of conduct at wartime, and international courts and human rights) (e.g., Avery et al., 1999; 

Graves et al., 1984; Merryfi eld & Remy, 1995).

FIGURE 3.2 Conceptual model of direct peace education.

Direct Peace Education 

Peace
Process 

Conflict
and Peace

History of
Conflict

Presentation
of the Rival

New Affect
and Emotions
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Particular Peace Process
Teaching this subject, referring directly to the particular confl ict, should begin with the description 

of the violent confl ict in which the society was involved and the heavy price it paid and move on 

to the peace process that started, with its diffi culties and achievements, and refer to the differential 

but dynamic relations between one’s own society and different segments of the rival society. It is 

especially important to discuss the meaning of peace, present the agreements that have been signed, 

describe the obstacles to the peace process, and analyze the reconciliation process, which is crucial 

to sustaining peace (e.g., Fountain, 1999; Galtung, 1996b; Perkins, 2002).

Presentation of the Rival
One of the most important themes concerns the presentation of the rival with whom the society had 

an intractable confl ict (Bar-Tal & Teichman, 2005; Teichman & Bar-Tal, 2007). This theme con-

cerns legitimization, equalization, differentiation, and personalization of the rival. Legitimization 

allows viewing the opponent as belonging to an acceptable category of groups behaving within 

the boundaries of international norms, with which it is possible and even desired to terminate the 

confl ict and construct positive relations. This allows recognition of the legitimate existence of the 

other group with its differences, which may be in the realm of goals, values, ideology, religion, 

race, nationality, ethnicity, culture, and other domains. Equalization makes the rival into an equal 

partner with whom it is possible to establish new relations. This requires recognition of the prin-

ciple of status equality between the groups, a principle that is brought to bear fi rst in negotiations 

and later in all types and levels of intergroup interactions. Differentiation leads to the heterogeni-

zation of the rival group. It enables a new perception of the rival that has hitherto been viewed 

as a homogeneous hostile entity. The new perception implies that the other group is made up of 

various subgroups that differ in their views and ideologies. Thus, differentiation also makes it pos-

sible to see that members of the rival group differ in their opinions regarding the confl ict and its 

resolution. It provides a more human view of the other group and does more justice to its complex 

structure. Personalization allows one to view the rival group not as a depersonalized entity but 

as made up of individuals with ordinary human characteristics, concerns, needs, and goals. This 

is a process of individuation after a long period of deindividuation and consists of a further step 

after differentiation. Personalization may be refl ected in differentiation on three levels: within an 

individual, among individual members, and among roles. Within an individual, differentiation 

refers to the level of complexity of individual perception. Differentiation among individuals allows 

the acknowledgment of individual differences, namely, to view groups as composed of individuals 

who differ in appearance, characteristics, opinions, concerns, needs, and goals. Finally, it allows 

viewing members of groups in different personal or social roles, such as mothers, sons, students, 

teachers, physicians, peasants, and so on.

History of the Confl ict
Under this topic, the history of the confl ict should be presented and analyzed in an unbiased way, 

based also on facts that do not present the involved societies necessarily in a fl attering light. In 

essence, this means that direct peace education demands that both parties reconsider their own past 

acts and those of the rival. According to Salomon (2002, 2004), the main long-term goal of peace 

education in regions of intractable ongoing violent confl ict is changing the perception of the others’ 

collective narrative and the beliefs related to this narrative.

The new history within the framework of peace education topics should present in new light 

the background to the confl ict, its development, the causes behind the wars and their results, the 

price paid by the involved societies, mediation attempts that have failed, the committed atrocities, 

the violence, and so on (Bar-On & Adwan, 2006; Chirwa, 1997; Gardner Feldman, 1999; Hayes, 

1998; Hayner, 1999; Lederach, 1998; Norval, 1998, 1999). These themes should serve as a basis 

for the formation of new collective memory that is synchronized with the collective memory of 

the past rival.

TAF-SALOMON-09-0303-C003.indd   33TAF-SALOMON-09-0303-C003.indd   33 8/17/09   2:01:06 PM8/17/09   2:01:06 PM

Handbook on Peace Education, edited by Gavriel Salomon, and Ed Cairns, Taylor & Francis Group, 2009. ProQuest Ebook Central,
         http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/mcgill/detail.action?docID=668523.
Created from mcgill on 2020-10-01 09:35:25.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 2
00

9.
 T

ay
lo

r &
 F

ra
nc

is
 G

ro
up

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



34 Handbook on Peace Education

New Affect and Emotions
On the affective level, two concomitant processes need to occur. On the one hand, there is a need for 

a reduction of collective fear and hatred, and, on the other, there is a need to initiate collective hope, 

trust, and mutual acceptance (Bar-Tal et al., 2007). The collective emotion of hope arises when a 

concrete positive goal is expected (Lazarus, 1991; Stotland, 1969). It includes the cognitive elements 

of visualizing and expecting as well as the affective element of feeling good about the expected 

events or outcomes (Staats & Stassen, 1985). The development and maintenance of hope involves 

the higher mental processes of vision, imagination, goal setting, planning, and considering alterna-

tives, all of which require openness, creativity, and fl exibility (Snyder, 1994, 2000). Developing 

a collective orientation of hope for peace implies the formation of new goals, such as living in 

peaceful coexistence and cooperation with yesterday’s enemy. This implies stopping bloodshed, 

destruction, misery, hardship, and suffering and at the same time allowing for the emergence of 

peace, tranquillity, prosperity, and growth. It also requires adopting new ways for achieving these 

goals, such as negotiation, mediation, compromise, concession, and reciprocity (Jarymowicz & Bar-

Tal, 2006). In addition, there is a need to create a collective affective orientation of the former rival’s 

acceptance, and this should substitute for hatred. It denotes a positive evaluative reaction toward 

the other group, implying at least trust and the intention to form positive relations. These emotional 

changes are necessary for the establishment of new relations.

PRINCIPLES OF PEACE EDUCATION

Principles for successful peace education are discussed in the following sections. 

PEACE EDUCATION SHOULD BE COMMUNITY ORIENTED

Peace education cannot be separated from the experiences of community in which the school is 

embedded (Hertz-Lazarowitz, 2004; Jones, 2005). Schoolchildren and adolescents are part of the 

community in which they live and are greatly infl uenced by the views expressed in it. It is thus of 

importance that the schools will reach and involve the community in the program of peace educa-

tion. This can be done in different ways, either through involving the parents in the schools and/

or going out into the community (for  details of the EFP project in Bosnia and Herzegovina, see 

Danesh, 2006; for a discussion of peace education in Northern Ireland, see Duffy, 2000; for a dis-

cussion of the Peace Education Programme in Kenya, see Obura, 2002).

PEACE EDUCATION IS AN ORIENTATION

Peace education can be regarded neither as a separate subject matter nor as a project but must be 

seen as an educational orientation that provides the objectives and the instructional framework for 

learning in schools. It must be incorporated into the objectives and curricula of other subjects and 

be interwoven into their instruction (Harris, 1988; for a description of the EFP project in Bosnia 

and Herzegovina, see Clarke-Habibi, 2005; see also Israel/Palestine Center for Research and 

Information, 2004). Peace education provides a prism through which students learn to view and 

evaluate topics and issues raised in the various subjects, and through this process they learn to view 

and evaluate the peace process.

PEACE EDUCATION SHOULD BEGIN DURING EARLY CHILDHOOD

Of great importance is to begin peace education as early as possible, even in kindergarten. The 

accumulated knowledge in psychology (Devine, 1989) indicates the infl uence of early learned 

social knowledge on the thinking, feeling, and behaving of human beings. Early acquired mate-

rial is not erased, even when alternative knowledge is provided and learned, but remains to be 
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Peace Education in Societies Involved in Intractable Confl icts 35

stored in the repertoire and exercises implicit infl uences on human beings. Therefore, peace edu-

cation should begin early to provide a new perspective to young children in order to form a new 

repertoire toward the confl ict, the past rival, and new, peaceful relations (see, e.g., Cole, Arafat, 

Tidhar, Zidan-Tafesh, & Fox et al., 2003; Rosandic, 2000).

PEACE EDUCATION SHOULD BE OPEN-MINDED

It is essential that peace education be open-minded and avoid becoming simple indoctrination. 

This means that it needs to remain open to alternative views, with an emphasis on skepticism, 

critical thinking, and creativity (Harris, 1988; Reardon, 1988). These characteristics are neces-

sary in peace education in view of the objectives, which are supposed to prepare students to 

function in society. Students, thus, have to learn to weigh and evaluate issues, consider alter-

natives, voice criticism, originate creative ideas, and make rational decisions. It is the open-

ness of peace education that develops students psychologically and that specifi cally prepares 

them to adhere to the values of peace education while providing them with tools for coping 

with real-life issues in accordance with these values. It also equips them to solve dilemmas of 

contradicting values that are encountered in real-life situations, but, perhaps most important 

of all, it facilitates the internalization of peace values and inoculates them against embracing 

nonpeaceful alternatives.

PEACE EDUCATION SHOULD BE RELEVANT

Peace education by nature deals with the problems that concern a society. These problems are high 

on the public agenda and often the focus of public controversies. It is thus imperative that peace edu-

cation be related to concrete current concerns and issues of society. Peace education not only must 

deal with values and behavioral principles on a general level but should also relate them to specifi c 

issues and cases that arise in a society. A relevant approach will show students that they are deal-

ing with real-life issues that concern society. In this way, they will be encouraged to apply general 

values to specifi c instances in societal dilemmas. Each society has its own specifi c concerns and 

issues to which peace education must refer. Therefore, the content of peace education must refl ect 

the unique situation of each society, and programs will need to be tailored to address the relevant 

themes.

PEACE EDUCATION REQUIRES EXPERIENTIAL LEARNING

Since peace education aims to form a state of mind, its principal modes of instruction target experi-

ence. Experiential learning is the key method for the acquisition of values, attitudes, perceptions, skills, 

and behavioral tendencies, in other words, their internalization (Kolb, 1984). Internalization cannot be 

achieved by merely preaching; its main acquisition mechanism is practice (Galtung, 1996a). Students 

need to live in the conditions described in peace education in order to internalize its objectives, and they 

must put into practice the ways of life prescribed for society by peace education for the achievement of 

its goals (Bretherton, Weston, & Zbar, 2003; Wessells, 1994). Such a learning climate should include 

conditions that refl ect the objectives of peace education, such as tolerance, cooperation, peaceful con-

fl ict resolution, multiculturalism, a nonviolent environment, social sensitivity, respect for human rights, 

and so on (see Corkalo, 2002; Deutsch, 1993; Hall, 1999; Hicks, 1988; Rosandic, 2000).

CONCLUSIONS

There is no doubt that peace education is essential for facilitating the extension and stabilization of 

the peace process and eventually the establishment of the reconciliation between societies engaged 

in intractable confl ict. Peace education in school system is not the locomotive that pulls the peace 
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process, but it defi nitely can be seen as the tracks on which the train of the peace process can move. 

It provides one of the main bases for societal change, and without it, it is diffi cult to establish lasting 

peaceful relations.

After decades of indoctrination in which schoolchildren in societies engaged in intractable con-

fl ict were socialized for participation in such confl ict and all the channels of communication and 

societal institutions were mobilized for the maintenance of the confl ict, educational systems alone 

cannot redirect the society to change its ethos and culture. Remember that the whole educational 

process was directed to strengthen the rationale for the continuation of confl ict, to develop delegiti-

mization of the rival, and to reinforce patriotism in order to secure and maintain mobilization for 

the confl ict, participation in it, and even the readiness to die for the collective.

The peace process needs mobilization of the masses, leaders, mass media, and elites to support 

the peace process and work hard to change the prevailing beliefs, attitudes, emotions, and behav-

iors that served as the basis for the fueling of the confl ict for many years. In this endeavor, school 

systems play an important role. Through the schools, it is possible to reach the new generations and 

begin to develop there individuals with a new repertoire that have a new outlook on the confl ict, 

the rival, the peace process, and so on. They will be the future members of society who will be 

able to look at reality through a new prism that allows them to free themselves from the chains of 

the past and look to the future with new goals of establishing peaceful relations with the past rival, 

support the peacemaking process, and hope for reconciliation. In addition, we should not forget the 

substantial number of school staff who, by carrying the practice of peace education, become agents 

of change themselves in society.

Clearly, there is no one way of peace education. The goals and the programs depend not only on 

the conceptions and creativity of the pedagogues but also on the specifi c needs and the context of 

each society. The general themes are more or less constant, but the particular content, techniques, 

and methods must be adapted to the particular cases by the particular educators. They have to 

select and/or construct the particular programs and later implement them according to the general 

 guiding principles that facilitate the achievement of good outcomes and meaningful contributions 

to the cause.

Of special importance for launching peace education are the political-societal conditions that 

can either facilitate or hamper peace education. These conditions have to serve as a compass as to 

what is possible to do in the society. But the main point that we tried to communicate is that under 

every condition (even during violence), peace education (in its indirect way) can fl ourish because 

its themes also support humanism and democracy, which are well accepted by many societies. It is 

hard to imagine any objection in most societies to positively valued themes such as tolerance, refl ec-

tive thinking, peace, acceptance of the “other,” rejection of violence, or human rights. Nevertheless, 

societies that are ready for the peace process and ripe for the painful cultural changes can go much 

further and, in addition to focusing on general democratic and humanistic education, can tackle 

directly the foundations that fuel the confl ict, namely, the ethos of confl ict, the collective memory 

of confl ict, and collective emotional orientations that underlie it.

Educating the young generation about the rewards and the importance to live in peace is prob-

ably one of the most important challenges for human beings wherever they live and for educators 

who are supposed to implement these ideas and goals. Such education will depend, at least to some 

extent, on whether the next generation will encounter bloodshed, suffering, and misery, or whether 

it will embark on a new road that will lead to peace, security, and prosperity.
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4 Educational Sciences 
and Peace Education
Mainstreaming Peace Education 
into (Western) Academia?

Werner Wintersteiner
Klagenfurt University

 The reconstruction of philosophy, of education, and of social ideals and methods go 

hand in hand.

—Dewey (2004)

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is to draw a balance of peace education as a scholarly discipline—to 

explore the reasons for its weak establishment, to discuss its legitimation, and to refl ect its most 

urgent research questions.

Peace education denominates a specifi c form of peace work in both the formal and the informal 

sector of education. At the same time, it is the scholarly research of this practice. Whereas peace 

education practice today is a common though sometimes contested part of political and educational 

life, peace education as a scholarly discipline is still far from being acknowledged and established. 

Despite the theoretical and practical achievements of peace educators, peace education is accepted 

only as a topic of education, not as a discipline inside the educational sciences. Is this justifi ed or 

simply a question of academic power relationships? Which are the relations between academic 

peace education and the educational sciences as a whole? Or which is the specifi c role of peace 

education in the context of peace research?

In order to explore these questions, after a short defi nition, I draw a balance of the (still mar-

ginalized) status of peace education in the academic world and discuss some explanations for this 

fact. Next, I recapitulate the very vivid debates inside the Peace Education Commission (PEC) of 

the International Peace Research Association (IPRA) as well as among German educators (basi-

cally in the 1980s) that seem to be the most intensive examinations of academic peace education. 

Finally, I discuss critically a timely comprehensive legitimation of peace education as scholarly 

discipline.

This chapter focuses on the Western traditions of peace education, drawing from English, 

German, and some French and Italian sources and, thus, traditions. This seems to be justifi ed not 

only by the simple fact that one can write about only something that he has knowledge of but also 

by the more substantial argument that modern peace education is a Western project (or at least was 

for a long while) and was challenged for this as well. Thus, my deliberate limitation to the Western 
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discourse is a matter of academic sincerity, too. I am aware that this restrains the scope of my argu-

mentation and the signifi cance of my conclusions.

But even if one limits him- or herself to the Western scientifi c community, there is still a broad 

and often not explicitly discussed variety of epistemological conceptions of thinking and practical 

traditions and, therefore, an often confusing use of basic notions of education. This chapter is not 

meant to be a comparative study of peace education, but it has to face a couple of terminological 

problems. For instance, the German language distinguishes very clearly between Friedenserziehung 

(peace education as an educational practice) and Friedenspädagogik (as an academic discipline), 

while the English language always uses the same term, education.

WHAT IS PEACE EDUCATION? 

I refer to Betty Reardon’s (2000) comprehensive defi nition:

Peace education can be defi ned as: the transmission of knowledge about requirements of, the obstacles 

to and possibilities for achieving and maintaining peace, training in skills for interpreting the knowl-

edge, and the development of refl ective and participatory capacities for applying the knowledge to over-

coming problems and achieving possibilities. . . . [It is] planned and guided learning that attempts to 

comprehend and reduce the multiple forms of violence (physical, structural, institutional and cultural) 

used as instruments for the advancement or maintenance of cultural, social or religious beliefs and 

practices or of political, economic or ideological institutions or practices. (pp. 399, 401)

Peace education as a social practice is the systematic enabling of people to work, to struggle, 

and to advocate for peace; as an academic discipline or subdiscipline, it is the study and teaching 

of this practice. The picture of peace education becomes more vivid and gets more profi le when we 

compare it with similar practices:

 1. Peace education differs from related fi elds, such as environmental education, by the social 
purpose. There is one clear criterion—its aim is the reduction of violence. All questions, 

including those of the environment, are considered under this angle.

 2. Peace education shares the social purposes with peace research or peace studies, but 

it differs by its different approach: Peace education highlights the process of acquiring 

knowledge because “knowledge based obstacles to peace are posed not only by what we 

know, but also by how we come to know it, how we think about it and how we apply the 

critical knowledge derived from peace education learning processes, i.e. what we do with 

and about what we know” (Betty Reardon, personal communication, February 2007).

 3. Peace education shares with educational sciences the purpose and the approach but has a 
different focus. “Education for peace is not a peripheral matter, but lies at the heart of the 

educational venture,” as Douglas Sloan (1983, p. 2) puts it. However, peace education in 
this broad sense, as an underlying principle of any education, is not enough for reaching 

the aim of a peaceful society. There is a need for a systematic and sustainable educational 

work with peace issues and, thus, for peace education in a narrower sense as a subdisci-

pline of education focusing on peace issues.

This is a very important point: Peace is much more than just a general guideline for educational 

research and teaching. An occasional occupation with peace education as a special topic is not suf-

fi cient. One can expect substantial contributions to the transformation of societies to more peaceful 

ones only when peace education is practiced in a systematic and holistic way, like any other schol-

arly discipline. Thus, it is essential to consider peace education as a subdiscipline of education. Its 

distinctive fi eld is the practice of peace education; its philosophical background is the full recogni-

tion of the other as other, based on nonviolence; and its special focus is to explore how attitudes, 

knowledge, and skills necessary for peace are transmitted, taught, and learned.

TAF-SALOMON-09-0303-C004.indd   46TAF-SALOMON-09-0303-C004.indd   46 8/17/09   2:01:57 PM8/17/09   2:01:57 PM

Handbook on Peace Education, edited by Gavriel Salomon, and Ed Cairns, Taylor & Francis Group, 2009. ProQuest Ebook Central,
         http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/mcgill/detail.action?docID=668523.
Created from mcgill on 2020-10-01 09:35:25.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 2
00

9.
 T

ay
lo

r &
 F

ra
nc

is
 G

ro
up

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



Educational Sciences and Peace Education 47

THE CURRENT STATUS OF PEACE EDUCATION 
AS A SCHOLARLY DISCIPLINE

BETWEEN TWO STOOLS

Peace education seems to be caught between two stools. On the one hand, it is not fully taken seri-

ously by peace researchers who often consider this fi eld as too minor for “real” peace research or at 

least as a secondary priority. On the other hand, educational scientists often think that peace educa-

tion is more a matter of political engagement than of academic research. Thus, peace education is 

accepted neither in the realm of peace research nor in the realm of education. This might be due to 

the fact that peace education is, indeed, settled on the crossroads between politics and education. 

The purpose of this chapter is to show not only that this position is unavoidable as long as peace 

education keeps its own promises but also that it offers many advantages—advantages that peace 

educators can profi t from only if they are ready to further develop their own theoretical positions, 

as I shall argue. 

It is true that much has improved in the past decades: An important fact was the recognition 

of the relevance of peace education by international institutions like UNESCO. Two important 

declarations by UNESCO (1974, 1995), signed by all member states, highlight the importance of 

peace education at all levels of the education system and in all countries. Further, peace educa-

tion is designed as the cornerstone of the UNESCO Culture of Peace Program. There are several 

UNESCO chairs for peace education (and other, related fi elds); there is a UNESCO prize for peace 

education and the UNESCO-affi liated International Bureau of Education, which also deals with 

peace education. Concurrently, other UN organizations, like UNICEF, have developed their own 

peace education programs. Further, international nongovernmental organizations (INGOs) have to 

be mentioned, like the Red Cross, or INGOs specializing in peace issues, like The Hague Appeal 

for Peace’s Global Campaign for Peace Education, a global network advocating for the mainstream-

ing of peace education. Its statements are supported by some ministries of education and by the 

United Nations (The Hague Appeal for Peace, p. 47). However, international documents and UN or 

INGO activities are not suffi cient to infl uence the educational politics of the nation-states, and they 

do not replace the establishment inside the scientifi c community. There is, as far as I can oversee 

the discussion, for more than 30 years an ongoing debate between professional educators and peace 

educators and even among peace educators themselves about whether and, if so, how a peace educa-

tion theory and thus a specifi c subdiscipline called peace education could be established.

PEACE EDUCATION AND THE ACADEMIC EDUCATIONAL COMMUNITY

What is the place of peace education inside the academic community? The most powerful indicator 

for an academic discipline is the existence of chairs and study programs. What about peace educa-

tion? Whereas there are many peace educators spread over the universities all over the world, teach-

ing, publishing, and conducting research, there are only very few among them to have regular chairs 

dedicated to peace education or to offer study programs leading to academic degrees. They are in 

a much less comfortable position than their fellow psychologist or social scientist peace researcher. 

There are only a couple of chair holders worldwide who are able to spend an important part of their 

working time on peace education, but most of them are not appointed for peace education (Harris, 

Fisk, & Rank, 1998; Harris & Shuster, 2006). The many UNESCO chairs (for peace, human rights, 

and related fi elds) and their valuable work for peace education should also be mentioned. It is true 

that most of the time a UNESCO chair is a title in honor of an existing institution, not the creation of 

new positions for peace education. However, this title may encourage the faculty to undertake new 

efforts for peace education and may help to acquire additional funding.

Even if they are not able to provide diplomas, university centers for peace education have proved 

to be an important tool in establishing peace education in academia. These centers ensure a mini-

mum of continuity both in research and in teaching, provide in-service teacher training, develop 
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curricula, publish materials, and conduct empirical research (Reardon & Cabezudo, 2002). They are 

a fi rst step in the right direction, that is, the establishment of departments for peace education. Such 

centers exist in various universities in the world, like Teachers College at Columbia University, New 

York City, New York, USA; Seisen University, Tokyo, Japan; Klagenfurt University, Klagenfurt, 

Austria; Udine University, Udine, Italy; Miriam College, Quezon City, Philippines; or Lebanese 

American University, Byblos, Lebanon. In the 1990s, the Malmö School of Education, Sweden, led 

by Åke Bjerstedt, functioned as such a center.

Another indicator of the establishment of a discipline is the discussion of its topics in leading 

scholarly journals. For the German-speaking world, we can see that the only time when peace 

education was really considered important was in the 1970s and 1980s, when peace issues, includ-

ing peace education, were widely debated in the public as well as in academia. The most intensive 

debate in the leading Zeitschrift für Pädagogik (Journal for Education) took place in the 1980s. 

This was also the time when attempts were made to establish a section inside the Gesellschaft für 

Erziehungswissenschaft (German Society of Education).

Thus, the only academic association exclusively dedicated to peace education is the world-

wide-organized and thus relatively loose but very seminal PEC of IPRA. In the more than 

35 years of its existence, it has had a strong impact on the international discussion on peace 

education. PEC has shaped the profi le of peace education worldwide. The debates and the 

achievements of PEC are reported and discussed later in this chapter (Aspeslagh & Burns, 

1996; Percival, 1989).

One can fi nd the key word peace education in most educational handbooks. In The International 
Encyclopedia of Education, for instance, Christoph Wulf (1994) states, 

Education . . . must also make reference to “peace” as an objective of social and individual develop-

ment: therefore it may at the same time be regarded as education for peace, in the sense of instilling 

peace as an ideal. Seen in this way, “peace” must be a dimension of every form of education (p. 1729).

However, this is an assertion made only by the peace educators; it is not the guiding principle of 

most of the editors of these anthologies, dictionaries, and handbooks. The claim that peace educa-

tion be an important part of education is a unilateral statement; peace issues are not integrated into 

other education disciplines.

As a result of its weak position inside the faculty, peace educators had little chance to establish 

their own scholarly journals, yearbooks, and other periodicals. Thus, they publish in a great vari-

ety of both education and peace research journals. It is impossible, in this short overview, to draw 

a picture of the much-dispersed ways in which academic peace education articles are published. 

In the 1990s, the journal Peace, Environment and Education, edited by Åke Bjerstedt from the 

Malmö School of Education, was the most important organ of peace educators affi liated with 

the PEC of IPRA. In the 21st century, there is one very important achievement that the peace 

education community was able to make: the creation of the Journal of Peace Education, founded 

and sponsored by the PEC of IPRA, in 2004. This is the fi rst peer-reviewed scholarly journal 

exclusively devoted to peace education—and this on a global level. It appeared for the fi rst time 

exactly 40 years after the creation of the most infl uential peace research periodical, the Journal 
of Peace Research, in 1964.

THE SELF-PERCEPTION OF PEACE EDUCATION AND PEACE EDUCATORS

Given these unsatisfactory fi ndings, it is interesting to see how peace educators themselves discuss 

their situation and which strategies they propose to improve it. The fi rst surprising discovery is that, 

more often than not, peace educators simply avoid making balances of this kind and confronting 

this reality. The most common handbooks on peace education do not address topics like the (aca-

demic) status of peace education. Partially, this can be explained by the fact that they speak to a 
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wide audience of professionals and nonprofessionals and thus focus on the presentation of the con-

cepts and the practice of peace education, not on questions of its academic establishment.

But even in scholarly publications, one cannot always fi nd a chapter on the status of peace educa-

tion in academia. If so, there are complaints but hardly explanations of the reasons for this deplor-

able situation. For instance, German educator Bernhard Claussen (1996) bemoans that today’s 

critical currents of peace education are not suffi ciently accepted and that, while their theoretical 

importance is enormous, their practical relevance is rather poor. Betty Reardon (2000) states that 

peace education is “marginalized” and suffers from “a lack of the organisational structure that 

characterises other fi elds, such as professional associations and specifi c departments in schools of 

education” (p. 397).

The rather poor discussion about the status of peace education may be due to the fact that only a 

few peace educators address the relationship between peace education and “recognised disciplines 

of science and social science” (Synott, 2005, p. 8), which, of course, is not necessarily limited exclu-

sively to educational sciences. In the majority of cases, academic peace educators themselves do not 

seem too concerned with integrating their discipline into the framework of educational sciences. 

They see their place within peace research rather than within education. This is visible in their 

publications, where peace education is presented mostly as part of the (autonomous) development of 

the peace movement. Peace education is usually described as an offspring of the peace movement, 

as the result of a political practice rather than the continuation of or the rupture with an educational 

tradition: “Peace education grew out of a concern about modern warfare” (Harris, 2004, p. 8). But 

this description is only half the truth. Peace education as a movement of educators concerned about 

peace issues and peace activists concerned about education can be completely understood only as a 

double process as follows:

 1. In relation to the political discourse that includes, in general terms, the pedagogical 

discourse

 2. In relation to the pedagogical discourse that refl ects, in a specifi c way, the cultural-political 

discourse

That is, peace education has an in-between position. Of course, this is a diffi cult situation, but, 

on the other hand, this also opens new opportunities in both directions: the political and the 

educational.

It seems that the time has come to challenge some cherished self-images of peace education:

 1. The diversity argument: In the various self-descriptions of peace educators and peace edu-

cation, one argument recurs regularly: Many peace education achievements are made not 

by professional academic educators but by practitioners or scholars from other fi elds, like 

peace researchers (e.g., Elise Boulding, Johan Galtung, and Dieter Senghaas), and this 

has immensely contributed to more richness and diversity in peace education. The peace 

educators’ community is very heterogeneous and thus very vivid (Percival, 1989). This 

(appropriate) perception must not divert the attention from the fact that when there are 

many outstanding social scientists in the ranks of the peace education community, there 

are also fewer outstanding educators. In order to improve the quality of peace education, 

peace educators have to focus on educational aspects and to integrate other sciences into 

a comprehensive concept of peace education.

 2. The “political” argument: Sometimes it seems as if some peace educators feel “ennobled” 

to be not just educators but also peace activists or researchers, as if it would be something 

less important to be “simply” an educator. One reason for this skepticism against their own 

profession seems to be that they have internalized the negative image of educators (in the 

modern Western world) and the classic hierarchy between education and humanities in 

general and social sciences. But being “political” in a professional way means, for peace 
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educators, not to disclaim their profession and thus their mission but rather to develop a 

political view of their own fi eld: education. 

 3. The “kiss-of-death” argument: One often-repeated argument says that peace education 

within the state system risks becoming corrupted by dominant power structures (the “kiss 

of death”), whereas peace activists are acting independently. Thus, academic peace educa-

tors must not engage too much in the practice of peace education; rather, they should focus 

on the critique of the “system.” This argument is not very convincing when it comes from 

peace researchers and educators based on universities and thus inside the power structures. 

Why should only one sector be exempt from the danger of corruption, their own one?

It seems that all these concepts serve to justify “passivist” attitudes toward the real diffi culties of 

peace education. The very mission of peace education is to link education and politics—a diffi cult 

task. One must not capitulate by neglecting the one or the other side of this dialectic relationship.

SUMMARY

In the past decades, peace educators have made important achievements that developed the rationale 

and philosophy of peace education, multiplied their curriculum experiences, created a denser net of 

contacts and cooperation, and established a few academic bases. The most signifi cant steps were, 

for international recognition, UNESCO’s (1995) integrated framework; for academic education, 

the master’s study program at the University for Peace in Costa Rica, introduced in 2001; and for 

scholarly debate, the creation of the Journal of Peace Education by the PEC of IPRA in 2004, 
while in the fi eld of advocacy, the outstanding fact is the creation of The Hague Appeal for Peace’s 

Global Campaign for Peace Education, conceived by peace educator Betty Reardon and others, since 

1999–2000.

Peace education progressed in fi elds like confl ict resolution and multicultural education, while 

disarmament education lost its momentum after the end of the Cold War. However, peace educa-

tion failed to be mainstreamed in the regular school systems and especially in the academic world, 

where it still plays a much marginalized role. It is not accepted as a separate subdiscipline; rather, 

it is tolerated as an (occasional) topic within the discipline. This, in turn, has consequences for the 

further development of the practice of peace education.

There are two explications for the lack of recognition of peace education. The fi rst one says that 

peace education is too critical and thus is considered a menace for the system and not supported. 

The other one, on the contrary, states that peace education is considered too ineffi cient to make a 

difference and thus is neglected.

However, the question is not so much why the education authorities are sometimes hostile 

toward peace education. Given the still-existing though always smaller autonomy of academic 

institutions, the really important question is why more scholars have not decided to focus on 

peace issues and to invest in peace education. Why is peace education not more attractive to our 

fellow peace researchers or fellow educators? Neoliberalism and economic coercion on universi-

ties are two answers but not the only two. I rather believe that this lack of a broader engagement 

refl ects the double character of peace education: It is a fi eld of research, but it is also a movement 

with its ups and downs. If it fails to create stable positions during its ups, there are few chances 

to progress during its downs.

LEGITIMATION OF PEACE EDUCATION—AN ONGOING DEBATE

Given the weak position of peace education inside academia, more effort is necessary to legitimate 

peace education and to clarify its academic position. To my knowledge, the most intensive discus-

sions of the status of peace education as an academic discipline took place in the PEC of IPRA, 
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refl ected by Burns and Aspeslagh (1996). Some of these arguments are also discussed in Betty 

Reardon’s (2000) paper on peace education. Another important input came from the German debate 

in the 1980s. Of all countries, it was probably in Germany that peace education had the most rec-

ognition in the academic world, starting with Hartmut von Hentig’s (1969) famous and seminal text 

Erziehung zum Frieden (Education for Peace).

In its overview of three decades of discussions in the PEC of IPRA, Robin Burns (1996) calls 

“struggle for legitimation” of peace education “one of its greatest problems” (p. 113). It is signifi cant 

that she made this statement in the fi rst version of this paper, in 1979, and reproduced it in unvar-

ied form in 1996, while 10 years later this assertion sounds still valid to us. It seems that little has 

changed.

Peace education as an academic discipline is not simply neglected but also contested. Besides the 

conservative argument that education should not be “political,” there are objections from progres-

sive educators and peace activists as well. Basically, there are two kinds of criticism:

 1. To negate the very idea of peace education

 2. To contest its qualifi cation as a scholarly discipline

PEACE EDUCATION BETWEEN LEGITIMATION AND THE “KISS OF DEATH”

The fi rst argument denies that peace education—as a practice—can reach its pretended aims. It says 

that it is not possible to reach peace via education. Since achieving peace is a political process, it 

cannot be replaced by education. This challenge of peace education comes from different political 

currents and is presented in several forms. It can even rely on some discussions among peace educa-

tors who do not deny the role of peace education but who are skeptical concerning its possibilities. 

Two German peace educators have put it in the following terms:

One cannot be educated for peace: peace is a condition attainable only through social action. A capac-

ity for peace action may perhaps be gained through the educational process. (Nicklas and Ostermann, 

quoted in Burns, 1996, p. 121)

German peace researcher Dieter Senghaas has asked this classic question: “How is education for 

peace thinkable and possible in a world of organized belligerence?” (Senghaas, 1969, p. 258, my trans-

lation). To him, this was not a rhetorical question. He wanted to examine critically how education (as 

a practice) can have a real impact on the dominant ideologies, politics, and structures of society given 

the fact that education (as a system) is part of the dominant ideology, politics, and structure.

However, other scholars declare strictly that there is no place for such a thing like peace educa-

tion in a system of “organized belligerence.” They reproach peace educators to draw off the attention 

from the political fi eld, where real changes can be made. An example is German educator Marianne 

Gronemeyer, who states, for instance, that peace is menaced not by the lack of peace education but 

by monstrous weapons, like the forests, which are dying not because of the lack of environmental 

education but because of polluted air. The more education is ready to take the responsibility for all 

social mischief and failures, the less these failures will be repaired, she argues (Gronemeyer, 1982, 

1996).

What is typical for this argument is the schematic opposition between education and other social 

practices, like political action. Peace education is not considered as one of these practices for social 

change, as a component of the common effort for transformation. Thus, there is no emphasis on the 

specifi c role of education in the broader process of social and political action.

Similar objections as those from Gronemeyer—but even more radical—come from the “antiped-

agogy movement,” a successor to antiauthoritarian education, especially popular in Germany in the 

1970s and 1980s (Von Braunmühl, 1975). It says that peace education as a planned and systematic 

endeavor is necessarily acting against its own principle of freedom: To defi ne the ends of education 
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in advance is nothing other than an act of violence against the learners. Peace education manipu-

lates the learners to subscribe to the goals anticipated by the educators. Later, this argument was 

taken up by postmodernist education. One of the most severe criticisms of peace education comes, 

for instance, from Israeli educator Ilan Gur-Ze’ev (2009, p. 52).

The antipedagogic and postmodernist critique of peace education results in one main argument: 

If there is something like peace education inside the state school system, this means necessarily 

that it has made its arrangements with the dominant power system. Thus, peace education works 

against its own intentions. The noble aims of peace education will be necessarily corrupted as soon 

as they enter the repressive state school system. The structural and cultural violence of school is an 

obstacle to any kind of alternative education, including peace education. Robin Burns (1996) calls 

this, as mentioned previously, the “kiss-of-death” argument: If peace education is mainstreamed, 

its very concerns are killed.

This—at fi rst glance—astonishing denial of peace education can better be understood in its 

historical context. It was elaborated on by critical educators against an apolitical, conservative edu-

cation. To underline the political character of their endeavor, peace educators emphasized education 

aspects as “critical consciousness” and “emancipatory political education” (Nicklas and Ostermann, 

quoted in Burns, 1996). Some peace educators felt the need to show not that they overestimate edu-

cation but that they see it embedded in a political process in transformation. In fact, peace education 

was not analyzed on its own, in its relative autonomy.

It is certainly problematic to put too much hope into the possibilities of changing the (school) 

structures by education. Structural change is a political endeavor. But it is even more problematic 

to abandon the goal of transforming all parts of the given political and economic system, arguing 

that this system is an emanation of the culture of war and thus unchangeable. This is capitulation 

disguised in radical critique.

Further, the persistence of the same argument seems to reveal a problematic relationship between 

education and politics. In all its variants, this argument plays politics off against education. There 

is no concept that explains suffi ciently how education fi ts into the process of political change. We 

have to be aware of this theoretical gap of peace research rather than to blame peace education for 

it. It is only by adopting the concept of a culture of peace, as I argue later, that we can overcome 

this dilemma.

DENIAL OF PEACE EDUCATION AS A DISCIPLINE

Even many academic peace educators do not plea for peace education as a special subdiscipline of 

education. Rather, they prefer a concept of diffusion of peace educational aspects into all branches 

of education (e.g., Bayada, Charlet, & Michaud 1993). This is a position with many comprehensible 

arguments. However, discussing the utility of creating a new subdiscipline is one thing; denying 

the very idea of this subdiscipline is something quite different. But this is exactly what the second 

criticism of peace education does.

The second criticism I deal with accepts peace education as a more or less successful social 

practice but denies the idea of peace education as a distinct educational subdiscipline. The argument 

is that academic peace education has to have an elaborated theory, a broadly shared goal, a clearly 

limited fi eld, and a set of distinctive methods in order to be acknowledged as a scholarly discipline. 

According to these critics, all these requirements are lacking in peace education. To my knowledge, 

this argument was produced in its most sophisticated form in Germany in the 1980s, and it was only 

in Germany that such a debate on the very bases of peace education has reached the wide scientifi c 

community of educators. Thus, in the following, I refer to this debate.

A vivid discussion on peace education was held in a series of articles in the leading journal of 

education, Zeitschrift für Pädagogik, in the 1970s and especially the 1980s. One prominent critic, 

Gisela Miller-Kipp (1986), states,
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That there is a practice but no corresponding scholarly discipline, is true for many educational move-

ments, but in fi rst line for peace education. It is so multifaceted and claims such a scope that it can less 

than ever be related to a peace education theory neither can be understood by one peace education 

theory—and there is none. (p. 787, my translation, emphasis in the original)

One reason why peace education is so diffi cult to legitimate is because it cannot derive its subject, 

peace, directly from the existing social reality, like multicultural education or any education for a 

special target group. Peace is nothing that simply exists like a multicultural society or ecological 

problems. Thus, it is different to elaborate on an adequate theory of peace that is—according to 

Miller-Kipp—the precondition for theorizing peace education. Interestingly enough, Miller-Kipp 

(1984) identifi es three levels of peace education theory:

 1. Theory as a support of the practice (pedagogy, or didactics in the European meaning of the 

word): description, classifi cation, and critique of the practice of peace education

 2. Theory as a rationale of the practice—basically a theory of peace as the ultimate goal and 

a concept of how this goal is linked to educational matters

 3. Theory as a theory of education, including peace education

Miller-Kipp states that peace education has hardly reached the fi rst level, which is fi ne but, accord-

ing to her, does not justify peace education as an independent subdiscipline. 

This should not hinder conceptualizing peace education pedagogy (the fi rst level). As long as 

peace education accepts being restricted to this kind of practical theory, no further legitimation is 

required. However, this excludes a concept of peace education as a distinct discipline. According 

to Miller-Kipp, peace education is rather a heterogeneous, politically always readapted fi eld of 

education but without one theory behind it. In her opinion, this is not only a matter of fact but 

also more appropriate for peace education since peace is just one “regulative idea” of education, 

like many others, such as humanism, morality, and so on. Thus, it seems to her more reasonable 

to conceive peace education as part of civic education and its theory. This argument is shared by a 

couple of other German educators who support the practice of peace education but deny to peace 

education the status of a separate subdiscipline. What has been published as peace education, 

argues Roland Bast, is either purely “labelling other activities as peace education” or, if it refers to 

real peace education practice, part of other established educational subdisciplines (see, e.g., Bast, 

1982, 1987).

Miller-Kipp touches a sore spot in peace education. She emphasizes the theoretical gaps and 

defi cits of peace education. But, in my opinion, she is defi nitely wrong when arguing that these 

defi cits are a reason for not accepting peace education as a discipline. She applies a standard that is 

not applied to other disciplines. Further, her demand of a clearly defi ned concept of peace is very 

questionable. When peace would not be a contested concept but reduced to a formula shared by all, 

much of its power and vitality would get lost (see also the rejoinder to Miller-Kipp by Huschke-

Rhein, 1986).

The vivid debates on the legitimation have as a background one central contradiction of peace 

education—the contradiction between the utopian, transformative nature of peace education and the 

ruling power system. Especially in countries involved in (violent) confl icts, peace educators defend 

values and political positions that contradict the offi cial collective narrative. This contradiction can 

appear in various forms:

 1. As contradiction between the very aims of peace education and the goals of the state 

school system

 2. As contradiction between different currents in the educational sciences

 3. As contradiction between peace educators and other educational scientists

 4. As contradiction between different opinions among peace educators
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There is no easy reconciliation between the poles of this opposition. The only way to overcome 

the contradiction is the transformation of the belligerent economy, politics, and culture into a more 

peaceful one. This transformative process is the very endeavor of the movement for peace, includ-

ing peace research and peace studies. Inside this movement, peace education has an irreplaceable, 

specifi c role.

The nonrecognition of peace education inside academia may have several reasons, among 

which are also its theoretical weaknesses. But it is a matter of fact that many other scholarly 

disciplines emerged that had much fewer practical achievements, epistemological fundamen-

tals, and methodological concepts than peace education. And one thing is for sure: As soon as 

there are chairs, posts, funding for research, and so on, the “theoretical problems” that are used 

as an argument against the establishment of peace education will be relatively easily “solved.” 

In my opinion, the fact that peace education is not fully acknowledged and is very little sup-

ported by educational politics all over the world is just because it is considered too critical, too 

“political,” and too radical. It is basically a question of political will whether peace education is 

mainstreamed.

TOWARD A THEORY OF PEACE EDUCATION

A COMPREHENSIVE CONCEPT OF PEACE EDUCATION AS A SCHOLARLY DISCIPLINE

It is perhaps not by chance that one of the earliest proposals to establish peace education as an 

academic discipline came not from the exponents of “critical peace education” (see Wulf, 1973) 

but from an outstanding comparative educator who describes himself as representative of a herme-
neutic-empirical education (Röhrs, 2000b). Hermann Röhrs calls his experience as a young soldier 

in World War II as being decisive for his lifelong pacifi st engagement (Röhrs, 2000b). In 1971, he 

published a paper, “Peace Education Theory and Practice as Central Tasks of Peace Research” 

(reprinted in Röhrs, 2000a), which is to my knowledge the fi rst systematic legitimation of academic 

peace education. This paper is an astonishingly comprehensive justifi cation of peace education as a 

special subdiscipline of education.

As for any peace educator, Röhrs’s starting point is a political concern: In view of the urgency to 

confront the nuclear threat, he argues for systematic peace education as part of peace research. But 

he does not limit the argument to political issues. He worries about the specifi c role of education in 

the peace process. His basic assumption is that any international politics is based on the behavior 

and the self-concept of each member of society, of his or her openness or aggressiveness. He states 

that without a peaceful attitude of civil society, there cannot be a sustainable political peace. Thus, 

even if he perhaps focuses too little on the role of dominant political structures, he develops a con-

cept of a culture of peace avant la lettre.

Starting from these considerations, Röhrs defi nes peace education as a fi eld of education that 

requires not only practical teaching but also scientifi c refl ection and a philosophy of education. 

He states that peace education is not just a practice of education but also a scholarly discipline that 

has to guide this practice (Röhrs, 2000a). He allocates peace education inside of international and 

comparative education, as a subdiscipline like multicultural education, development education, and 

international education (Röhrs, 2000a).

While Röhrs discusses disarmament education, development education, and other topics of 

peace education, his main concern is always to develop peace education as education—that is, 

centered on the subject, the learner. Röhrs defi nes as the central task of peace education to replace 

the fascination for violence or even war by the fascinating challenge of peace. To him, the only way 

to overcome war is to make peace more attractive. In the tradition of international and comparative 

education, he sees the international exchange of teachers and students as the main tool for peace 

education but is ready to explore other ways as well.

In other papers, Röhrs explicates his concept more in detail. He concedes that a special social 

problem (absence of peace) is not enough reason to establish a new educational discipline (peace 
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education). But there are other reasons. Any discipline is characterized by a genuine question or 

topic and by a clearly determined and not yet (or not adequately) elaborated fi eld that requires 

(relatively specifi c) means (Röhrs, 1987). This is exactly the case for peace education, says Röhrs, 

because the practice of peace education constitutes this fi eld that demands a scholarly work that 

cannot be done by any other discipline. Further, Röhrs (1983) explains the outstanding role of peace 

education for reaching long-lasting peace:

The replacement of an agonal era by a world peace order marks such an important turning point that 

it can only be carried out by people who are made familiar theoretically and existentially with all 

required tasks during the whole period of their personal development. (p. 11, my translation)

This is a very strong and important statement. Röhrs deploys three arguments:

 1. Abolishing war and achieving peace is nothing less than the most needed replacement of 

an agonal era by a world peace order and thus a substantial transformation of the existing 

(capitalist) system of production, exchange, politics, and culture. 

 2. Peace education is directly linked to this historic task of humankind, and, more precisely, 

it is even a main tool to reach it. This statement helps to keep the main goal of peace edu-

cation in mind—its specifi c contribution to the abolishment of war and the reduction of 

violence—that is, the development of a culture of peace.

 3. Peace education comprises two strongly related sides: the content of education (“theo-

retically”), which is a systematic preparation to overcome the war system, and the way of 

education, which makes sure that the whole personality of the learner is getting involved 

(“existentially”).

The aims of peace education are too ambitious to be exclusively reached by peace education. 

Peace politics and peace education have to go hand in hand, says Röhrs, and accepts herewith one 

main objection of the “critical peace pedagogy” against any traditional education (Röhrs, 2000a). 

Further, he discovers a dialectics between education in general and peace education as well: He says 

that even when peace education is defi ned as the discipline dealing with peace, the task of peace 

requires the common efforts of all kinds of education. Peace education in the narrow sense has to 

be “embedded” in a positive educational surrounding. This requires a critical examination and a 

radical transformation of the educational system. Röhrs (1983) speaks about 

the tediousness of the educational process and especially the diffi culty to realise it [peace education] in 

the existing institutions which due to their administrative structures offer only very little space for all 

that what is considered as indispensable and necessary for peace education. (p. 11, my translation)

As the practice of peace education, Röhrs (1987) proposes an experience-oriented approach, check-

ing and revising attitudes according to peace criteria. He discusses three principles:

 1. Peace education is not a process outside of education but is education.

 2. It is a principle of school and of life.

 3. The curricular work has three tasks:

i. To highlight the inherent peace education aspects in each subject 

ii. To complete the canon of topics with further, peace-relevant topics

iii.  To focus on transdisciplinary approaches that offer new or deeper ways to peace 

education

With this legitimation of peace education, Röhrs lays the theoretical grounds for academic peace 

education. His arguments, developed 20 to 30 years ago, seem to be still valid and topical. Today, 

they are confi rmed and reinforced by the concept of a culture of peace.
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In contrast to Miller-Kipp, Röhrs does not insist on a clear and commonly shared defi nition of 

peace as a supposed precondition for the scholarly status of peace education. To him, this claim is 

irrelevant. Instead, he “defi nes” peace by designating a great and challenging task—to overcome the 

war system. Qualifying people to contribute to this task is the very goal of peace education.

Another difference is that Röhrs legitimates academic peace education not by its scholarly 

achievements but by the existence of a peace education practice that requires an independent 

educational subdiscipline called peace education. He states that peace education fi nds “its theo-

retical position between the educational sciences and peace research” (Röhrs, 1987, p. 617, my 

translation).

PEACE EDUCATION AS EDUCATION FOR A CULTURE OF PEACE

“No other idea has informed peace education with such profound transformational potential as 

the concept and vision of a culture of peace,” states Betty Reardon (2000, p. 414). She is right. A 

culture of peace is the answer to an old and crucial question, the link between the personal and the 

political. For much too long, some highlighted the role of political structures and thus neglected 

the subject, the learners, while others emphasized the role of consciousness of each single person 

and thus ignored the impact of the political structures. Both were right and wrong. The concept of 

a culture of peace is likely to overcome this false opposition. It is the missing link between psycho-

logical or pedagogical and political approaches. It integrates both into a comprehensive model of 

social transformation.

Culture of peace emerged in the context of a paradigmatic shift of social sciences toward the 

integration of culture into their models of society (see Touraine, 2005). UNESCO (1994) showed the 

important place that is assigned to the consciousness and the action taken by ordinary people and, 

further, to peace education in the overall concept of a culture of peace:

As the culture of war has pervaded our ways of being in myriad ways, a culture of peace needs to be 

introduced into every aspect of our lives and into the process of learning. For example, the contents 

and design of national and regional history texts must be reviewed in order to forge attitudes of non-

violence, of sharing, of favouring the knowledge of the “other” (which is fundamental to tolerance). 

Culture is how we behave every day. To behave peacefully, to be always ready for dialogue and com-

prehension, to maintain our beliefs and opinions without violence or dogmatism—this is “building the 

defences of peace,” this is UNESCO’s role.

Paragraph 36 states, 

The objective of a culture of peace is to ensure that the confl icts inherent in human relationships be 

resolved non-violently; . . . the construction of a culture of peace is a multidimensional task requiring 

the participation of people at all levels: . . . the implementation of a culture of peace project requires a 

thorough mobilization of all means of education, both formal and non-formal, and of communication; 

a culture of peace requires the learning and use of new techniques for the peaceful management and 

resolution of confl icts; a culture of peace should be elaborated within the process of sustainable, endog-

enous, equitable human development; it cannot be imposed from outside.

The concept of peace education allows appreciating the contributions of ordinary people to peace. 

The role of a daily life culture for social transformation is highlighted. Culture of peace and politics 

for peace are not considered as a contradiction but go hand in hand. Thus, a culture of peace puts an 

end to all the senseless discussions that peace education cannot replace peace politics. Of course, it 

cannot, but this is not the point. Peace education cannot infl uence the war system directly, but it is 

embedded in the whole work for a culture of peace. This is how it contributes to delegitimate violent 

solutions and war, to raise the awareness for peace, to open space for action, and to enable people 

to act. Thus, peace education is a factor for a soft and slow but sustainable change of society. The 
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notion culture of peace helps to defi ne more precisely the framework of peace education. It is, as I 

once have stated, the answer to this question: How can peace education be more than it is without 
pretending to be more than it can be? (Wintersteiner, 1999). In other words, how can peace educa-

tion bring its defi nitely limited means to a wider overall concept of social change, and how can it 

defi ne itself as an important part of a bigger endeavor without resignation on the one hand or peda-

gogical fantasies of omnipotence on the other? The integration of peace education into the concept 

of a culture of peace can be seen as the answer to these questions.

Contrary to some criticisms, culture of peace does not limit the scope to cultural matters, but 

it helps to better envisage a holistic approach. As Betty Reardon (2000) shows, culture of peace is 

also an important tool in challenging the role of education in the formation of the culture of war. She 

states:

No peace educators have fully addressed the role of education in the formation of consciousness and 

socialisation for war. . . . Few challenged any of the fundamental assumptions of education, the organi-

sation of the school and the specifi c processes of the dominant form of pedagogy. Fewer still probed the 

role of education in the development of consciousness. (p. 415)

Thus, education for a culture of peace seems to be the appropriate way to orient peace education 

and to link it to the peace movement (in a broad sense). This is also the basis for peace education as 

a scholarly subdiscipline.

CONCLUSION

Recently, political and school authorities in several European countries have increasingly accepted 

peace education. Pilot projects have begun to integrate peace education better into the school sys-

tem, especially but not exclusively in the so-called confl ict or postconfl ict regions, like Northern 

Ireland, Cyprus, and Israel/Palestine. In the Basque country of Spain, even a systematic institutional 

change is under way (Bekerman & McGlynn, 2007; Gorostiza, 2007; Wintersteiner, Spajić-Vrkaš, & 

Teutsch, 2003). Behind these very different activities, there is one common credo: There will be no 

preparedness for peace without systematic peace education. Many efforts are made to conceptualize 

peace education according to new requirements and tasks (Wintersteiner, 1999; Salomon & Nevo, 

2002; Synott, 2006; Wulf, 2008). But there is still a lot to do, as two German peace educators state:

Peace Education has a rather strong connection with praxis, which often lacks an equally comprehensive 

theoretical base. Yet, Peace Education is more than the linear implementation of the fi ndings of reference 

sciences into the educational practice. Peace Education requires an independent theoretical foundation 

and refl ection. At the same time fi ndings in peace and confl ict studies and other social sciences have to be 

recognized and/or adopted into the application of Peace Education. (Gugel & Jäger, 2004, p. 7)

Fulfi lling this task is always diffi cult, but it has become easier by adopting the concept of a culture 

of peace. After the phase of the apolitical education for international understanding (after 1945) 

and the political but sometimes one-sided “critical” peace education (since the 1970s), it seems 

that education for a culture of peace (since the 1990s) is a concept that allows (not guarantees) 

taking advantage from both currents and avoiding their respective constraints. But this requires 

more theoretical effort in peace education, which in turn necessitates a better integration into the 

academic institutions.

Peace education theory is always a contribution to both—to the education science and to peace 

research. This unique position is both a challenge and an opportunity. What was always seen as 

problematic, that is, not having a clearly defi ned place in the framework of the academic disciplines, 

eventually turns out to be an advantage. In the era of global encounters, hybridity, and multiple 

identities, being located at the crossroads is not such a bad position.
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Sinanović , O., 256

Skilbeck, M., 244

Skinner, B. F., 68

Skitka, L. J., 68, 112

Skolverket, 294

Slater, J., 215

Sloan, D., 46

Smith, A., 5, 157, 213, 245, 247, 266

Smith, K., 235

Smith, M. E., 244

Smith, R., 25, 26

Smith, S. L., 114

Smith Page, J., 173

Smith-Venters, M., 267

Snell, R. S., 227

TAF-SALOMON-09-0303-C024.indd   342TAF-SALOMON-09-0303-C024.indd   342 8/17/09   2:20:37 PM8/17/09   2:20:37 PM

Handbook on Peace Education, edited by Gavriel Salomon, and Ed Cairns, Taylor & Francis Group, 2009. ProQuest Ebook Central,
         http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/mcgill/detail.action?docID=668523.
Created from mcgill on 2020-10-01 09:36:36.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 2
00

9.
 T

ay
lo

r &
 F

ra
nc

is
 G

ro
up

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



Author Index 343

Sniderman, P. M., 29

Snyder, C. R., 23, 34

Snyder, M., 65

Sobhani, N., 267

Solomon, S., 77, 79, 174

Somit, A., 65

Sonnenschein, N., 206, 209, 305, 308, 310

Sood, S., 137

Sotelo, M. J., 111, 112
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educational response to, 213

history education and, 214–215

identity and, 128–129

inevitability of, 69, 176

narrative method during, 207–210

overwhelming peace education attempts, 130

political science interest in, 123

psychocultural analysis of, 127–129

psychology of, 69

social, 156–157, 176

structural approach, 125–127

typical student, 297

Confl ict-based approach, 253, 257

Confl ict-free confl ict resolution (CFCR), 253, 254n4

Confl ict perspective, 295

Confl ict phase, 64

Confl ict pyramid, 295–296

Confl ict resolution

education in, 16, 31–32, 236–237, 239, 294–297

EFP program and, 257–260

goals of, 6

in indigenous Africa, 11

philosophical view of, 175–178

social-psychological approaches to, 79–82, 83

in Sweden, 297

Conformist collectivism, 193

Consensual peace, 225, 232, 238, 290, 299

Consensus perspective, 295

Constructive controversy theory, 229–230, 235–236, 238

Contact hypothesis, 91–95, 105–106, 138, 142, 304. 

See also Intergroup contact

Controversy, 229–230

Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC), 103, 

293–294

Cooperation

automatic, 238

benefi ts of, 227–228

effects of, 64

elements of, 228–229

incentives for, 126, 131–132

integrating with competition, 190

intergroup, 92

to maintain consensual peace, 226

Robbers Cave studies, 78, 91, 92, 127

towards mutual goals, 232–233

using to change intergroup relations, 82, 96

Cooperative argument, 140

Cooperative base groups, 234

Cooperative learning, 92, 233–234, 238

Corporal punishment, 293

Correspondence, 98

Council of Europe, 216

Countereducation, 171, 179–181

Counterviolence, 177

Critical thinking, 216–217

Cross-community contact, 245–246

Crossed-categorization, 81

Culture

active construction of, 136

bellicosity of, 104

community oriented, 271–272

competitive, 191

confl ict over preservation of, 79, 91

expression of, 79

interdependence in, 245

pride in, 162

shared psychocultural interpretations, 128

violent, 16, 187

Culture of confl ict, 21–23, 28

Culture of healing, 262, 263
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Culture of peace

concept of, 187–188

EFP program goals in, 254–255

factors of, 188–189

liberal development and, 189–190

nonviolence in a, 191–192

nurturance in a, 192–193

peace education as, 56–57

philosophical view of, 171–172

tools for, 194–197

UN assessment template for, 194–195ff, 196–197

UN vision of, 2, 19, 103

Culture of Peace Program, 47, 56, 171
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concerning Jewish-Arab relations, 304

for the EFP program, 255, 259–260
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through a mass media mode, 145
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D
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Decision-making, 235–236, 239
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Democracy, 124–125, 191–192, 288

Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), 278, 279

Democratic values, 218–219

Denmark, 289

Depersonalization, 76

Descartes, René, 68

Developing countries, 15

Developmental psychology

contributions to peace education, 105–108

enemy images, 112–114

tolerance, 111–112

Development strategies, 15

Dialogue, 140–141, 193, 199–201, 202–208

Diasporic, eternal, 179–181

Differentiation, 33, 80, 95

Digital divide, 142

Direct peace education, 32–34

Disarmament, 2, 4, 18, 54

Discrimination, 89, 112, 142, 298

Dispositional attributions, 67

Diversity
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education in, 165

ethical sensitivity and, 156, 157

in Northern Ireland, 247

as precondition for peace, 176

promoting peaceable, 188

respect of, 140

Domestic violence, 14

DRACON project, 295, 296

Dual identity model, 81

E
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citizenship, 123–124

civic values in, 237

in confl ict resolution, 16, 31–32, 236–237, 239, 

294–297

contexts of, 15

cooperative learning, 92, 233–234, 238

on decision-making, 235–236, 239

in democratic practices, 125

EFP program views on, 255

elements of, 167–168

embedding peace education into, 55, 267

environmental, 17

focusing on higher power groups, 235

intractable confl icts and, 22

long-term peace and, 256–257

necessity of for nonviolence, 19

in the Nordic community, 288

in Northern Ireland, 243–244

past direction of, 36

as a perpetuator of violence, 176

policies of, 26

public, 232, 238

through media campaigns, 278–280

in values, 293–294

Educational science, 46, 47–49, 52–54, 57

Education for Mutual Understanding (EMU), 16–17, 

244–245, 266

Education for Peace (Brocke-Utne, 1985), 14

Education for Peace (EFP) program. See also Bosnia and 

Herzegovina (BiH)

compared to the EMU approach, 266

conceptual framework of, 257–258

evaluation of, 263–266

fi rst-year results, 259, 260

history of, 253–254

implementation of, 258–259, 261

needs identifi ed by, 257

objectives of, 258

project description of, 32, 255–256

student presentations and peace events, 262

study and dialogue, 261–262

training for, 258–259

trauma relief through, 262–263

World program, 264

Education for Peace Curriculum Manual: A Conceptual 
and Practical Guide (Danesh and Clarke-

Habibi, 2007), 259, 262

Education for Peace International, 263

Education Reform Order (1989), 244, 247

Education Toward a Culture of Peace (Iram, 2006), 111

Ejo Bite? (How About the Future?), 143

Eliot, T. S., 17

E-mail, 98

Emotions

about peace and justice, 190–191

changes in, 34

children and, 107, 112–114

collective orientation of, 22
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over confl ict, 205

over national identity, 214

Empathy. See also Caring; Ethnoempathy; Reversibility

from children, 114

of collective memories, 129n7
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creating through intergroup contact, 88–89, 106

development of, 16–17
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in media narratives, 144

prosocial behavior and, 30

realistic, 68

Empowerment, 141, 208, 263, 281, 305

Enemy, 112–114, 156, 160

Enemy images, 67–68, 112–114

Environmental education, 17
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to immigrants, 165

problems with, 109

progress towards, 190
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Ethnicity, 96, 106–107, 298

Ethnocentrism, 156, 162–163

Ethnoempathy, 30. See also Empathy

Ethnofundamentalism, 162–164, 167f
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Ethnoradicalism, 162–163

Ethos of confl ict, 22, 23, 25, 28
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infl uence on education, 2, 256

involving in the peace process, 34, 196

Family stories, 206

Feminism, 14, 177

Forgiveness

conditional, 277

education in, 16

reconciliation and, 141

through empathy, 30

through intergroup contact, 89, 234

through the TRC approach, 262

Framing, 64, 141, 158–160, 320

Fundamental attribution error, 67

G

Gacaca process (Rwandan community justice), 277

Galtung, Johan, 14

Gandhi, Mahatma, 15, 161, 172, 191, 223

Gender equality, 288

Generalization, 97, 166

Genocide

in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 254

effects of on children, 280

Holocaust, 97–98, 161, 200–201

importance of understanding roots of, 272, 273, 277

in Rwanda, 270–271

German Society for Education, 48

Givvaat Chaviva, 304, 307, 309

God, 12, 178–180

Government

censorship by, 145

constituent infl uence on, 90

importance of in the peace process, 25

in Northern Ireland, 248, 249

problems with, 191–192

types of, 230

Group identity, 76, 96, 127–129, 138, 309. See also Identity

Group identity model, 305–306, 309

Grouping. See Stereotyping

H

Hague Appeal for Peace’s Global Campaign for Peace 

Education, 47, 50

Harmony perspective, 295

Harvard Trauma Questionnaire (HTQ), 274

Hinduism, 12

Hiroshima, 15

Historical Clarifi cation Commission, 219

History

of formal peace education, 12–15

presentation of, 33

of psychology, 68

sharing, 282

of tribal confl ict resolution, 11

History and Memory, 214

History education. See also Education

aims of, 215

in contested societies, 213–215

critical thinking in, 216–217

dealing with recent past, 219–220

democratic values in, 218–219

multiperspectivity of, 217–218

promotion of caring and, 218

reform and, 215–216

Holistic approach, 14, 175–176, 299

Holocaust, 97–98, 161

Holocaust survivors, 200–204. See also To Refl ect and 

Trust (TRT) group

Homogeneity, 179–180

Homogeneity effect, 66

How About the Future? (Ejo Bite?), 143

Humanitarian Tools Foundation (Radio la Benevolencija), 

276, 278, 279

Human rights

education on, 30–31

Nordic community interests in, 15

peace education through, 16

philosophical view of, 177–178

tolerance and, 29

Hutus, 17, 270–271, 275
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I

Iceland, 295

Identity. See also Group identity; Social identity theory

in children, 107

dual, 81, 94–95, 96, 130–132

giving up personal, 76

importance of, 127–129, 130

in Northern Ireland, 242, 244

peace education and, 129–133

through learning history, 214

Immigrant groups, 13, 164

Immigration, 90, 91, 292

Implicit Association Test, 83

Imposed peace, 224, 290

Improvisation, 179–181

India, 15

Individualism, 189, 193

Inducement strategies, 68–69

Inequality

as barrier to peace, 157, 160

changing through contact, 90

considering in intergroup contact, 92, 99

evident in collective narratives, 109

increase of by competition, 190

in the Jewish-Arab confl ict, 309–310

military, 160

sustained by policy, 89

Informal cooperative learning, 234

In-groups. See also Intergroup relations

biases from, 65–67

dual identity in, 81, 94–95, 96, 130–132

favoritism and, 77–78, 94

human nature and, 316

identity and, 128

of minority members, 80, 81

status within, 78–79

Inquiry model, 216

Institutional incentives, 125–127, 131–132

Institutions, 191–192

Integrated Framework of Action for Education for Peace, 

Human Rights and Democracy, 18

Integration, 232, 242, 243–244, 246–248

Integrative negotiation. See Negotiation

Integrative negotiation theory, 230–231

Interaction. See Intergroup contact

Interdependence, 78, 140, 226

Interdependence theory, 148

Interdependent perspective taking, 107

Interest group liberalism, 125n4

Interests, 125–127, 128, 129–133

Intergroup contact

in the absence of contact, 97–98

benefi ts of, 87–89

in the educational process, 105–106

face-to-face, 143

in Northern Ireland, 246

peace education and, 89–91, 95–98, 232

social interdependence theory and, 226–227

Intergroup encounters

attitude changes from, 307–309

background of, 304–305

in Israel, 303

models of, 305–306

participation in, 306–307

for peace education, 310–311

social justice through, 308–310

structure of, 305

Intergroup relations. See also In-groups; Out-groups

changing through cooperation, 82

creating positive contact for, 91–93

improving through intergroup contact, 87–89

media and, 148–149

reducing prejudice in, 88, 93–95, 96–97

ripple effect and, 320

social psychology of, 75–79

International Association for the Evaluation of Educational 

Achievement (IEA), 164

International Criminal Court, 15–16

International Decade for a Culture of Peace and 

Nonviolence for the Children of the World, 19

International Education for Peace Institute 

(EFP-International), 254

The International Encyclopedia of Education, 48

International nongovernmental organizations (INGOs), 47

International Peace Research Association (IPRA), 45, 48, 

50–51

International Year for the Culture of Peace, 19

Interpersonal communication. See also 

Communication

combining with mass communication, 149–150

cooperation and, 229

cooperative argument and, 140

dialogue and, 140–141

invitational discourse, 139–140

limitations of, 142

reconciliation and, 141–142

Interpersonal relations, 16, 107

Interpersonal understanding. See Perspective 

taking

Intractable confl icts. See also Confl ict

direct peace education in, 32–34

effective peace education during, 25–27

empathy in, 16

evolvement of, 21–23

human rights and, 30–31

indirect peace education in, 27–32

peace education process in, 34–35

point of peace education in, 315–316

reconciliation, 23–24

school’s role in, 24–25

Invitational discourse, 139–140

Iraq War, 114

Ireland, 16–17

North of. See Northern Ireland

Irreversibility, 155, 156

Islam, 12

Isolation, 235

Israel, 19, 127, 303–305

Israel confl ict, 139, 141, 148

J

Jesus Christ, 12

Jewish-Arab intergroup encounters

attitude changes from, 307–309

background of, 304–305

models of, 305–306
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participation in, 306–307

social justice through, 308–310

social policy and, 90

structure of, 305
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52–53

Journal of Peace Education, 48, 50

Journal of Peace Research, 14, 48

Judaism, 12

Justice, 190–191
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Kieffer, Claude, 254n3
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Knowledge

historical, 214, 217
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for nonviolence, 104

refl ective thinking in, 28–29

relationship changes due to, 137

as the road to peace, 12, 19

through mass media, 143

transfer of, 31–32, 105, 130, 231, 319

Korea, 17
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Lancaster Peace Research Center, 14

Language, 140, 141, 202–203, 205, 209

Lao-Tzu, 11–12

Laws. See Institutions

Leadership for Peace, 254n4

League of Nations, 13

Lebanon War, 304

Legitimization, 33, 109–110

Liberal development, 189–190

Life stories. See Narratives

Local and global citizenship (LGC), 245
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Macrolevel

coercive efforts at the, 69

intergroup encounters and, 311

learning lessons on through microlevel encounters, 210

peace education at the, 291

psychological analysis of, 64

Mainstreaming, 50, 52

Malcolm X, 1

Manchester College, 14

Mass communication. See also Communication

channels for, 142–143

combining with interpersonal communication, 

149–150

limitations of, 143–144, 146–147

message interpretation, 146–149

message output and consumption, 145–147

two-way, 143–145

Mayer, Ronald, 254n3

Media. See also Communication

to apply healing in Rwanda, 276, 278

bias and regulation in, 145

children and, 114

as an educational force, 2

evaluation of, 280

expressing a culture of confl ict, 22, 161

historical interpretations in, 217

to model nonconfl ict, 144

public education through, 278–280

Media effects, 136

Media Initiative for Children, 245–246, 248

Mediation, 143, 231, 237, 297

Microlevel, 64, 210, 291

Montessori, Maria, 13–14

Moral framing, 158–160, 167f
Moral mandates, 68

Moral reversibility. See Reversibility

Moral sensitivity, 156

Mossawa Advocacy Center for Arab Palestinian Citizens 

of Israel, 139

Motives, 64, 128, 131, 230

Muhammad, 12

Multiperspectivity, 217

Multiple-perspective model, 216

Musekeweya (New Dawn), 279, 280

Mutual differentiated contact, 95, 96

Mutuality, 232–233, 238

Mutual perspective taking, 107

N

Nagasaki, 15

Narratives. See also Collective memory; Collective 

narratives

by children, 281

contradictory, 108–109

creating collective identities through, 199–201

dominant schematic, 214

ethnodimension and, 162

for history education, 219–220

in Jewish-Arab encounters, 306

open question about, 319

Palestinian-Israeli confl ict and, 204–208

to promote healing, 273

psychocultural view of, 128–129, 139–140, 156–157

through mass media, 144

TRT group and, 202–204

using during violent confl icts, 208–210

Nashe Maalo (Our Neighborhood), 147

National Farm Radio Forums, 137

Nationalism, 13, 66–67, 214

NATO (North Atlantic Treaty Organization), 224

The Nature of Prejudice (Allport, 1954), 66

Nayaa Baato Nayaa Paailaa (Treading Upon a New Path), 

144, 149

Nazi, 172, 173, 202–204

Negative interdependence, 226, 235

Negative knowledge, 160–161

Negative peace, 178

Negotiation, 193, 230–231, 236–237, 238
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New Age healing, 16

New Dawn (Musekeweya), 279, 280
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Nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), 270

Nonviolence, 191–192, 193
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background of the confl ict, 241–242

contact programs in, 246
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group identity in, 76
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Nuclear war, 15
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Optimal distinctiveness theory, 76, 77
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Organizations

international nongovernmental, 47

linkage, 124–125

nongovernmental, 272
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Out-groups. See also Intergroup relations

bias against, 65–67, 77–78
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dual identity in, 81, 94–95, 96

human nature and, 316

perceived behavior of, 67

reducing prejudice towards, 88

status of, 78–79
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Palestinian-Israeli confl ict
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narratives from, 204–208, 214

textbooks for, 218

Patriotism, 66–67, 164, 214

Peace

confl icting concepts of, 175–178

consensual, 225, 290, 299

different views on, 1–2, 287–288
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imposed, 224, 290

justice and, 190

long-term, 256–257

nature of, 223–224

philosophical view of, 179–181

and relationship to freedom, 172–173

Peace, Environment and Education (Bjerstedt), 48

Peaceable classroom approach, 31

Peace building, 225, 290

Peace education. See also Education
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consensual peace through, 232–237
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direct model, 32–34

disputes about, 1–6, 171–178
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human nature and, 316–317

indirect model, 27–32
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principles of, 34–35

as a scholarly discipline, 47–50, 54–57

sustaining effects of, 318

symbiosis with other peace concerns, 14–15

views of in the academic community, 50–54

Peace Education (Harris, 1988), 14

Peace Education Commission (PEC), 45, 48, 50–51

Peace education programs

classifi cations of, 3–6

for different situations, 319

focus of, 104

formal, 14–15

goals of, 103

limitations of, 130

theories behind, 226, 238–239

“Peace Education Theory and Practice as Central Tasks of 

Peace Research” (Röhrs), 54

Peace events, 19, 255, 262, 264

Peacekeeping, 224, 290

Peacemaking

negotiation and, 290

strengthening through indirect peace education, 28

Teaching Students to Be Peacemakers Program, 231, 

232, 236, 237, 239

through consensual peace, 225

through the Education for Peace program, 258, 266

Peace movement, 12–13, 14–15, 49–50

Peace Moves (Danesh, 2004), 261

Peace Now, 19

Peace organizations, 12–13

Peace process, 32–34, 35–36, 292

Peace psychology, 63–64, 104–105, 108, 111

Peace Psychology: A Comprehensive Introduction 
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Peace research, 14–15, 46, 47, 49, 57

Peace Research Institute Oslo (PRIO), 14
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cooperative learning, 233–234
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Montessori’s views on, 13–14

multi-cultural, 177
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Personal narratives, 109

Perspective recognition, 218

Perspective taking, 30, 106–107

Persuasion, 140

Philippines, 19

Philosophy

on confl icting conceptions of peace, 175–178

on countereducation, 178–181

on distinguishing peace from violence, 174–175

views on peace education, 171–174

Plato, 68

Policy, 26, 89–90

Political action, 51

Political discourse, 230, 239

Political framing, 158–160, 167f
Political Psychology, 123

Political science, 69, 121, 122–125

Political-societal conditions, 25–26, 27, 36

Political tolerance, 29, 111, 112

Politics

culture of peace assessment template for, 

194–195ff
interests in, 2

as justifi cation for war, 158–159

Northern Ireland, 241–242

peace education and, 13, 54, 56, 317–318

public approval ratings, 67

as tool for peace, 196

women in, 288

Positive affect, 106

Positive distinctiveness, 78–79, 82

Positive interdependence, 226, 228, 232–233, 238

Positive peace, 176, 178, 190, 291

Posttraumatic stress disorder, 147, 201, 262, 272

Power

imposing peace, 224

sharing of between groups, 126

as tool for peace, 196

using to impose security, 191

Power relations

asymmetrical, 24, 109, 200, 204–206, 208–210, 

308–310

peace education and, 171, 176

in schools, 235

Prejudice. See also Bias

All in the Family study, 146

from perceived value differences, 79

reducing through changing social categorizations, 

80–82

reducing through extended contact, 98, 320

reducing through intergroup contact, 88, 93–95, 

96–97

reduction through recategorization, 66

“Preventing of Right-Wing Extremism and Ethnic 

Violence at School” (Oser, Riegel, & Tnner, 

2007, 2009), 165

PRIME (Peace Research Institute in the Middle East) 

project, 218

Principled negotiation, 193

“Principles of Friendly Relations Between People and 

States Having Different Social and Political 

Systems,” 291

Process curriculum approach, 31

Programme of Action for a Culture of Peace, 2

Promotive communication, 138

Protestants, 79, 242, 243f
Psychocultural interpretations, 127–129, 130

Psychology

aspects of causing confl ict, 2

of bullying, 298

coercive diplomacy, 69–70

contributions of to peace education, 63–64

distinguishing confl ict from violence, 68–69

importance of understanding basic needs, 273

limitations of in peace education, 82–83

of stereotyping, 65–67

trauma relief, 262

of victimization, 271

of war, 64–65

Publications, 48, 49

R

Racial tolerance, 111–112

Racism, 88, 146, 164–167, 298, 315

Radio la Benevolencija (Humanitarian Tools Foundation), 

276, 278, 279

Radio Rwanda, 279

Read, Herbert, 14

Real goods issues, 21

Realistic group confl ict theory (RGCT), 78, 125

Recategorization, 66, 80, 94, 96, 97–98

Receptiveness, 138

Reciprocity, 109–111, 132

“Recommendations Concerning Education for 

International Understanding, Cooperation 

and Peace, and Education Relating to Human 

Rights and Fundamental Freedoms” (UNESCO 

1974), 291

Reconciliation

children and, 280–282

communication and, 141–142

defi ned, 269–270

history education’s role in, 219

of intractable confl ict, 23–24

in Northern Ireland, 248

preparedness for, 25–26

psychology of, 64

in Rwanda, 271–272, 275

strengthening through indirect peace education, 28

through cooperative learning, 234

as tool for peace, 196

Red Cross, 47

Refl ective thinking, 28–29, 35

Refugees, 164, 254, 255, 274

Relationships. See also Acquaintanceship

dynamics of caring and, 193
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formation of constructive, 70, 142

integration and, 232, 247

interpersonal, 16, 107

quality of, 227–228

reciprocity and, 110–111

reduction of prejudice through, 93

through cooperative learning, 234

transforming through encounters, 310

transforming through interdependence, 78

transforming through knowledge, 137

unity-based approach and, 267

Religion

in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 254

in Northern Ireland, 241–242, 243–244

promoting peace through, 11–12

trauma symptoms and, 275

war and, 158n2, 168

Remember Tomorrow (Kumbuka Kesho), 279

Resolution on the Culture of Peace (1998), 2, 103, 188

Resolving Confl ict Creatively: A Guide for Grades 4-6 
(Lanieri and Roderick), 296

Response-ability, 181

Reversibility, 155–156, 164, 167. See also Empathy

Richardson Institute, 14

Right-wing extremism, 164–167, 304

Ripple effect, 320

Rizvanbegović , Fahrudin, 254n3

Robbers Cave studies, 78, 91, 92, 127

Röhrs, Hermann, 54

Roling, Bert, 14

Rwanda

applying approach to other groups, 277–279

approaches to promote healing, 271–273

evaluation of approaches in, 273–276

history education after confl ict, 216

history of the confl ict in, 270–271

impact of victimization on, 271

media campaigns in, 278–282

peace education in, 17, 317–318

reconciliation in, 271–272, 275

Rwandan National Unity and Reconciliation Commission 

(NURC), 270

Rwandan Patriotic Army (RPA), 271

S

School for Peace at Neveh Shalom/Wahat El-Salam, 205, 

206, 304, 306, 309

School Peace League, 13

Schools

in areas of intractable confl ict, 24–25

arguments against peace education in, 50–52, 176

authoritarian atmosphere of, 124

bullying, 297–298

confl ict resolution in, 16

core values taught in, 14

creating interdependence in, 234

current status of peace education in, 19

with intergroup encounter programs, 306–307

mediation in, 297

peace education in, 317

as setting for peace education, 2, 232

in Sweden, 289, 292–293

teaching global awareness in, 13

trauma and, 280–281, 282

UN involvement in, 17–19

university level, 298–299

violence intervention programs in, 144

Schools Council History Project (SCHP), 216

Self-categorization theory, 75–76

Self-esteem, 96

Self-interest, 125–126

Seminal contact hypothesis, 91

Sensitizing, 165–167

September 11 attacks, 66, 112

Sesame Street, 146

Seville Statement on Violence, 64–65, 316

“A Shared Future,” 248

Shared identity, 138

Shri Lanka workshop, 89

Situational attributions, 67

Skinner, B. F., 68

Social categorization, 93–94

Social cognitive theory, 144

Social identifi cation, 76–77

Social identity theory, 75, 77, 78–79, 94, 108. See also 

Identity

Social interdependence theory, 226–229, 238

Social psychology

approaches to confl ict resolution, 79–82

of intergroup relations, 75–78

limitations of in peace education, 82–83

role of threats on intergroup confl ict, 78–79

Social status, 163

Social tolerance. See Tolerance

Society

beliefs of, 22n1, 24, 320

bellicosity of, 104

civic values and, 237

civil, 124–125

contexts of peace education, 4, 15

control mechanisms of, 22

impact of on children, 2

norms of, 194–195ff
peaceful, 11

political science view on, 122

preparedness for reconciliation, 25–26

tolerance in, 29

Sociopsychological dynamics, 21

South Africa, 131

Spain, 131

The Spirit of Laws (Montesquieu, 2004), 230

Status, 92, 96, 98–99

Stereotyping

breaking down, 16, 80, 205

decrease in through sensitizing, 166

of the enemy, 112–113

intergroup contact and, 304–305

psychology of, 65–67

“Storytelling Toward Coexistence Between Jews and 

Arabs in Israel,” 206–207

Stress, 147

Structural liberty, 225

Structural oppression, 224, 235

Structural theory, 125–126, 129–133. See also Institutions

Structural violence, 178

Subjective uncertainty reduction theory, 77

Supportive norms, 92
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Sustainability, 189

Suttner, Bertha von, 13

Sweden

bullying, 297–298

mediation in, 297

peace education in, 291–292

school system in, 292–293

violence in, 289

Swedish National Curriculum, 291, 293–294, 298

Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC), 

264, 265–266

Swiss National Foundation, 164

Switzerland, 164–167

Symbolic immortality, 77, 79

Symbolic racism theory, 79

Symbolic threats, 79

T

Taoism, 11–12

Teachers

changing role of, 292

of early formal peace education, 13–14

effects of own cultural backgrounds, 215

philosophical view of, 176

Teaching Students to Be Peacemakers Program, 231, 232, 

236, 237, 239

“Teaching Tolerance Project” (Heller and Hawkins, 1994), 

111

Technology, 142–144

Teleconferencing, 98

Television, 114

“Telling” (Northern Ireland), 246

Terrorism, 113

Terror management theory, 77

Textbooks

information on wars, 161

interpretations of, 214, 217–218

in Northern Ireland, 244

for peace education, 24, 26, 267

Thich Nhat Hahn, 191

Third-party enforcement, 126, 224

Thirty Years War, 161

Threats

effect on intergroup relations, 89, 90–91

emotions as reaction to, 106

enemy perception and, 113

to identity, 129

in intergroup confl ict, 78–79

perceived, 29

political tolerance during, 112

Tolerance, 29, 111–112

Top-down approach, 90, 137, 211, 282, 317–318

To Refl ect and Trust (TRT) group, 202–204. See also 

Holocaust survivors

Towards a Culture of Tolerance: Education for Diversity 
(Dept. of Education for Northern Ireland, 

1999), 266

Training

in the EFP program, 255, 258, 259–261

lack of resources for, 19

at universities, 47–48

Tranquil regions, 287–288

Transfer of learning, 31–32, 105, 130, 231, 319

Transformative negotiation, 193

Trauma relief, 262–263

Trauma symptoms, 275, 279f, 278

Treading Upon a New Path (Nayaa Baato Nayaa Paailaa), 

144, 149

Tribal confl ict resolution, 11

Trust

cooperation and, 64

in the EFP program, 260

empathy and, 30

in the government, 164

importance of, 262–263

of in-group members, 77

of out-group members, 83

for reconciliation, 23, 141

through intergroup encounters, 310

through storytelling, 203–204, 207

Truth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC), 219, 262, 269

Tutsis, 17, 270–271, 275

Twa, 274–275

Two-step fl ow theory, 147

U

Ultimate attribution error, 67

Understanding approach, 278–279

UNESCO

chairs in, 47

culture of peace and, 2, 47, 56, 187

guidance on peace education, 291

as international recognition for peace education, 50

peace education projects of, 17–18

philosophical view of, 176, 177–178

UNICEF (United Nations Children’s Fund), 47

United Nations (UN)

culture of peace assessment template, 194–195ff
culture of peace vision of, 2, 103, 171

peacekeeping, 224

role in peace education, 17–19

views on confl ict and violence, 69

United Nations Educational, Scientifi c, and Cultural 

Education (UNESCO). See UNESCO

United States

ethnic polarization in, 131

inequality issues in, 90, 131

institutional incentives in, 131

peace education in, 16

political views in, 124

racial issues in, 90, 93, 97–98

values of, 191

Unity-based approach, 253, 257, 259–260, 267

Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948), 16

Universities, 14, 47–48, 50, 298–299

University of Chicago Press, 123

Urunana (Hand in Hand), 280

Uses and gratifi cations theory, 147

Utopia, 53, 175, 178, 179–180, 262

V

Values, 53–54, 79, 237, 281

Values education, 14, 293–294

Van Gogh, Theo, 113

Van Leer Jerusalem Institute, 304, 306, 309
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Victimization, 206, 211, 271, 272

Vietnam War, 14, 173

Violence

in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 255–256

and division from peace, 174–175

human nature and, 316

in the name of peace, 173

narratives during, 207–210

in Northern Ireland, 241–242, 244, 248

by the oppressed, 177

politics and, 124

reducing through media campaigns, 278

resumption of after reaching agreements, 269

seen by students, 236

state sponsored, 191

in Sweden, 289, 293

teaching alternatives to, 17

teaching children the roots of, 282

theory of predisposition to, 64–65

understanding the nature of, 178

as a warning sign, 291–292, 299

W

War

changing the consciousness for, 56–57

child views on, 157–160

different views on, 1

ethnofundamentalism and, 162–164

Hindu views on, 12

negative knowledge and, 160–161

preconditions for, 163–164

religion and, 168

UN views on, 18

Whole-school peaceable approach, 31

Why? (Kuki), 279

“Working through” concept, 201–202, 211

World Congress on Disarmament Education, 18

World Disarmament Campaign, 18

World Politics, 123

World Teachers’ Day, 176

World War I, 13, 160, 161

World War II, 14, 113, 160

X

Xenophobia, 162, 214, 298, 315, 320

Y

Yamoussouko Declaration (1989), 171

You and Your Government, 123

“Youth for Peace,” 255

Youth Peacebuilders Network, 254n4

Yugoslavia, 216

Z

Zeitschrift für Pädagogik (Journal for Education), 48, 

52–53
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