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But more to some of the points to be made here, I have come to  fi nd it ever more 
important to the values I seek to serve, to remind myself that I may be wrong, an 
attitude necessary to the capacity not just to listen but to fully hear the views of oth-
ers, always harder to do when “we know we are right.” I share these worries because 
they have for me urgency, undiminished by my own and other’s continuing chal-
lenge to these and all arguments and assertions about peace education. 

 Since what follows is intended as an extension and clari fi cation of my own previous 
work, the judgments are admittedly subjective. Some may read the conceptual 
distinctions proffered in this essay as a argument about angels on the head of pin, 
irrelevant distinctions between concepts widely understood – even suf fi ciently clear 
– in common peace education discourse. However, because the pedagogy I advocate 
involves organizing substance in conceptual frameworks, to me, these distinctions 
are both relevant and essential to the clarity of peace education subject matter and 
to the pedagogy that is my main concern. I offer them as examples of a process of 
the continued learning that I understand as constitutive to critical peace education, 
making it a dynamic, often exciting  fi eld of study. 

 I write not as a scholar or researcher, but as a teacher, an observer/practitioner, 
and a peace learner, what I have termed an “edu-learner” (1988). My interest is in 
continued learning for more relevant and effective teaching practice – the behaviors, 
interactions, and queries that comprise what we  actually do  in the classroom. The 
main sources of my learning have been the classroom and the students with whom 
I have pursued critical inquiries into the issues and substance of peace education, 
and “shop talk” with other peace educators. I am not a philosopher or ethicist, nor a 
political or critical theorist, and neither am I a lawyer nor a scholar of international 
relations. Those with expertise in these  fi elds may rightfully challenge what my 
experience leads me to argue here, as I try to learn how to think and how to help 
other ordinary citizens learn how to think about the humanly untenable state of a 
violent world – and how we might become enabled to change it. I hope that I do not 
do them a disservice in the following re fl ections. In these pedagogical re fl ections, 
I hope that I have not too seriously misinterpreted the invaluable scholarship of 
these various  fi elds from which much peace knowledge is derived. 

 One further admission of limitation is that most of my work has been done within 
an international network of peace educators with whom I have collaborated and 
share political views on peace, justice, and pedagogic preferences for inquiry and 
participatory approaches to peace learning. Herein, however, most of my observa-
tions stem from the contemporary American political culture and the pedagogical 
problems faced by American peace educators in responding to it.  

   Political Concerns: Ef fi cacy in Establishing 
Cosmopolitan Norms 

 The political concerns which inform this essay and its pedagogical arguments 
arise from the present debased political culture in which civility and dignity have 
been deeply corroded by an acidic climate of contempt and absolutism, the antithesis 
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of that to which we aspire in the cosmopolitan vision. In this climate of contempt, 
authentic dialogue is impossible as public discourse is debased by distortions of 
politics and religion and the erosion of the constitutional separation of church and 
state, which is fundamental to the freedom of conscience and religious belief that is 
the bedrock of secular democracy. Nothing short of a profound change in political 
ethics will enable us to heal the diseased moral state of the society. Peace education 
should contribute toward this healing. 

 Starting from the long-held premise that peace education is education for respon-
sible global citizenship, our task in general terms is educating toward political 
ef fi cacy in the formation and pursuit of citizen action and public policy intended to 
move the world toward the achievement of a more just and less violent global order. 
Such citizen action calls for intention born of re fl ection, a considered decision, as 
stated in the Earth Charter, “…we must decide to live with a universal sense of 
responsibility....We are at once citizens of different nations and of one world…” 
(Earth Charter Commission  2002  ) . In terms of current trends in the philosophic foun-
dations of peace education, these goals might be summarized as cosmopolitanism, a 
worldview that emanates from thinking, acting as, and feeling ourselves to be global 
citizens. Cosmopolitanism is compatible with the premises of comprehensive peace 
education and the concept of a culture of peace that accommodates the political and 
pedagogic complexities inherent in so broad a concept as a culture of peace. The 
contribution of cosmopolitanism most relevant to peace education as an agent of 
healing is, in my view, that it best articulates the normative goals of our evolving 
 fi eld. “Cosmopolitans posit the existence of ethical values and principles that are 
universally applicable to all human beings, regardless of culture, ethnicity, religion 
or nationality. They maintain that our shared humanity carries with it a moral impera-
tive to respect and care for the dignity of  every  human being…” (Snauwaert  2009 , 
p. 1, original emphasis). I would summarize this as the vision of universal moral 
inclusion that inspires the normative goals of peace education, a vision in which all 
human beings are accorded respect of their fundamental human dignity. 

 These goals call for transformation of world views and identities as well as of 
the institutions and structures that manage our lives within which our world views 
and our identities are formed and manifest. A comprehensive goal of critical peace 
education would incorporate this purpose and could be designated as transforma-
tive political ef fi cacy. Political ef fi cacy of all types and at all levels of human social 
organization depends upon sound political thinking and political education that 
imparts to learners in a paraphrase of the Final Document of UNESCO’S World 
Congress on Disarmament Education  (  1980  )  “not  what  to think about [the politics of 
peace and justice] but  how  to think about [the politics of peace and justice].” Toward 
that goal, inquiry into obstacles and possibilities for transformation should form the 
core of peace pedagogy, so as to provide learning in how to think and to act for politi-
cal ef fi cacy in peace politics, a complex learning that requires pedagogies of multiple 
forms of re fl ective inquiry. It seems to me that the purpose of what is termed “critical 
peace education” is most effectively pursued through re fl ective inquiry. 

 I am convinced that lack of the re fl ective element in all public policy discussion – 
especially that which surrounds issues of peace, security, human rights, social 
justice, environmental sustainability, and the range of such hotly contested 
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issues – impedes constructive discourse, contributing to the problematic that I 
understand to underlie the organizing theme concept of this volume, dif fi cult dia-
logues. The lack of re fl ection is especially evident in the failure to perceive and 
articulate some essential conceptual/normative distinctions, a failure that has 
become the basis of specious political controversies, producing even more intense 
con fl icts and posing more obstacles to constructive social and political change. 
In the proposed clari fi cations of the blurring of two sets of key concepts addressed 
in this essay, moral/ethical and critical/ideological, I hope to deepen and to some 
degree challenge my own political thinking and pedagogical practice, as well as 
encourage colleagues to examine theirs. I perceive new facets and dimensions of 
politics and pedagogy not previously comprehended even in the concept of compre-
hensive peace education (Reardon  1988  ) . I hope that focus on these facets and 
dimensions may help to form a basis for a critical inquiry into the present phase of 
the development of pedagogies of peace learning, notably the re fi nement and aug-
mentation of more particular forms of re fl ection and processes of conceptual 
clari fi cation to make our practice more politically effective. 

 Second only to re fl ective inquiry among the capacities for transformative political 
ef fi cacy is conceptual clarity, essential to re fl ective thinking about any problematic 
and to conducting any public discourse, the effectiveness of which will depend upon 
common understanding of the terms employed to describe issues and proposals for 
their resolution. So, consideration is given to two particular instances of conceptual 
blurring (among a larger number thereof) that I believe impede peace learning, con-
structive public peace discourses, and the achievement of wider realms of moral inclu-
sion. The two sets of concepts discussed later in this essay are especially relevant to the 
critical and ethical re fl ection essential to moral healing and political transformation.  

   Pedagogic Concerns: Maintaining Authentic Open Inquiry 

 Three particularly focused forms of re fl ection are proposed here as pedagogical 
devices to accommodate the complexity of the issues involved in these conceptual 
areas and other instances of dif fi cult dialogues. I hope to articulate, as clearly as 
I can, some growing concerns with a few of the characteristics of current practice in 
critical peace education that I see as owing somewhat to the blurring or con fl ation 
of concepts central to peace discourse and peace learning. Peace pedagogy is con-
stantly evolving to meet ever changing needs of education for political ef fi cacy in 
democratic societies, societies growing ever more contentious, torn by multiple 
competing, morally exclusive religious and political forms of fundamentalism. 
In my present view, there are some aspects of peace pedagogy that may themselves 
present obstacles to our goals, and their underlying social purposes of contributing 
to a political movement directed toward the necessary and desired transformative 
changes. There are several current practices that I perceive to limit the possibilities 
for educating toward a cosmopolitan ethic. These perceptions are signi fi cantly 
in fl uenced by what I consider to be politically responsible and pedagogically ethical 
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peace education. In its comprehensive form, peace education accommodates – even 
demands – multiple approaches and perspectives. 

 The title of this essay – intended to capture the core of the re fl ection/action cycle 
at the core of peace learning – comes from a recent conversation with an educator 
activist who has often taken to the “barricades,” the forefront of nonviolent peace 
action, who takes as    her professional responsibility the practice of critical peace 
education for political ef fi cacy. Her teaching partner approaches the pedagogical 
task in a contemplative manner intended to cultivate qualities and practices of inner 
peace that she sees as the font of peaceful political behaviors, including organized 
nonviolent strategic action. Elements of both approaches are essential to transfor-
mative learning. However, there are few situations in which such teaching partner-
ships assure that peace education students are educated through a positive balance 
of these distinct but complementary approaches, each of which could be facilitated 
by one of the forms of re fl ection outlined – intended as complementary one to the 
other – and proposed in this essay. 

 In some cases, neither education for action nor education for re fl ective contempla-
tion characterizes courses in peace studies or peace education. Rather, the learning 
objectives are still too often built upon traditional educational goals of subject matter 
mastery of the research and theories of the more widely published peace scholars – or 
the instructors’ interpretation thereof. Although the learning modes are likely to 
include instruction in methods of research and analysis, still we might recognize that 
when we focus primarily on predigested interpretations or catechetical study of the 
primary theorists, we may limit autonomous thinking. Certainly, students of peace 
should be guided toward the achievement of the substantive and skilling goals 
undertaken in the study of research conclusions and explanatory theories. However, 
even when the substance is the fruit of “critical peace research,” should we not also 
facilitate independent analysis and autonomous theory building among the learners? 
Most students, even at the beginning stages of political awareness, could bene fi t 
from such learning opportunities. Public political discourse would surely bene fi t if 
most citizens – not just those enjoying the advantage of academically oriented sec-
ondary or higher education – had such opportunities as are integral to the teaching of 
those who practice the educational philosophies of John Dewey and/or Lawrence 
Metcalf or Paulo Freire and more current critical educators including, Henri Giroux 
and all their respective disciples. The pedagogies suggested here are intended for 
the general citizenship, applied to the social education offered in secondary 
schools and to the preparation of those who teach in them. There are elements of 
these suggestions, however, that are adaptable to all levels and other subject areas. 

 One particularly discouraging consequence of the lack of such opportunities is 
an unfortunate tendency of too many peace education students to accept the political 
conclusions of the scholars they study to be the last word on the issues being 
addressed. While “the classics” of peace research may provide a critical view of 
politics, they will not, of themselves, offer experience in the practice of the independent 
critical thinking essential to responsible, effective political action. Only at the 
doctoral level is there much encouragement of student pursuit of new knowledge, 
alternative critiques or forms of analysis, all of which comprise fundamental 
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 elements of education for political ef fi cacy but should be included in general 
 citizenship education in all venues and all forms. Little of the prepackaged peace 
knowledge we have has yet to prove adequate to movements for political change. 
All that we know and all that we think we know about peace should be open to 
continual critical review and assessment as a standard practice of our pedagogy – at 
all levels and in all spheres of peace education. So, we too should be preparing stu-
dents to make their own contributions to our store of peace knowledge, so as to 
deepen understanding of the problems and possibilities for change, and to 
strengthen the commitment to action that comes from direct, critically re fl ective 
involvement with the issues being addressed. 

 There is still another factor of concern regarding the lack of re fl ective teaching in 
our schools. Not only does it prevent the development of thoughtful decision making 
among the general electorate; it also serves as an additional division that is rending the 
political fabric of this and other societies by generating mutual contempt between the 
“ordinary folk” and the “intellectuals.” The moral chasms dividing society rent by 
lack of re fl ection are deepened by lack of respect that pervades the political culture. 

 Most of all, we need to be keenly cautious of letting the strength of our own 
convictions and adherence to particular political interpretations creep into what and 
how we teach. We need to avoid privileging views congenial to our own over the 
multiple alternatives that authentic, open inquiry requires us to present as objectively – 
note I do not say neutrally – as we can. Even the slightest appearance of bias or lack 
of objectivity is used by those who oppose our  fi eld, claiming that we are teaching 
 what  to think, while we believe we are teaching  how  to think about the issues at 
hand. This, sometimes seemingly unconscious, privileging of our own views 
contributes to  politicization  of peace education, by which I mean placing the posi-
tions presented to students on the continuum of contemporary partisan politics, 
ideologies, and political theories without the broader context of a wider range of 
alternatives which may lay outside the continuum. Absent fully open inquiry, evalu-
ative assertions can function as bias. Exclusion of multiple alternatives lays us open 
to opposition from those who themselves have little understanding of the distinc-
tions between education and indoctrination. So, we and our students fall into the 
very politics that makes the dialogues we want to encourage so dif fi cult. Objectivity 
calls for the widest possible inclusion and a broad range of practices in critical 
inquiry and multiple forms of re fl ective thinking. It does not require neutrality, but 
it does require that the values proposed as criteria for making judgments be openly 
presented and thoroughly examined.  

   Re fl ecting Our Way to the Barricades: Multiple Modes 
of Re fl ective Inquiry Relevant to the Political Ef fi cacy 
of Peace Learning 

 The point of fully open inquiry is not to avoid these dif fi cult dialogues, for such 
would delay action for change. Rather, it is to become more intentional in assuring 
that both the debates and the actions and policies they may determine are thoroughly 


