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suggest one to be intrinsically better than the concept with which it is paired here. 
My purpose is to make distinctions toward greater clarity and integrity of re fl ective 
inquiry as peace education. Two blurred pairs, critical/ideological and morality/
ethics, seem to me to be particularly relevant to the pedagogical practice of re fl ective 
inquiry argued here to be an appropriate and effective pedagogy of peace learning 
for political ef fi cacy. Both pairs affect public discourse on many “hot button issues” 
related to peace among them: international and global security, climate change and 
the environmental crisis, human rights and social justice, gender and human diversity, 
and violence and nonviolence. Preparing citizens to push these buttons without 
burning their political thinking  fi ngers is a task of education for political ef fi cacy. 
Preparing them to do so in a manner consistent with the values of a culture of peace 
and/or cosmopolitanism is a particular task of peace education. The heat of these 
buttons is in no small measure due to the blurred conceptual distinctions between 
some of the core notions that are fundamental to peace theories and to the cultural 
characteristics of common political discourse outlined above. The exigencies of 
peace education call us to address a seriously unattended need to clarify conceptual 
contradictions and complementarities, as well as strategic and political differences. Two 
that I identify as most relevant to a pedagogy of re fl ective inquiry are addressed here. 

   Critical and Ideological: Toward Truly Open Inquiry 

 Over the past decade, various forms of “critical pedagogy” have become the 
preferred methodology of growing numbers of peace educators in various countries. 
On its face, critical pedagogy is a highly appropriate – some argue the most appro-
priate, or even the only suitable – methodology for peace education. I have rather 
recently argued something that might be so construed (Reardon  2010  ) . Critical 
pedagogy is rooted in the essential political nature of peace education, taking its 
inspiration from the “Frankfurt School” of critical philosophy, the gospel according 
to Habermas and his followers (Darter et al.  2003  ) . Intended to inspire a politics of 
emancipation, this philosophy has been adapted to devising an emancipatory education, 
framed somewhat more in the actual politics of inequality than is the awareness 
process of  conscientization  advocated by Freire. My concern is not with the funda-
mental philosophy, but with some of the educational practice that carries its banner 
that seems to con fl ate “critical” with “oppositional,” not infrequently on ideological 
grounds. The practice of concern seems sometimes to ignore the mission of a critical 
theory of education as described by Henry Giroux who refers to “…self conscious 
critiques and to the need to develop a discourse of social transformation and eman-
cipation that does not cling dogmatically to its own doctrinal assumptions” (Giroux, 
in Darter,  2003 , p. 27). 

 While I am of the opinion that effective peace education is political education, 
that is, education for responsible and effective political participation, I also hold that 
peace education should not be “politicized” by privileging any particular political 
bias or ideology, even the emancipatory gospel of the prophets of Frankfurt or any 
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number of equally revered peace theorists. Such political privileging compromises 
the integrity of the critical inquiry, which is the essence of responsible peace educa-
tion. Likewise, shaping public school curriculum to conform to particular religious 
beliefs compromises such inquiry. I fully accept the validity of Freire’s claim that 
no education is neutral. All education carries and communicates values that in public 
education must be as openly acknowledged as religious values are reverently avowed 
in religion-based education. The acknowledged values that infuse the goals and 
objectives of peace education are best pursued in a truly open inquiry, one not bound 
to a particular place on the left-right continuum of the organized politics of the present 
system and one that does not privilege any of the political philosophies that underlie 
the continuum. Such philosophies might well be the subject matter of peace educa-
tion if subject to the challenge of authentic inquiry, but not presented as the ultimate 
explanation for the problematic of peace. The con fl ation of critical pedagogy with 
education from the perspective of the left contradicts what I would take to be the 
purpose of critical pedagogy, discerning as clearly and objectively as possible how 
the present social order obstructs the achievement of a just peace, analyzing the 
obstructive social and political institutions and raising awareness about the modes 
of thinking that maintain them. Various philosophies and peace theories might be 
explored for their possibilities to shed light on causality and to point toward a way 
out of the problematic. The inquiry into each would entertain the question, “What 
light does this theory shed on our quest for a politically effective response to this 
particular peace problem?” rather than, “Is this theory the answer?” All must be 
fully open to challenge by students as well as their instructors. (I need to continu-
ously remind myself of this imperative in explicating some of my own interpretation 
of the pivotal role of gender in the peace problematic.) All involved in the inquiry 
should be encouraged to form their own theories to be subject to the same 
assessment. 

 Challenging the notion of a “pedagogy of the left” as antithetical to open inquiry 
is in no way intended to deny the fundamental structural injustices and institutions 
of violence the left rightly opposes. Rather it is intended to open, broaden, and 
deepen the peace inquiry so that it might produce a wider range of thinking about 
more effective strategies for change. Such strategies, I believe, cannot be derived 
from an inquiry that begins with the assumption of the validity of the perspectives 
and analyses of the left any more than it can from the assumptions of the right or the 
“establishment” that colors much public education. If inquiry reveals either of the 
latter two to bear signi fi cant responsibility for the problems, it can be challenged 
more effectively within a framework that has taken its own assumptions and asser-
tion fully into account, as is suggested by the Giroux quotation above. The inquiries 
undertaken by peace education should extend beyond and beneath contemporary, 
speci fi c issues of war and peace, the strategies for achieving one policy change or 
eliminating one weapons system or implementing one political philosophy. It is not 
that these issues are irrelevant, but that they are insuf fi cient. In the pursuit of the 
learning necessary for progress toward authentic global security and universal 
human dignity, peace education must favor no particular position in the contemporary 
range of the main political camps and must challenge the very systems and structures 
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that produce both the problems of study and the political camps. This is not just 
because virtually all political positions and structures are morally, ethically, and 
even politically bankrupt, as well as blind to the deeper roots of the problematic 
(such as, I would argue, patriarchy), but because virtually none of these positions or 
structures shows reasonable possibility of providing a basis or framework for deep 
and fundamental change. To be truly radical is getting to the deepest roots of the 
core political problem, the worldviews and fundamental belief systems that are yet 
to be fully examined in most educational practice much less challenged by our 
political actions, largely con fi ned to the system as it is constructed. 

 Our own practices of critical pedagogy should not be exempt from challenge. For 
a number of practitioners and their students, it appears to have become an ideology 
rather than a methodology. Critical pedagogy as an ideology contradicts the peda-
gogical principles and fundamental philosophy of peace learning that learners them-
selves should determine their own positions on public issues and bring a critical eye 
to every interpretation and assertion. In spite of efforts to bring a truly critical 
perspective to all aspects of education, too many students still read texts of critical 
pedagogy – and of peace research – as scripture, accepting it as the  fi nal word from 
an ultimate authority that requires their lip service if not their practice. Too often, 
the pedagogy is “taught” in the usual traditional manner of read, review, revere, and 
remember enough to quote on the exam and to season conversations with other 
students and teachers. The full extent of the transformative Freirean cycle is rarely 
pursued in our classes, most lamentably not even in most peace education classes. 
Nor do many educators provide consideration of the ongoing learning of the theo-
rists themselves that makes such challenge of even the most value consistent and 
promising practices an enriching learning experience. Not long ago, a Freirean 
colleague and I were dismayed to hear a young peace educator say, “You can never 
dialogue with an oppressor,” inferring as well that it was pointless to attempt 
reasoned discussion with any whose political position is deemed outside the realm 
of the reason established by the basic  orthodox  critique, thus was dismissed the 
promise of facing the challenge of dif fi cult dialogues and a large part of the hope for 
nonviolently realized transformative change. So, too, did we clearly see how deep 
the need is for fully open, critical, and reasoned re fl ection in all of our peace education 
practice, particularly in instances where resistance to injustice must be planned and 
undertaken. Had all African-American activists for justice in mid-twentieth cen-
tury perceived as an unreachable oppressor Ku Klux Klan member, Robert Byrd, we 
would have lost the ardent civil rights advocate that Senator became. 

 The caution that such situations leads me to is not only that peace educators 
should be as self-monitoring and self-aware as we can, but also that we must practice 
what we teach, perhaps biting our tongues from time to time. Often, we need to 
maintain our own re fl ective silence in the face of ideas we would prefer not to hear 
expressed in our classes, taking time to formulate a responding question that might 
keep the inquiry open, even in minds that to us may appear closed. Critical inquiry 
is a methodology that avoids direct answers – other than to questions of fact or 
clari fi cation – in favor of responses that keep the re fl ective learning possibilities 
open. In peace education, critical pedagogy should comprise a methodology of 
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provocative questioning rather than one of soliciting answers in fl uenced by political 
ideology. Predetermined answers are the stuff of fundamentalism. Fundamentalism 
– which I take to be the claim to possess an unchallengeable truth – in all its forms, 
ideological as well as religious is the antithesis of re fl ective critical thinking. 
So, too, in its negation of the views of others, it contradicts a core principle of 
cosmopolitanism, a world view that respects the other, takes interest in multiple 
views, celebrates diversity, and manifests the widest possible range of moral inclusion. 

 While few of us aspire to turn out classes full of Thurgood Marshals, we might 
strive toward nurturing the capacities for open-mindedness, tolerance, and respect 
that characterized his personality and his roles as groundbreaking civil rights lawyer 
and revered Supreme Court Justice:

  To the end Marshal believed in the humanness of those who opposed him – a largeness of 
spirit that allowed him not only to build coalitions on the court but to sit in smoky back rooms 
playing poker with some of the worst segregationist of the century. Never did he take the view 
that another human being, no matter how morally bankrupt, was beneath him. (Carter  2010  )    

 In short, Thurgood Marshall was a politically ef fi cacious cosmopolitan, a model 
of citizenship whose life and work are an example of the possibilities that are opened 
when critical politics practiced as ideology is trumped by ethics.  

   Morality and Ethics: Pursuing a Wider Scope of Justice 
and Moral Inclusion 

 The fundamental purpose of Marshal’s public life was consistent with that of Martin 
Luther King, holding American society accountable for the ful fi llment of its foun-
dational political value, recognition, and realization of human equality. Although 
King’s public work was initiated in the Southern Christian churches that germinated 
the civil rights movement, his political audience was the larger American secular 
society. His initiatives were primarily inspired by the religious morality of his 
Christian faith, while Marshal’s inspiration was in the ethical principles of the U.S. 
Constitution. Both strove toward widening the American scope of moral inclusion 
by seeking the assurance of social justice through law. Both worked for moral goals, 
articulated as social justice through the exercise of the secular ethics imbedded in 
Constitutional law, the encoding of the “self-evident truths.” While their efforts did 
not achieve the transformation of American society that King envisioned and articu-
lated, they achieved the legal goals that to this day offer the basic tools for construct-
ing a racially just society, demonstrating the uses of law as a politically ef fi cacious 
instrument of nonviolent social change. In their common struggle, we see that 
morality and ethics complemented and reinforced each other without compromising 
the constitutional separation of church and state, the foundation of American secular 
civil society from which both sought support. This core principle of the American 
political system is now subject to compromise by the fundamentalisms that impede 
reasonable and civil public discourse, as it seeks to narrow to closing the open 


