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MILITARISM AND SEXISM: INFLUENCES ON EDUCATION FOR WAR

by Betty Reardon*

INTRODUCTION

"All education is education for war," said Ivan lllich at a course on

Global Education and World Order Studies given in 1972 at CIDOC, the lan-

l
guage and study center he established in Cuernavaca, Me&ico.    This state-

ment was made in the context of formal education and organized schooling,

but the charge can also be applied to the entire process of socialization.

All education and socializati'on are conditioned byAI'social values, and a

strong case can be made that contemporary social values produce a predispo-

sition to war.  While the observations and examples of this discussion of

the influences of militarism and sexism on socialization and education derive

mainly  grom Western, primarily American sources, they also have relevance

to other societies.  Vhese issues should be of concern to all peace educators,

for they indicate the significance of social values to the resolution of the

problems of peace and war.  Most especially they call attention to those

value systems which rationalize and perpetuate the war system, militarism and

sexism.

The purpose of this essay is to explore the interrelationships between

sexism and militarism, to comment upon the way the common values basic to

these interrelated belief systems socialize,  indeed "educate," human beings

to the acceptance and pursuit of warfare; and to make some observations and

recommendations regarding the implications of sexism and militarism for

education for peace.

The term education as it is used here is generally conceived to compre-

hend all of the instruction the society provides to the young which condition
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and form world views, personalities, aspirations, values and belief sys-

tems.  As implied in the title, much of this instruction conditions the

young to an acceptance of the inevitability of war and instills a value

system which justifies war as a legitimate means for dealing with inter-

national conflict.  There is a growing body of evidence which points to

an important relationship between that value system and militarism and

sexism.  These two interrelated belief systems, while outmoded by both

technology and contemporary knowledge regarding human behavior and human

capacities are still crucially influential factors in human relations and

socla] structures.

Militarism and sexism complement, reinforce and help to perpetuate

each other,  They also constitute major obstacles to overcoming war, largely

as they affect the education and formation of generation after generation

of women and men who accept these belief systems and their institutional

consequences as part of the fixed order of things dictated by an immutable

"human nature."   Indeed,  insistence on the concept of the immutability of

human nature and the desirability of a fixed order so disturbingly (some-

times so poignantly) articulated by the current resurgence of ultra-

conservative and authoritarian movements, is the very core of these belief

systems.   It is also the major paradigm from which traditional socialization

processes and institutional education are derived.  These processes still,

in spite of the rate and scope of the changes in the world about us, are

designed to prepare people for specific unchanging roles in a society ex-

pected to remain structurally the same generation after generation.  Among

these specific roles are those determined by sex.  And among the expectations

of fixed sex roles is the likelihood of young men serving in war, war being
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viewed  as  are sex roles as the inevitable consequence of human nature.

Thus, militarism has been a significant aspect of the socialization and

education of boys and largely determines what comprises socially desirable

masculine attributes.  These attributes tend to be qualities deemed neces-

sary for military service, such as bravery, aggressiveness, enduranceÿ

discipline and the repression of the "softer" human sentiments.  Boys are

urged to strive toward the development of these intrinsic parts of their

masculine identity.  They are also reassured, perhaps as an inducement to

be willing,  if necessary, to make "the ultimate sacrifice," that this

identity is superior to that of the "other," the feminine identity.

How we are programmed for these roles from our earliest years and

how militarism serves to socialize boys can be seen readily in ÿ single

day's observation of the life of American children.  Such obser\,dÿions also

reveal various general  influences on the socialization of children which

tend to nurture a predisposition toward war.

The school-age child is taught every day from kindergarten through

secondary school that to be orderly and obedient demonstrates your goodness

and worthiness of love.   Even before entering school, children are taught

that there is a significant social difference between men and women and

that society has widely different behavioral expectations from each sex.

Boys are to be physically active, assertive, adventurous and oriented toward

public achievement.  Girls are to be passive, compliant, timid, and oriented

2
toward caring for the personal needs of others.    The role of the school

in reinforcing these expectations will be explored in the section on the

effects of militarism and sexism on institutional education.

If the children's day involves athletics, either practice or an actual
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competition, they are urged to "lay low" or "waste" their opponents.  The

powerful lesson of sports in general  is that the highest human value and

virtue ÿs winning and winning always means the opponent must lose proving

less value and virture in the loser or the "other."  If you may some day be

called upon to kill "othÿrs,ÿÿ you need to believe in their lack of value

and virtue.  Small wonder that boys grow up believing that true masculine

identity resides in soldiering, fighting and winning, and that some people

(especially women who cannot even engage in, much less triumph in the most

physically challenging sports) are less valuable  than others.

The media "bombard" our young people with entertainment based on vio-

lence and depict aggressive behavior as the route to adventure and achieve-

ment.  They advertise as "toys" miniature, sometimes very sophisticated,

instrumerÿ ÿ of violence.  The plots of stories, fi]ms and television pro-

grams frequently revolve aroun.! a contest or competition between opposing

interests, most often between the forces of good (a case in point is "the

Force" popularized by the film, "Star Wars," the inspiration for a multi-

plicity of American toys, games and teeshirts) and the forces of evil  (the

wicked witch has become some enemy of "the American way," usually not

specifically identified, but frequently speaking with an eastern EuropeaD

/   ,
,ÿ    accentÿ Should the children chance to pass or enter a toy or novelty store,

they may be titilated by the possibilities of playing with minutely de-

tailed replicas of "mirage" planes or rockets or nuclear submarines, or

any number of such deadly weapons marketed as toys.  Thus, children are

taught the lessons that to serve one's country requires overcoming its

enemies, and that success depends upon the capacity to compete, the ability

to win, and the willingness to kill.
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Few children receive instruction about or are exposed to strong images

of alternatives to the norms and values so powerfully depicted by the media,

and so systematically inculcated by the implicit lessons of socialization

and the explicit lessons of schooling.   Indeed, there is much evidence to

validate lllich's statement.  For the most part, neither the efforts of

parents to instill a sense of the equal social value of men and women and

to nurture an understanding of the constructive complementarity of the

differences between the sexes, nor the instruction of peace educators has

had so sufficient or significant effect as to offer equally influential

socialization and education for peace.  One thing seems clear; both parents

and peace educators must develop greater understanding of militarism and

sexism and their impact on our chi'ldren.

SKILLS OF CLARIFICATION AND ANALYSIS REQUIRED

Human society in the global age is an intricate network of many belief

systems and values, some of which co-exist or complement each other, while

others find themselves in contradiction and conflict.  Formal education,

however, does little to help students to understand these contradictions

and conflicts, and virtually nothing to equip them to be consciously re-

flective about the values and assumptions they acquire through their sociali-

zation.  The current confusion of norms and the erosion of the values of

life and human dignity assumed to be fundamental to our society are in

large part a result of this lack of skills for dealing with value conflicts,

especially the very fundamental conflicts arising from the prevalence of

militarism and sexism in a society dedicated to freedom and equality.  Neither

the political process nor the educational system which prepares citizens to
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participate in the process equips people to deal with this problem of values

conflict.

Two values widely acknowledged as the ultimate purpose of both poli-

tics and education are peace and human dignity.  These values are in direct

contradiction of the belief systems of militarism and sexism which exert

so great an influence over politics and education.  The contradiction has

been brought into focus by the growing concern and controversy stemming from

the role of the military in and the effects of militarism on contemporary

education.  The issues involved in that controversy are currently being

explored by the United Ministries in Education Program on Peace-Making/

Militarism and Education.  Some of the observations of this essay derive

from that project and a survey of citizens' and educators' perceptions

of the role of militarism in education conducted in late 1980.3

Among the revelations of the survey were indications that the major

differences among those who supported and those who opposed military activ-

ities and military values in education were not in goals but in means.

While there were differences in whether educators favored a high public

priority on military preparedness and what they believed should be taught

in the schools about national security; there seemed to be no serious dif-

ferences about the fundamental purpose of "defense and security systems,"

namely to protect a democratic government and to assure the opportunity to

pursue individual freedom and human rights.  However, these commonly held

values were not clearly defined, nor were there indications that either the

advocates or the opponents of emphasis on military means to protect the

national security perceived the real differences between them as being means
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rather than ends.  The strength of the language used by the respondents re-

vealed that they saw the differences as fundamental.  Clarifying these com-

monalities of goals and resolving the conflicts over means to achieving

them is a major responsibility for the peace movement.  Preparing citizens

to carry out the responsibility is, therefore, a role to be assumed by

peace education.

The majority, however, seemed to suggest that the most significant

influence of militarism on education was in the area of perception and
i

/i

values.  The range/in statements in this regard went from positively de-
/

scribing the eÿfects of the military on elementary and secondary schools as
!

"indirectly rÿinforcing values such as discipline, physical fitness, respect

for authority and patriotism" to the other end of the spectrum where re-

spondents perceived militarism as imposing authoritarian values and smothering

self reliance and ÿ reativity.

What seemed really evident from this survey is the essential need for

a basic component of values clarification and values analysis in peace edu-

cation at all levels and the inclusion of a careful examination of prevailing

social assumptions beginning at the early secondary level.  Without such

processes, we cannot educate toward a true understanding of the causes of

contemporary violence and oppression which peace education seeks to overcome,

for we will not understand how deeply rooted they are in basic assumptions

and prevaling values.   In fact, teaching for a true understanding of funda-

mental belief systems of all kinds requires these processes no matter what

the purpose of the teaching.  However, peace education has a very special

responsiblity to emphasize the development of the reflective and analytical

capacities which will be required to bring about changes in these belief
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systems and the institutions Which they perpetuate.   Effective values

analysis and clarification of assumptions requires some conceptual defi-

nitions.

i
J

\f

DEFINING MILITARISM AND SEXISM

The suffix "ism'f is used here to connote both a belief system and

the behaviors and institutions it validates.  Such systems, institutions

and behaviors usually derive from a particular world view and set of values.

Militarism is a belief system, emerging from a world view, founded on

the basic assumption that human beings are by nature violent, aggressive

and competitive, and from the corollary assumption that social order must

be maintained by force.  Authority, according to this world view, derives

from the capacity to muster and apply force to maintain social control and

to determine human behavior.  Social worth can be achieved by a willingness

to be an instrument of existing authority in the application of force to

maintain order and security and/or in risking harm from the force of a

rival authority such as enemies, rebels or criminals.  The highest civic

I
virtue is to "serve one3country," most especially "to make the ultimate

sacrifice."  Soldiers are undoubtedly what first comes to mind when we

think of heroes.

The values most prized by militarism are loyalty, bravery, endurance,

obedienceand the capacity to "carry out orders."  In the case of authority,

what is most valued is the ability to command and inspire the foregoing

values in others, assuring the clarity and continuity of relations between

those who command those values and those who manifest them.  Following from

these values the military paradigm appears to be the most effective for
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social organization as the prototype not only for protecting the society

and providing its security, but for social order in general and for insti-

tutions dedicated to socialization, the schools being the most notable.

It is very important to note that these values are not necessarily

perceived as negative even by those who advocate the elimination of mili-

tarism from our social structures.   It should be observed that the military,

and, indeed, traditional sex roles, originated in what were perceived as

common community needs for the perpetuation and good of the groups concerned.

What we question here is the degree to which these instruments for the

achievement of more fundamental values, in this case, the values of sur-

vival and security, have assumed the social function of fundamental rather

than instrumental values.  Thus the maintenance of military institutions

and the perpetuation of sex roles in and for their own sake become ends

ratheÿ than means.   It is this distortion which represents so great a threat

to peace and human dignity.  The distortion also constitutes a basic con-

cept which those seeking to overcome the effects of militarism and sexism

must understand.  While it is evident that all  institutions and behaviors

in a society characterized by militarism tend to be conditioned by these

values and organized on the principles of hierarchical command,  it must also

be kept in mind that both the institution and the form of organization were

derived for a purpose universally perceived to be in the common good.

Sexism is a belief system rooted in a world view which assigns varying

levels of worth to different groups of human beings.  The worth assigned

is based upon innate characteristics and usually both determines and is

determined by the social functions performed by the group.  Belief systems

based upon the inequality of human beings frequently perpetuate themselves

o
.....  4
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in this way.  They fit well  into "fixed order" thinking.   "It will always

be that way because it has always been that way."  As with racism, the

assigned social worth under sexism also serves as a rationale for the

assignment of less valued functions to those accorded the lower social

worth.   It deems that men, mainly by virtue of the tradition male sex

roles, are more valuable than women.   In a form of circular reasoning

typical of such belief systems, the assertion is made that men do more

socially valuable work and, therefore,  it is assigned to them because

they are more socially valuable.

Women are held to be inferior to men, and have no legitimate claim

to authority.  Fulfillment of their social roles fixed by this "natural

\i/inferiority" requires submission tÿnotÿthe exercise of authority.  Tra-

ditional sex role separation has also kept most societies from including

women in the military.  And except in dire straits where there was no

other recourse, they have been at least officially excluded from combat,

for which they are deemed physically unfit, even in those societies where

they are conscripted into the military.

The socialization of women is distinctly different from that of men

and the more sexist the society, the more distinct is that difference.   It

has also been asserted that the more militarist a society rs, the more

sexist it tends to be.  For example, Gloria Steinem recently made this case

in a series of articles asserting Hitler had crushed the German feminist

4
movement as he militarized Germany.

It is evident that the two systems integrate well because of their

common characteristics.  As militarist organization holds clearly different

behavioral expectations from "command" than it does from the "troops," so
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too, sexist societies impose contrasting behavioral patterns on men and

women.   These patterns are designated as "masculine" and "feminine."

Aggressive behavior is masculine.  Submissive behavior is feminine.

Stoicism is "manly."  Emotionalism is "womanly."  Strength is innately

male; weakness, female; so it goes.  There is no need to rehearse at

length these differences in behavioral expectations so thoroughly ex-

plored in feminist literature.  The point to be made here is that the sys-

tems so complement each other that they may very likely be completely

interdependent, and to attempt to address the causes of and alternatives

to one without considering the other offers little promise of finding the

means to transcend either of them.5

For peace educators, understanding this interrelationship is, as

pointed out Jy Celina Garcia, essential to achieving their task.6   It is,

therefore, useful to review the ÿ.ÿmmon characteristics of the two systems,

for education for peace, many feminists assert, must be based on an analysis

of these common characteristics which are the major influences on education

7
for war.

i I'

COMMON CHARACTERISTICS OF MILITARISM AND SEXISM

The most admirable virtues of the unknown soldier to whose heroism so

many nations have dedicated elaborate monuments, anonymous service and sacri-

fice for the sake of others, are as well the virtues of the archetypal wife

and mother.  What the soldier has done for the nation or the warrior for

the tribe through centuries of doing what was expected of him, woman has

done for the family.  She has been since time immemorial trained to sub-

limate her own needs to the service of others.  Soldiers and mothers have

days dedicated in their honor.  These are days on which society offers thanks
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for their sacrifices by reminding them that for such they were born and

by such they will continue to be identified and find meaning; for war and

domesticity are in the natural order of things, as are the fixed roles

of soldiers and mothers in that order.

The military chain of command, while more complex, is conceptually

close to the patriarchal family, both being essentially hierarchical organ-

i zÿtions.  Small wonder the famous generals often become "father figures"

to their countries and are frequently called upon to save their nations from

"childish" civil disorder.  The nation like the troops, like wives and

children, submit more readily to the dominance of a military patriarchy,

i.e. "the masculineÿ' than to a weaker civil state,  i.e. "the feminine."

Acceptance of conditions of dominance and submission as the price tag. of

"security," are characteristics of both patriarchy (sexist socieÿ ) and

of military dictatorship.

Obedience to authority is the cornerstone of an effective military

machine and the fundamental principle of the patriarchal family.  Whether

the wife holds her husband's hand or the soldier raises one hand and holds

the other over his heart, the implication of their vows are the same.  "I

agree to do what authority tells me to do."  It seems quite consistent

that those who see the inevitable loss of feminine virtues in the Equal

Rights Amendment perceive just as clearly that "the patriotic duty of the

citizen is unquestioning loyalty to the government.''8  To question authority

is to threaten the natural order.  Militarism and sexism require that ser-

vice and sacrifice be performed without reflection.   Freedom and equality,

to the contrary, require the full development of the reflective and analytic

capacities of all citizens.
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The core of fulfilling human relations, mutuality and the essential

basis of democratic society, rational and reflective decision making are

fundamental values in conflict with the prevalent belief systems of mili-

tarism and sexism.  That conflict poses a serious challenge to peace edu-

cation.  The imperative of values clarification to clarify fundamental

human values and to expose the danger to those values which results when

means become ends or when instrumental values are given priority over fun-

damental values, previously cited as a basic cause of militarism and sexism,

imposes a significant responsibility on peace educators.

The institutions most damaged by the value distortions of militarism

and sexism are education and, indeed, the military and the family themselves

for their positive values and purposes are virtually destroyed by the nega-

tive attitudeÿ'toward them which inevitably result from authoritarianism.

The cynical jokes about recelcitrarjÿ soldiers and long-suffering mothers

are frequently based on aspects of coping behavior adopted by the dependent,

submissive members in a system of domination and oppression.  The authentic

service and sacrifice in defense of the community is devalued as is the

partnership, of equals of a good marriage.  Even an inspirational commander

can be perceived as a ruthless dictator and the most loving wife as a "ball

and chain."  Unless peace education offers lessons in values clarification

and the examination and analysis of the structures which perpetuate such

misperceptions and injustices, these distortions are not likely to be remedied.

THE EFFECTS OF MILITARISM AND SEXISM ON INSTITUTIONAL EDUCATION

The processes and institutions of education also suffer distortion and

damage as a result of the values confusion which nurtures militarism and
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sexism.  These belief systems effect education and, in fact, continue to

prevail largely as a result of educational practices.  The effects of mili-

tarism and sexism on education can be seen in its organization, the curricular

content and in extra-curricular activities.  The diagnosis of the effects of

militarism and sexism on education will be brief in this article because

they have been extensively treated in anti-militarist and anti-sexist liter-

ature elsewhere.9  Indeed, both the anti-militarist and anti-sexist movements

have had much to say on diagnosis but very little on prescription and alter-

natives to the institutions held in place by these belief systems.   It is,

therefore, in the area of responses and a/ternatives that this article will

give more attention.

As far as the content of education is concerned, history is probably

the most profoundly affected and the most responsible for the perpetuation

of the belief systems.  History in all cultures has almost completely ex-

cluded women except for those few who have performed men's roles such as

great empresses or heroines like Joan of Arc or Florence Nightingale who made

their fame through their roles in warfare.

History texts written mainly by men, from sources recorded by men, often

military men gÿve us voluminous information on conflict, battles, wars and

other masculine exploits  but provide us virtually no account of roles and

contributions of women.  Nor has history focused on the softer values.  Even

the artists and philosophers memorialized by historians are mainly men, mani-

festing for the most part masculine concerns.  And, of course, history is

always cited to prove both the inevitability of war and the limitation on

the capacities and contributions of women.  History has not shown interest

in women and few women have shown interest in history.
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The sciences might be cited as the next subject most influenced by

militarism and sexism.  Hard sciences such as those needed for military

research and development are given academic priority and are for the most

part deemed masculine subjects,   It could be said that women have access

to education in the "life'j sciences or "soft subjects" such as biology and

"home economics" while men are able to pursue the "death" sciences of

physics, chemistry, and mathematics which have served as the basis for

weapons development.

In some schools, especially those where there are military programs,

"military science" is considered a significant academic subject.  The term

is basically a euphemism for practical aspects of planning and executing

lethal combat.  The courses are exclusively taken by male students, except

in those military-sponsored institutions of higher education where women's

equal  right to t.ÿaining for the organization of legally sanctioned murder

is recognized by the admission of a few female students.

So it is quite logical that women will "naturally" have a greater in-

terest in peace and men in war, simply on the basis of the content of their

education.  Although there has been some attempt at changing this situation

through the introduction of additional' courses in peace education and women's

studies, it cannot be expected that curricular influence on education for

war will be overcome until there is a drastic revision in both content and

organization through all  levels of institutionalized education.

Educational organization, especially at the elementary and secondary

levels and at the university level with respect to teacher training is

stamped also from a mold with strong sexist and militarist contours.  Edu-

cational organization tends to be hierarchical and to manifest traditional
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sex role distinctions.  The organization of schooling reinforces competition

and differences among people,  Educational practice by and large tends to

use authority as the right to command and provides little opportunity for

those not in command to exercise or develop responsibility.

The chain of command in education, while in many instances not nation-

ally hierarchical, within individual  institutions and local systems cer-

tainly tends to be so, with policy making at the top most and those at the

actual  level of instructional practice having the least influence on decision

IO
making about educational content or approaches.     Students, parents and

the community exericse little or no influence over these matters.

The upper levels of the hierarchy tend to be mainly masculine terri-

tory, whereas at the classroom level, particularly in the eleme3Jtary schools,

teachers are for the most part women.  While there is at preÿ nt a very

welcome trend toward male teachers in kindergarten and elementary schools,

they still represent as much as a minority as women do in top policy-making

positions in education.

Instruction in subject matter also tends to reinforce sex role differences

with the sciences, history, mathematics and mechanical subjects being mainly

taught by men and female teachers instructing in the softer subjects and

vocational training such as typing and preparation for roles designated for

women.

Mostschools place great emphasis on the maintenance of order and

discipline and expect it to be a priority, sometimes a higher priority

than the quality of instruction, with all teachers.  Competition is en-

couraged not only on the sports field but in the classroom through class

ranking, curve grading and similar practices.  Differences among students
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are reinforced by tracking according to "ability" and by employment expec-

tations, and possibilities for higher education as well as by sex.

Perhaps the most militaristic aspect of school organization is that

it tends to instruct in a form of leadershipwhicli reinforces authoritarianism.

It is interesting to note how frequently the same statement is spoken almost

verbatim by three or four-year-old siblings, playmates or classmates who

are about six or seven-years-old, "You are not the boss of me."  The state-

ment is usually a response to some authoritarian behavior on the part of

the older child, very often associated with a school setting, indicating

the very young age at which children become aware of hierarchical author-

itarianism.

Competition and authoritarianism are effectively taught in extra-

curricular activities.  As previously noted, emphasis on aggressive compe-

ti,ion is the mode of instruction and training in athletics and sports.

In this area as well, hierarchically imposed discipline is seen as essen-

tial to perfecting athletic ability and to achieving success in athletic

competition.

In some schools there are actual military programs as part of the

extra-curricular activities such as the Reserve Officers' Training Corps

which provides instruction for the students in drill procedures and other

military skills.  But even more importantly, it provides them with the

accouterments of status and dignity, uniforms  and a special  identity among

the student body.

Sports and military training groups also provide major social events

and elements of excitement and entertainment that simply are not provided

by any other form of education within the present educational  institutions
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and practices.  This situation should be of very great concern and interest

to peace educators.  A search for substitutes to provide these social exper-

iences necessary to the growth and maturation of adolescents which do not

reinforce militarism is essential to the development of truly effective

peace education.

Sex role distinctions are also reinforced by extra-curricular activities,

some by the organization of certain student clubs based on sex role differ-

entiation, but most especially in their effects on sports and military pro-

grams.  Until very recently, few school sports programs provided athletic

competitive programs for women.  ÿhat these now are provided in many

American schools as part of remedial sex equity programs is a development

which might be questioned as to its positive consequences.)  Traditionally,

young women and girls haÿ,ÿ been spectators at school sports competition or

cheerleaders for teams.  The most significant ,.ontribution young women

could make to an ROTC program would be to be elected queen of the military

ball.   In both cases, the female role is not to contribute directly to

the achievement of the purpose of the activity but to offer inspiration

and support to those who have the capacity to achieve, men.  Women's roles

in school sports is a kind of rehearsal for their roles in warfare, non-

combatant,  innocent victims of the enemy and symbols of the positive

values to be defended by armed force and virtuous inspirations to righteous

warriors.

It should be noted that extra-curricular activities most accurately

reflect the general social environment and serve to assure that the sublimi-

nal education provided by everyday experience forms a significant part of

the general education of young people in the school system.
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IMPLICATIONS FOR PEACE EDUCATION

The current crisis in values deplored by both conservatives and radi-

cals has helped to produce the much needed challenge to militarism and

sexism as they affect all areas of life.  While one side considers the

cause of the crisis to be the erosion of the traditional world views and

values, the other sees the roots in the reassertion of these views and

values as a response to the unprecedented global problems we currently

face.  The latter urge the antithesis of these views and values as a re-

sponse to the crisis, including such notions as unilateral disarmament

and the eradication of all social differences between women and men.  The

former clamor for more numerous and more powerful weapons and extol the

virtues of "macho man" and "the total woman."  Both sets of responses re-

main unacceptable to the broad masses of people who see the need for change

but lack any sense of what is possible.   It is this group to whom peace

education should be addressing itself.  Helping them to develop the skills

and courage to transcend the fixed order can prepare them to contribute

to an authentic social transformation.  Peace education must move from

its current obsession with "naming evil" in the form of problem diagnosis

to "envisioning good" in the form of solution design.  We should spend

less of our energies on denouncing the war makers and more of it on spe-

cifically training and educating the peacemakers.  Were the task to be put

in the terminology of some Christian peace educators, it would be a call

for education for "co-creation."

Education for co-creation seems to be synonomous with that form of

global education directed at social transformation.   It implies education

for fundamental change in the belief systems which sustain the present



-20-

order.   It demands reformulation and re-prioritization of values and the

creation of new institutions capable of actualizing the fundamental human

values long overshadowed by a pre-occupation with those instrumental values

which common wisdom has legitimized as "human nature."  It requires develop-

ing forms of bravery and heroism of equal or greater dimension than those

which characterize "extreme valor under fire."  It calls for the courage

to acknowledge publicly the concept of Utopia (the most humanly fulfilling

social order the human mind can design) as being not only in the realm

of human imagination, but more to the point, being within the range of

achievable human goals.   It may well demand a renewed exercise of tradi-

tional "feminine" and "soldierly" virtue in commitment to a long and arduous

struggle to achieve that Utopia.  Perhaps the greatest acts of courage

necessary to produce   transformational form of peace education are those

to be taken by persons now exercising authu,'ity who may need to admit

ignorance and be prepared to share responsibility.   It will require suf-

ficient fortitude from all of us to acknowledge the degree to which we all

are militarists and sexists, just as we a11 are the bearers of both mascu-

]ine and feminine traits and characteristics.  Facing our own complexities

and weaknesses may take very great bravery indeed.

The most urgent task for peace education is teaching the skills and

capacities necessary to create and pursue alternatives to the present

order.  No institution the public perceives as performing a necessary

social function, no matter how distorted it has become, will be rejected

unless satisfactory alternative means to perform its function can be of-

fered.  While we may acknowledge the danger and futility of putting a

higher value on arms than on real national security and on schooling than
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on authentic education, the danger is not likely to be overcome without

the development of alternative security systems and new educational  in-

stitutions.  For generations, indeed centuries, formal education has

iegitimized warfare and nurtured militarism.  Now the task for peace edu-

cation is to legitimize the search for alternatives within the framework

of social evolution and human development.  Peace educators must insist

upon perfecting the ability to envision and describe alternatives as a

fundamental learning objective for citizenship education.  We must develop

means to clarify the function of Utopia as a heuristic device as well as a

tool for transformation.  The acceptance of such new educational objectives

and the development of new methods to achieve them within institutional

education is essential to prepare this generation of students to devise

transformation strategies other than the violent militarist, sexist modes

which appear in our present violence-prone order as theonlÿ° ÿossible in-

struments to achieve major structural and normative change.

It is important to recognize that the revolutionary model of social

and political change is in fact a militarist model and; while various revo-

lutions have embraced the cause of women's rights and denounCÿomjlitarismÿ ÿ/

with very few exceptions, their consequences have not involved the achieve-

ment of equality for women and none have disbanded their armies.  Those,

therefore, who would educate to transcend militarism and sexism must also

educate for the development of alternatives to violent revolution.  We need

equally powerful mechanisms for change which do not depend on destructive

force, replicating the militarist model and reflecting militarist values.

The cycle of militarism and sexism cannot be broken if we do not educate

toward an understanding of the ethical relationships between means and ends.

If the same instruments are used to achieve freedom and equality as are



-22-

used to maintain authoritarianism and oppression, can we really nurture a

commitment to a new belief system?  Values clarification and systems

analysis are, therefore, pedagogically essential to education for building

alternative social structures.

Reviewing the same history which has nurtured militarism and sexism

it becomes clear that evil cannot be permanently destroyed by force.  We

must, therefore, help people to learn ways in which the evil aspects of

human behavior and social structures can be transcended and transformed.

Transformation implies that that which is fully human must be acknowledged

and new modes of dealing with the negative must be devised.   Institutionally

it requires not destruction but reconstruction.  Perhaps sometimes rearranging

the same component parts in such a way that they do not have the negative

destructive effects they presently have.  The point here is that educating

for the development and pursuit of alternatives requires that we think not

only of alternatives to total systems but also alternatives within systemsÿ

Transformation of structures and behaviors, most especially of the values

and belief systems which produce them is likely to be a long process and

a very complex one requiring multiple approaches to fundamental problems.

Militarism and sexism have been part of the human experience since the

beginning of political organization.  No matter how bold and radical our

strategies for change we cannot expect them to be uprooted by a single

revolution, even on a global scale.  Given the nature of the problems and

the time needed to transcend them, education for dealing with complexity

and for commitment to long struggles are learning objectives to which peace

educators should address themselves.

°
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The feminine and soldierly virtues,  in their positive sense, of the

self freely given for the sake of others, exploited and debased by mili-

tarism and sexism, can be put to a new purpose.  Where they formerly

served to help the oppressed maintain some sense of personhood, and to cope

with their oppression, these human attributes could be applied to the

transformation of human behaviors and social structures.

Education for transformation must also have a component of education

for conservation not only in the natural resource sense but in the human

and social sense.  Many of the differences (sex being foremost) which now

separate human beings and produce conflicts among them are in fact the same

characteristics which could enrich human life and reward individual human

beings with a far greater sense of fulfillment were they to be enjoyed in

a society in which difÿ fence was celebrated rather than used as the basis

of discrimination.  Just as we must guard ag inst the erosion of cultural

differences in the process of development, so too in the process of over-

coming sexism, we must find a way to preserve the enriching differences

between men and women as we reconstruct a social order which assures that

we can relate to each other in mutuality and equality.  Unless we can nur-

ture not only tolerance, but appreciation and respect for diversity, we

cannot overcome militarism and sexism and their emphases on conformity

and uniformity.  Peace educators have for some time advocated education for

cultural diversity and the development of positive attitudes toward cul-

tural differences.   Little attention, however, has been paid by the field

of peace education to the need to develop positive attitudes toward dif-

ferences between men and women.  Whereas racism has long and rightfully

been a concern of the field, sexism has been virtually ignored.   It is
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widely accepted that militarism cannot be surmounted without addressing

the problems of the authoritarian model of education so frequently de-

nounced by peace educators.   It must also be recognized that all forms of

oppression - racism, capitalist and colonial exploitation as well as others

cannot be transcended unless we also deal with the fundamental oppression

of sexism and come to understand the degree to which the militarism and

violence which characterize our society are conditioned by the same set

of values which have their roots in sexism, the most fundamental form of

authoritarian oppression.

We must also be educating for self understanding as an essential

basis for a non-violent society.   People need to be prepared to deal more

constructively with what they perceive as the negative aspects of their

own characters and personalities.  Psychology has taught us that much

aggressive behavior toward other groups and persons is rooted in a pro-

jection upon them of our own sense of guilt as we come to recognize that

we are capable of negative destructive behavior.  Education to transcend

militarism and sexism needs to teach people to recognize the inner conÿ

flicts which guide their behavior and to cope with and transcend the pain

of facing those conflicts.  Militarism and sexism are mechanisms for a

denial of these inner conflicts in each person and in society.  They are

belief systems which distort the true character of human beings by recog-

nizing in specific groups of people only a limited portion of human capacities

II
and human behaviors while denying the others,

Transformation towards a truly human community requires an education

which will help human beings to develop their human wholeness,  We have come
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to recognize that the oppressed in systems dominated by racism and sexism

have internalized a sense of a worthlessness which must be overcome.   It

is equally evident that those deprived of social and political partici-

pation by militarist and other authoritarian societies are understandably

attracted to the use of counter force and violence,  Their socialization

and education has made this response almost inevitable.   It is also im-

portant to understand that those who are in authority, those who engage in

the behavior we have designated as oppression, also have internalized many

negative self images which they attempt to exorcise by violent repression

and aggression.  The first step in transcending this rejection of self and

its violent consequences is to help men and women to accept, cope with,

indeed to love "the other" whom they recognize in themselves.   It seems

to me that such a se,,se of self worth is essential to building the human

community we seek, and it may be that the same pedagogic process needs

to be applied to oppressor and oppressed.

If we are to achieve a world in which human beings can live together

in peace, we must develop a sense that we are a loving and cooperating

species and that these behaviors are as natural and human as are the com-

petitive and aggressive behaviors which have been validated by militarism,

sexism and all of the institutions of force and authoritarianism to which

they have given rise.  Should the pedagogy of peace be developed to enable

human beings to recognize and nurture these positive capacities, perhaps

then all education would be education for peace.
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FOOTNOTES

1
Ivan lllich, author of DeSchooling Society and Tools for Conviviality

has been a severe critic of Western values and institutions.

2These effects are part of a socialization process which begins with birth.

The processes are explicitly depicted and explored in some depth in a

film entitled "The Pinks and the Blues," produced for American educational

televisions.  Scripts are available from National Education Television,

c/o Station WGBH, Boston, Mass., U.S.A.

3Copies of the report on that survey are available from Janet Thies, UME,

1451 Dundee Ave., Elgin,  IL 601201' USA.

4Gloria Steinem, "Authoritarianism Begins at Home - The Nazi Connection,"

Cosmopolitan, vol.  IX, nos. 4 and 5, October and November, 1980.

5The relationship between militarism and sexism is currently being widely

researched by feminists.   Some of the concepts in this essay will be

further explored by the author in a monograph entitled, "Sexism and the

War System" to be published by the Institute for World Order, 777 UN Plÿza,

New York, New York IOO17, USA in 1981.   IWO will also produce a bibliography

on the subject.

6See article in this issue of Bulletin of Peace Proposals.



7This relationship is also suggested by a prize-winning documentary film,

Among Men which explores the effects of militarism and sexism on the

socialization of men.   Inquire COPRED, c/o Center for Peaceful Change, Kent

State University, Kent, Ohio  44242, USA.

8A recent radio sermon by a preacher associated with the Moral Majority

offered just such a homily.

9For more detailed analysis of the effects of military and national security

priorities on education, see: William Boyer, Education for Annihilation,

available from the author at the University of Hawaii, Honolulu, Hawaii

96814; reports of the Project on Militarism in Education of the Fellow-

ship of Reconciliation, Box271, Nyack, NY; Preliminary Sÿudy of the Obstacles

to, Status of and Possibilities for Disarmament Education, a 1978 UNESCO

report available from the Institute of World Order.

Bibliography on the effects of sexism on education is available from

Women's Educational Equity Communications Network, 1855 Folsom Street,

San Francisco, California 94103, USA.

lOThis circumstance was described by several respondents to the UME survey.

II
These psychological theories are treated in detail  in The Psychoana!ysi, s

of War by Franco Fornari, Anchor, 1977.


