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INTRODUCTION 

This chapter will discuss three components within which major choices are made in designing peace education practice. Peace education will be discussed in terms of its content and communication form in relation to the contextual conditions within which the educational action takes place. Choices made in these two components are decisive in defining the substance of any education - including education for peace. Differing conceptions of the substance of peace education are related to the implicit or explicit choices made within each component. 

The history of peace education shows differing opinions concerning which principles should guide the selection of content and also which principles should guide the selection of methods of learning and teaching. In the following, principles of content selection and form preferences are discussed separately before they are seen in relation to each other and in relation to contextual conditions. It is to be expected that selected content and form are very much related to specific contextual conditions for the simple fact that some contextual conditions exclude the possibility of selecting specific contents and forms. It is therefore important to keep in mind that peace education is not limited to formal systems of education but also to informal education in the home and non-formal education in various voluntary organizations. So contents and forms may be quite different in these three educations depending upon contextual conditions. What may be impossible in the formal system may very well be possible in the home and in the non-formal sector including adult education. This realization is central to the field of political socialization which has demonstrated how political preferences are developed in the home and in the school – sometimes with very discrepant results.
 
It seems obvious that participatory peace education of the kind we are going to discuss here presume some fundamental rights and guarantees, i.e. democratic contextual conditions must prevail in order to secure that peace education occurs and  about its role in creating social change  . Therefore links within content, form and contextual conditions will be discussed as an integral process for setting adequate learning conditions that lead to social transformation.

Participation and Democracy is described as a challenging scenario where society must perform if it wishes to implement political, social and economic processes which lead to Peace learning. Therefore Peace Education is to define a vision which will allow to set a course to be steered and collective objectives to be identified. There are twin objectives upon this happening: democratic society defines the dream it wishes to become a reality and it motivates actors to explore ways of making this come about. That is to say peace education in action.

SEARCHING FOR THE CONTENT IN PEACE EDUCATION

It is necessary to define what peace is in order to discuss the content of peace education. The following three approaches towards the discussion of the concept of peace are made in order to better understand the principles from which content may be selected. First, peace is seen in terms of what it is and what it is not. Peace is seen as the opposite of violence and three forms of violence are discussed, viz. direct, structural and cultural. Secondly, the concept of peace is discussed in relation to different levels ranging from the individual to the global or expressed in another way: terms of close, intermediate and distant realities as seen from the perspective of the individual. Thirdly, peace is seen as a relatively permanent structure which enhances peace values but also as processes of interaction within structures which might be more or less peaceful or violent. 

CONTENT RELATED TO NEGATIVE AND POSITIVE PEACE


The idea that peace as the absence of war and/or any other form of organized physical violence has a long history and is quite predominant in common sense definitions of peace. The idea has also been incorporated into scientific definitions. Negative peace seems easy to exemplify and define. Negative peace certainly applies to cases where there is an absence of war between nations and civil war within a nation. 

         Positive peace is when social justice has replaced structural violence.  In contrast to negative peace, positive peace is not limited to the idea of getting rid of something, but includes the idea of establishing something that is missing. While getting rid of structural violence or social injustice, positive peace implies the presence of social justice. Galtung has defined structural violence as the distance between the actual and the potential. This definition allows for many interpretations based on differing opinions about what is actual and potential. And such subjective understandings of present as well as future realities are important to recognize in peace education content. 

On the other hand, scientific research can greatly help to transcend the level of subjective opinion about what "is" (in existence) and what "could be" (potential). The scientific monitoring of human society produces systematic studies of the quality of life in any given society. Thus, we have data on drop-outs from school, infant mortality, unemployment, social security recipients and juvenile crime. Social science research also shows how conditions of life vary from nation to nation and across social groups within one nation. Such empirical data on actual conditions are seen in the light of social theories which, to varying degrees, help explain the causes of such empirical findings.

            Thus, our knowledge of the actual constitutes a large body of research. In contrast to the great emphasis in social science upon problems of the actual, our knowledge of the potential is less extensive. Questions about what "could be" have not been dealt with in social science to the same degree as what is actually in existence. 

            This first approach in searching for the content of peace education points towards the importance of understanding the consequences in human suffering from both direct and structural violence. It is apparent that both types of violence often produce the same results in terms of death and human suffering. In a sense, one might argue that direct violence is worse than structural violence because its victims are often people who are not directly involved in any manifest conflict, but who are at the receiving end of a global structure of violence which oftentimes is hidden to its victims. This first approach in searching for the content of peace education also poses questions about the relationship between direct and structural violence and how they interact in support of each other. 
      The study of violence is an important part of the content of peace education. Hiding violence in pedagogical work will serve to legitimate it and make it difficult to develop an understanding of the causes of violence, including the cause that pedagogical preferences might conceal the study of violence and its causes. This latter phenomenon is an example of cultural violence - a third type of violence especially relevant to education as this education itself could be violent if it helped legitimate direct and structural violence. All cultural agencies in a society, including education to varying degrees may choose to expose issues of peace and violence (religious institutions, mass media, universities, schools etc). 

CONTENT FROM MICRO AND MACRO LEVELS

In this second approach in discussing the concept of peace in the search for the content of peace education the following figure is presented. 
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Figure 1: Relationships in time and space ( Haavelsrud 1996, 55)

The space axis is horizontal and the time axis is vertical. Their crossing point illustrates the "here and now context" of each individual. This context is constantly changing as time progresses and as situations outside the "here and now" develop. The figure thus puts each individual in the center of time and space.

            Time can be visualized in terms of the past, the present and the future. The past is indefinite and so is the future. The present may be defined in terms of measurable time such as seconds, hours, days, weeks or months.  The limits of “the present” may be drawn by individuals in reference to events such as change of location (e.g. moving from home to school), change of activity (e.g. getting up in the morning means to change one's behavior (  from sleeping to eating breakfast) or change of social context (e.g. a guest arrives or leaves). “The present” may also be a moment of kairos
 in which only a few moments may seem like an eternity (e.g. waiting to get out of a catastrophic situation or a moment of deep love).

              Departing from such "now" contexts the time axis stretches towards the past as well as the future. In Figure 1 three points in both directions are indicated to illustrate that time can be seen in terms of its distance to each individual, viz. close, intermediate and distant. The two arrows along the time axis illustrate causality over time. The arrow pointing upwards illustrates that the context at one time will influence the context at a later time. The arrow pointing downwards illustrates the idea behind the self-fulfilling prophecy: expectations, aspirations, hopes and visions of the future influence human behavior at earlier time points (e.g. visions of the future influence our present tactics or strategies for transforming the present towards our visions).

              The extreme left is the position of the individual, and the arrow pointing to the right signifies indefinite space in physical terms. As human life (with only a few exceptions) is limited to our planet, the crossing point of the outer circle and the space axis points out the physical limits for global society. Thus, this point represents planet earth in physical terms and the social, cultural, economic and political characteristics of global human society.

              The arrow pointing to the left along the space axis, illustrates the influence of society upon individuals living in it. The arrow pointing to the right along the space axis illustrates the fact that society is a human product. Thus, the figure points out that there is a dialectical relationship between world society and each individual. Each individual is involved in an everyday context which has linkages to contexts that are outside this context. ”Outside” contexts have been called intermediate and distant realities in the figure.

             Space can be measured in physical terms (e.g. meters and kilometers) but also in terms of societal dimensions, such as social, cultural, economic and political realities. As we know, there is a great variation in these realities from context to context. Each individual is closely interwoven with specific realities and distantly separated from others.  Whatever dimensions are used, everyday reality of individuals and groups varies in terms of social, cultural, economic and political facts. In a comparative perspective, specific realities can be seen in terms of their similarity or dissimilarity with other realities.

              Although dissimilarity between everyday contexts seems to increase as a function of physical distance, there is no simple relationship between physical distance and type of social, cultural, economic and political characteristics of two or more everyday contexts. In one and the same geographical location, e.g. in a large city, there may be greater dissimilarities between two contexts than between two locations on different continents. Thus, there may be more corresponding characteristics between the contexts of upper class families in New York and London than between these two contexts and the contexts of poor families in Harlem and East London. The latter pair may have more in common with each other than with their upper class counterparts in the same city.

              In this discussion on how micro and macro realities find their place in the content of peace education it is important to keep in mind that each specific and everyday context in which people are in direct interaction with each other has certain links to the higher levels of some society which has, in its turn, certain social, cultural, economic and political characteristics. This is illustrated by the space axis in the figure. Everyday contexts are embedded in larger and political contexts.

           When time and space are seen together, it becomes apparent that there are possible causal chains arriving at each individual from any time in the past and future and from any place along the space axis. In turn, there are possible causal chains departing from each individual to any point in the future. This possible influence is not restricted to the individual's own future, but includes the future of society and of the world. Thus, the individual can potentially influence the future world as well as any part of it. Thus the area of influence lies in the area above the space axis, i.e. in the future. Past and present have already been created and cannot be changed. Only our understanding of the past and present realities can change, not the realities themselves.

            As the past interactions among individuals, social groups and institutions have created the present society, it seems clear that one important relationship is that macro produces micro. If micro contexts can be seen as resulting from the macro contexts, one might argue that macro is in micro. This means that every time direct, structural or cultural violence is manifested in a specific close reality it is more than probable that causes of this violence are to be found outside that micro reality.

           This leads over to the impact of micro upon macro. The characteristics of the larger context are dependent upon the existence of similar characteristics in the micro context. Without the existence of attitudes, opinions and valuations among people at large in the multitude of micro contexts in everyday life, the idea of gender equality, for instance, would simply be an abstract idea without any roots in people’s existence. Such roots in the micro are a necessary condition for the continual maintenance of the characteristics of the larger macro society. Thus, the trunk, branches and leaves of the societal tree would fade away without the support of energy flowing through the roots. In this sense, each small root is a mediator of the energy necessary for the tree as a whole to continue its existence. In other words, micro produces macro. This production can be limited to reproduction, but it can also be production (or creation) when new roots are established from seeds that have fallen off the old tree. In both cases, one might argue that the influence of micro upon macro is such that micro is present in macro.

           The content of peace education may be found in all contexts because violence as a phenomenon is not isolated to only some everyday realities. Some everyday realities have more violence than others but oftentimes the search for the causes of violence in one specific everyday reality may have to be done in other everyday realities. The specific manifestation of violence (direct, structural and cultural) in the everyday life of people is therefore part of the content of peace education. But the content stretches to other close realities where the causes of this violence may originate. The links of violence between one close reality and another is to be traced in the search for that content. The concept of peace is relevant to all times and all places (contexts). If peace is limited to a specific time and context (place), the result would be that the relationships between micro and macro as suggested above would be excluded from consideration. Such exclusion might lead to a distorted view of peace, because it is more and more difficult if not impossible to find a context which is completely isolated from the rest of the world. Just like weather systems develop in constant interplay with each other, it would seem that the content of peace education would have to open up for both micro and macro perspectives in the perception of violence in micro realities and the search for the causes of this violence. Without such thorough diagnosis of the problem is it going to be possible to develop content about a realistic vision of peace and the road towards this vision.
CONTENT ABOUT PEACE AS STRUCTURE AND PROCESS

           A third way of searching for the content of peace education is to see peace as a structure as well as a process. A peace structure is by definition a structure that has institutionalized values of peace, i.e. absence of violence and presence of social justice, participation and diversity. Just like any building, its basic features would allow for certain interactions and make other interactions difficult or impossible. To stick with our example from architecture, one extreme type of building might be the one that is designed for individualism. This building would have no common rooms and each individual unit would be separated from the others. The singles condominium might be the closest example in the real world. Another extreme might be the commune which is designed according to the value of collectivism. This structure would have large areas for common experiences and few, if any, rooms for individual or private activity. In between, there are all kinds of structures that allow for certain interactions and exclude others. A most common structure is the core family home.

             A structure is taken to mean the presence of relatively permanent relations between specific units.
  The units can be any social actors ranging from the individuals and groups on the micro level to the nations and transnational organizations such as the UN on the macro level. A structure for peace would be a structure that enhances peace values, both those values that enhance negative peace (absence of direct violence) as well as those values that affirm peace (social justice, participation and cultural diversity). In order to test whether a specific structure secures peace, an investigation of the interactions among two or more units within the structure is necessary. Looking closer at interactions of this kind it is possible to find out the extent to which the values of peace are realized over time. If peace values are strengthened we are witnessing a peace process.


As the discussion on peace as structure has already shown, a structure is defined in terms of interaction over time between specific units. The structures established through interactions can be maintained or changed through new interactions. Therefore, a non-peaceful structure can be changed to a peaceful structure through new interactions. Such peaceful interactions can occur within a non-peaceful structure. If such peaceful interactions are allowed to develop over time into new patterns, they will in the end become structures of peace within the overall structure of non-peace. At this moment, the new structures may be so powerful that their confrontation with the violent structure may lead to an overall peaceful structure. The opposite might also be the result, viz. repression of the peaceful structure by the violent structure.

             History is abundant with examples of such processes. Actually, it seems that most interactions based on the value of independence and autonomy during the decolonization period have led to new structures that in the end were successful in dismantling the status quo. Today, we are witnessing liberation movements on the part of women, ethnic minorities, groups suffering from human rights violations, the working class and the poor all over the world. Such interactions among various groups are often based on values of peace and have started as interactions among members of these groups beyond the control of those in power. Such interactions will, if continued over time, involve more and more people, and in the end become structures of peace confronting existing violent structures.

             In searching for the content of peace education, it is important to consider peace as both a structure or a building as well as a process. A peace structure means the presence of relatively permanent relations between structural units that enhance peace values. The idea of "relative permanence" implies that peace is a state, as opposed to a  process. But peace is also the process of interaction between specific units as long as the interaction is geared to the enhancement of peace values.

COMMUNICATION FORM IN PEACE EDUCATION

           In the following figure the integration of the world of practice and the world of reflection is highlighted. Everyday life may be characterized by habitual behaviors adapting to contextual conditions that may be both violent and non-violent. The embodiment of oppressive elements in such habitual behavior is one factor that sustains the oppression. Cultural preferences in everyday life may support violence and inhibit peace. At the same time cultural preferences are part of the identity of the person and can only be changed according to the will of the person even though external pressures for such change are strong. It is contended here that the cultural style of the learner is an important factor to take into account in any learning process. It is argued that the practical subjective preferences manifested in everyday life are always places to start the learning process in spite of the fact that the subject might be a violent actor in that context. 

           The voice of all learners in the dialogical process is therefore necessary in peace education. These voices blend into a chorus of dialogical communications. Most false tones in this chorus will hopefully sooner or later be corrected in the educational process. Some may remain hopefully without dominating the dialogical harmony. Dialogical learning
 is characterized by codification and de-codification processes in which the world of practice in everyday life is put on the agenda for discussion in the educational interactions. This discussion may reveal challenges of everyday life that becomes themes for further dialogue. The description of own reality is codified by the teacher in order that the learner may then de-codify the teacher’s attempt at mirroring the discussion. If accepted by the learners the description or theory coming from the participants themselves and codified by the teacher may become a critical light on the initial practice so that this practice is transformed to another practice based on the insights of the initial discussions. This transformation from practice to praxis implies that the practical world of everyday life has been understood in a theoretical light coming from the discussions of the participants themselves and accepted as a guide for changes in everyday life. If the codification is not accepted a new dialogue takes place in order to arrive at a better insight into the world of everyday life and its possible transformation.
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Figure 5:  The Dialectics between theory and practice

            The figure has the form of a large arrow.  This illustrates the continuous development of dialectics between theory and practice - it is never static.  The numbers illustrate the different phases in this development. The number 1 signifies the first phase in the dialogical process.  In this phase the initial meeting of the group and its teacher/facilitator/coordinator takes place in order to select the generative theme for continued content development.  The discussion about a generative theme constitutes the materials to be used in the teacher's codification (C).  The codification represents a bridge between the concrete and the abstract. In the de-codification (D) the more abstract description of the practice or initial theoretical understanding of the practice is tested in reference to that part of the empirical reality that is known to the participant.  At this stage the theory may be changed, some subjective perceptions accepted and others refused.  After a new phase of codification new de-codifications follow.  C and D are positioned in the middle between the two lines illustrating theory and practice.  The distance between the two processes of codification and de-codification as well as between theory and practice is dependent upon many things - not the least of which is how far the participants have reached in the development of theory starting from their own practice. 

            The process of development of theories departing from social practices – codification - and returning to practices with new knowledge from theory – de-codification - in order to apply and enrich the reality in a new turn leads Paulo Freire to define education as a” practice of freedom” .Freedom of practices, freedom of thinking and freedom to build interconnections in order to create new thoughts in a transformative path.  And so works Peace Education. 

           Peace Education would be - as well - a liberatory process in which people - not as recipients but as knowing subjects - achieve a deepening awareness both of the socio cultural reality which shapes their lives and of their capacity to transform that reality. Hence Peace Education would be a practice of freedom and not domination - also a conscious act, one of choosing rather than one of being given - an act of cognition rather than mere transfer of information. 

            Peace Education is also a dialogical act – at the same time rigorous, intuitive, imaginative and emotional. The educational process has to create conditions for horizontal dialogue. But dialogue applied towards the concept of pedagogic strategy. It is a truth criterion and it includes communication and intercommunication. Dialogue is not only a generous act of human understanding of the other. It is an ontological and epistemological need for knowing the truth searching with the others. Peace education needs a dialogical, communicative rationality and the act of knowing and thinking are directly tied to one another as knowledge requires communicative expression.
 Dialogue does not exclude the conflict as truth does not come from the conformation of my vision with the vision of “the other”. Confronting with other visions is necessary to arrive at the common understanding of problems and building solutions. This confrontation does not mean that dialogue within those who think and dream differently have to be divided or segregated. There is no democratic growth in society, no civic learning - therefore no peace learning - without the co-habitance of different groups enjoying the same rights. Rights to struggle for their dreams and hopes interacting with others with different dreams and hopes in a challenging process of “crossing borders” in an individual and  collective dimension . 

          If dialogue is the main form in which Peace Education builds knowledge and understanding as a learning process for approaching contents and “the others”, participation is the practice by which this dialogue is embedded along the whole process. 

Participation is a fundamental right of citizenship, the means by which a democracy is built and a standard against which democracies should be measured. Participation means that (the whole) all the groups of society are able and are invited to gather, to discuss and to exchange ideas not only in policy - making decisions but also in planning issues related to their daily life, needs and hopes. They should be able to plan and decide their learning themes and issues according to their needs and realities, which is to say according to their contextual conditions. 
So in a way contextual conditions “dictate” the themes and at the same time “condition” the themes for analysis,  discussion and research .In this process  the passing  from “silent-voting objects” to “participative subjects “ is a pre-condition for the development of a democratic society with rights to all and duties to accomplish. 

So the participative component of the Peace learning process is also a practice of freedom itself, and a praxis where reflection and action occur .

          This process initiated as a participative one through dialogical communication.

( See  figure  5 – position  1 below )  implies the ability to detach oneself from reality and look at it critically – codification - . This process is to be followed by decodification  –  the ability to envision possible futures, possible strategies for social change - The ability to think about one’s situation with an eye on social change is crucial for Peace Education. 

          Therefore Peace Education by applying processes of codification and decodification in its methodology comes to be a training for critical thinking itself. 

Man has the capacity to look at reality critically through a process of detachment for which man is endowed. If we adapted this to Peace Education we would say that it is a  challenge to the human being to recognize and analyze the causes of discord, the conditions of personal and structural violence and  to search for possibilities to bring about change . There is no use if we try to relate the issue of peace to the experience of people unless it is preceded by an effort to build certain tools which will enable them to lead a critical process for understanding and creating alternatives, which means reinstall hope in societies.

          The  Peace learning process creates a space for meeting, for talking about common issues and problems as well as challenging  the actors in this process to find new ideas tackling borders by confronting solutions for their  individual and collective hopes-needs- dreams?.

The practice of dialogic communication and participatory decision envolves a collective democratic process. And this is one of the main goals in Peace Education.

ON    CONTENT    AND    FORM    in    PEACE   EDUCATION 

       As it has been discussed here Peace education is not just concerned about different concepts on Peace and what you teach but also bout how you teach and the contextual conditions within which you teach. In fact there is a desirable unity between the content, the form and the context where the learning process takes place. 

       If  Peace Education is the pedagogy that has to deal with the goal of change in order to set up an education that does not reproduce the system but envisions social transformation, it is evident that content and form are linked components of its substance where changes have to be made. At the same time they would produce changes in the contextual conditions due to their dialectical dynamics. 

       Hence it is highly possible that Peace Education might improve the reality through its practices as an alternative pedagogy .A conceptual view that is based on the Critic Pedagogy understanding of knowledge as a social product - legitimated and distributed – that expresses particular interests and values -   is never “objective” per nature. So the role of practices is fundamental in feeding theories and building new actions where these theories can be contrasted and re-built. 

        According to this assumption educators would be forced to confront the relation between knowledge, power and control and include transformative action in their practices. These pedagogical practices should offer procedures for reflexive consciousness raising and demystification of the officially handed down discourse. Figure 5 depicted in the former chapter on Form shows how this process occurs.

        Many times contents are selected and presented as an abstract structure with obscure concepts with poor contact with daily life and close problems. A structure with its own codes for selected chosen people - the only ones able to decodify the meanings for others – who depend on that “decodification experts” in order to understand “the world “, the society, the reality . . . no matter if it is close or far.

         Peace Education contents will not start from abstract categories but from people’s needs, captured in their own expressions. The traditional concept of content as a summing of different themes is replaced by the analysis of micro reality, the selection of problems, connections with the macro and the emerged dialogue among them. So in the learning process students deepen into roots and causes and share ideas on possible solutions in a dynamic exercise of “crossing borders”.

Gender, class, ethnic, religious, social-economic and cultural differences will flow through dialogue, will be part of the discussed problems - and at the same time part of the solutions  .

          According to this process to know is not to accumulate knowledge, information or data regarding certain themes or problems only. 

          To know implies everyday knowledge, taking care of small things and thinking the local and the global in a linked understanding so that the outer world will be part of  everyday life as well .( See Relatioships between the Micro and the Macro ). There is no division within instructive significance and everyday educative significance. It is the everyday knowledge of the social group that incorporates individual and collective “learnings and understandings “. And while people incorporate knowledge through dialogue other meanings are incorporated such as “how we know”, “how we produce knowledge” and “how society uses knowledge”. To know is also changing attitudes, learning to think critically, establishing relationships and creating links. 

          This learning process would depart from collective discussions on significative themes for the people, would continue searching solutions to close problems with a reference to macro structures, use existing practices as useful background and try to shape solutions as a reflective social construction - the praxis -. 

          The links within Form and Content are evident .The way dialogue is created and themes are selected builds a particular dynamic that feeds and enriches both. Hence Peace learning acquire a particular significance itself as a dimension of transformative tool for change to all the actors of this process not only in their  own “insides” but also  for their potential  “outside “ actions  - in the closer and far realities.  

Content  becomes  form ,  in a way form is the content . And both - acting as agents for change - have the powerful chance - the challenge - to transform contextual conditions.

ON CONTEXTUAL CONDITIONS 

            Important assumptions underlying peace education initiatives need to be discussed critically in light of the realization that the whats, hows and whys of peace learning are all problematic in that there is no absolute answer to be found without  reference to the contexts in which learners live their lives and how these contexts relate to the outside world. The experience of living provides the learner with the possibility of ”reading the world” so that they can 1) observe and diagnose violence (physical, structural, cultural) in their own context and its external relations to other contexts, 2) to search for root causes of such violence, both internal to (including the self) and external to their own context, 3) to formulate visions of non-violent alternative futures, 4) to reflect upon appropriate means of change and 5) to act with skill towards the creation of new peace processes and buildings. Let these five components serve as an informal guide on how a peace education process directs learners from an initial point of observation and diagnosis of violence towards practical actions in order to transform that reality to peace and non-violence. 

          Important contextual conditions for peace education comprise the types and levels of violence manifested in the context and how that violence is caused by both micro and macro forces as explained in the time – space diagram. Contextual conditions also relate to the possibilities present for transcendence of violence involving the development of desirable visions of the future and possibilities for action, for transforming present violence to non-violent futures. Contextual conditions are therefore both internal and external to the context. In reference to the above discussion about the relationships between micro and macro, contextual conditions may be seen as both internal and external at the same time. 

          This reflects a main idea in Bourdieu’s theory: The habitus of the human being and objective and material structures in the larger society seek harmony. This means that the lifestyle and personality of each human being has been influenced by the outside world at the same time as the human being is challenged to transform the outside world to fit cultural preferences. This force towards harmony between cultural expressions or lifestyles and the outside world makes changes in both habitus and the outside world possible. 

          Contextual conditions relate to micro as well as macro realities. Such realities can be described in terms of social, political, cultural and economic aspects and how these relate to each other. Understanding contextual conditions therefore involves nothing less than understanding both micros and macros and their relations. This means to begin to develop an understanding of the relationships between close and distant realities and how different forms of violence at different levels interact in space and time. To develop a conception of this is a requirement for finding effective spaces for new interactions in the peace process.

          A highly relevant part of contextual conditions would be the educational policies selected by the authorities. The formal education system in most countries is characterized by division of knowledge into specific subjects, teachers with specific competencies in these subjects, the grouping of students into classes and the division of time into periods and breaks. These basic characteristics / - others could be added such as evaluation procedures and discipline codes -   are important structural components, which allow for certain types of initiatives for introducing peace education into the curriculum and exclude other types. Thus, curriculum preferences may make it possible to change the content of a specific subject in such a way that it would deal more with peace issues. Such change in the content might not have any significance for the other components such as the methods employed, the division of knowledge into subjects and the division of time into periods and breaks. 

         If, however, the form of education is regarded as a problem, as well as the way knowledge has been divided into subjects, the peace educator runs into other problems of a structural nature, i.e. the peace education project might contradict the basic characteristics of the structure in which it is introduced. If, for instance, a peace education project is based on the principles of problem orientation and participatory decision-making it could not, without problems, be introduced into a school system which rigidly practices the division into subjects, classes and periods.

         It would be extremely difficult to realize problem-oriented and participatory education through a prescribed plan for a subject, carried out by a teacher in a rigidly structured classroom situation with thirty students, in periods of 45 minutes each. Apart from the rigidity imposed by these three components (subject, class, time), the greatest barrier for peace education projects might be the rules laid down in educational systems concerning evaluation of the students, through which students are sorted into categories according to their achievement in school subjects focusing on what is known but not on what is not known. 

       Through this discussion about contextual conditions with examples from the structure of the formal school system it should be clear that a peace education project might be in harmony or disharmony with it. Therefore, it is possible that so many disharmonies exist that the structure itself must be changed before peace education can be introduced. 

       The question then arises whether the structure can be changed through changes in form and content, or whether this is impossible until changes are brought about in the contextual conditions in society, which has produced the educational structure. 

ON CONTENT, FORM AND CONTEXTUAL CONDITIONS 
       The analysis on how structure can be changed through form and content or whether  structure can be transformed after changes if contextual conditions occur lead the discussion to which is the appropriate  scenario for this process. 

That is to say a scenario to develop Peace Education in desirable conditions. Conditions that would privilege dialogical form, would allow discussion on contents by all the actors engaged in the learning process and would build critical thinking. While at the same time actors develop practices on reality by operative and practical actions. .

       This scenario is without any doubt that of Democracy - at micro and macro level - where guarantees for freedom of thinking and action help the start of transformative processes at individual and collective level. Therefore a question arises immediately on what is the substance of Democracy related to Peace Education. 

       Let’s discuss it in a macro framework first.  A democratic scenario for transformation means a scenario where a “civilizing process “ can be developed in contradiction to the “uncivilising process “ characterized today by the erosion of legitimacy of political authority combined with the impact of globalization and the emergence of powerful transnational economic forces . This kind of scenario originates an explosive combination in the creation of structural and cultural violence with linked consequences on direct violence. Contextual conditions do not help Peace learning - content and form reflect this non-peaceful environment - and the emerged interactions probably create a new spiral of violence.

        The key to build a democratic peace - that is to say desirable contextual conditions for Peace learning - is to break through the vicious cycle of violence and to reconstruct relations based on dialogue, agreed rules and mutual understanding. Ending violence is very difficult without democratization of structures and it is a huge challenge for Peace Education to consider that isolated changes on content and form within certain contextual conditions would provoke transformation itself.

       Many times democratic contextual conditions are not present and change happens all the same. Certainly it was not in the space of the formal system – that reproduces goals, subjectivities and policies of the macro political structure – but in the diverse spaces of the non formal and informal learning settings. Having in mind Peace Education goals, non formal and informal agendas go across almost every issue showing a tension between explicit and hidden sides and enriching the possibilities of learning and developing concepts / practical skills in “real life situations”, which means learning in the broadest sense of the word. The search of a harmonic interaction within formal, non formal and informal education is one of the most difficult challenges for education and certainly an issue that must be considered very seriously in the field of Peace Education. A pedagogic attempt to explore, analyse, study and search possibilities to solve this complicated link related to our field is a contemporary debt that needs to be accomplished. 

       Non formal and informal learning challenge structures by bringing opportunities for skipping the “rules” of non democratic formal systems and allowing to build peace and non violent learning as ways of resistance through creativity and imagination .These learnings will confront non democratic - hard realities by developing liberatory strategies rooted in social and collective experiences and actions.

       Non formal and informal education bring alternative spaces for Peace learning when a specific context created by structures do not allow the development of free and critical thinking through constructive autonomous procedures . The process of learning and exchanging knowledge as a social practice is one of the most important means non formal  and informal education offer to Peace Education . And the potential of its strength was challenged many times under non democratic contexts resulting in transformative social learnings. Social practices and learnings created in this process operate as a tool for resistance in  those contextual conditions where education is manipulated denying  critical thinking , emancipation and freedom  

       Peace Education in non formal contexts considered as a strategy and a tool for resistance departs from the assumption that  a) Education is a social production and not merely knowledge transmission b) Education for freedom is a precondition to a democratic life  - meaning a life with autonomy, sovereignty and real decision making power in daily life – c) Education implies refusal of authoritarianism, manipulation, hierarchical relationship and exacerbation of power control  ideology  from  specific individuals / groups over others. 

       Resistance is the path and the way to intend transformation in violent contexts where those conditions do not allow change or actions towards change. The Nobel Peace Prize Laureate Adolfo Perez Esquivel described the concept of resistance as a “state of consciousness“
 that strengthen the work in difficult contextual conditions where violence prevails. A state of consciousness that leads to active participation within close or far realities creating new social conditions through practices.

        When contextual conditions block positive changes in society, collective and individual resistance operates as a motto that feeds actions and works as a strategic tool   towards transformation. Departing from difficult -many times violent - “presents “dreams and visions on diverse “futures” help to lead concrete transformative actions onto reality and pave the way to liberation. Isn’t this a  practical peace learning?

       Resistance is also a collective strategy for being seen and heard in circumstances when the context is not interested or does not allow certain people/groups/problems to be seen or discussed at social or political levels. 

       Resistance has been the path, as well, that led many countries to freedom and democracy like South Africa and most of the present Latin American republics.

       Latin-American contextual conditions along the “wave” of dictatorships 1960 - 1985 is a model sample of how non - formal education assumes Peace learning when the formal system turns back. During this period the Rule of Law disappeared; civil, political and social freedoms did not exist. Peoples from almost all countries of the continent - Brazil, Paraguay, Chile, Argentina, Uruguay, Bolivia, Peru - lived under the horror of being kidnapped, murdered or tortured due to their beliefs, their hopes or their dreams for justice and social change. In Central America and Colombia the same period was characterized by “open war” within national parties. The whole region was opposite to a desirable scenario where contextual conditions would produce transformation and change. The formal system - functional to the macro political structure turned schools, universities, colleges and teachers into reproductive tools of the dominant ideology. 

      But change occurs . . . People understood those contextual conditions as a challenge and not as a defeat . People reacted against “domestication “of their lives by “others” in a certain space and time - the place where they live and the time where they live - They reacted to contextual conditions where the future is manipulated in a predetermined way. The future is something inexorable - something that will necessarily occur but decided by “others”. In refusing the domestication of time and space the importance of the role of subjectivity in history was recognized. Therefore challenges for change broke fixed a-priori concepts of possible “defeats”, and visions of hope and non violent contexts prevailed. 

Inexorable futures handled by obscure forces were transformed into desirable futures towards which society struggles.
 Isn’t this a peace learning lesson?

     On this assumption non formal and informal education settings brought the spaces where non violent and peace actions at micro level could work as alternatives. Those alternatives were built in “non domesticated places and times” confronting hard macro contextual conditions in a devastating struggle for autonomy, freedom and democracy. 

A true  struggle for Peace against structural and cultural violence.

Along with this process social movements, civil organizations and individuals develop resistance, non-violent forms in communication and action. These forms reach other people´s minds and souls and society / individuals shape collective visions for change that  with time will become  realities and not merely utopian “futures “

Resistance works and it is a peace learning process interesting to study and research in other contextual conditions different to those exemplified here by the Latin American case.

     After dictatorships the process of democratization works out as an educative path in which the transformation of contextual conditions - due to the passing from dictatorships to democracies - brings changes in the ways of thinking, acting and reconstructing the reality. This process is a good example of how context interacted with content and form in terms of transformation. Internal and external conditions flowed from the democratization process breaking pre-existent structures and “liberating” people at individual and collective level. Therefore these internal and external “new “contextual conditions strengthen processes of economical and social change.
      Formal systems and Peace Education have to take good note of this kind of processes as educative and transformative strategies for their own disciplinary fields.

      Working on micro or macro level the centre piece of any peace strategy has to be the restoration of trust and confidence in ourselves and towards others. It has to counteract  fear and hate with a strategy of hearts and minds .Contextual conditions have very much to do with this. It should be stressed, however, that any such strategy is very difficult and likely to be of long duration.  Education and Peace Education is a long term process whose goals will be accomplished in realities sometimes rather far from the departing point. 

     Therefore if we think education as a continuum of practices in reflection and action producing daily-life praxis and building knowledge by ourselves and with the others, it does not matter when we achieve the prescribed goals  What matters is the process itself and the significance of its path . What matters indeed is the development of critical thinking, the analysis and discussion of problems, and how new alternatives are created in a democratic process. At the same time the dynamics of the process itself provokes changes in contextual conditions .

     The transformative condition in the substance of Peace Education has moved from a potential to a real-world status setting, changing and creating new ways of thinking  and acting. 

Peace Education is a tool for transforming internal - external contextual conditions and building - at the same time - a liberatory and creative process in both dimensions.

PEACE EDUCATION AS A TRANSFORMATIVE SOCIAL PROCESS IN DEMOCRACY   

     We have noted that Peace Education in a democratic social system would develop successful processes which would bring it to a state which is to be attained and maintained.  Democracy and Peace Education as a whole learning participatory process takes place at both social and individual levels. Democracy is not confined only to the way the state exercises its power and to citizens' participation. It is also the way people communicate with each other in the family, at school, within association groups, as well as religious or ethnic communities and society as a whole Early socialization through family interaction and local educational policies promoting active dialogue and participation creates a democratic atmosphere for a transformative process in education .The correct application of the representative democratic systems and the participatory democracy model as well as the strategies of participatory budgeting in the development of public policies open spaces to reflect on new perspectives of the concept of Peace Education related to Democracy and its capacity to build transformation at social and political levels working at individual and social grounds.

Peace Education has to identify appropriate teaching - learning activities, new contents and transformative strategies for the settlement of peace learning pedagogies coming from political and social praxis as well as new tools and form developed in non formal practices. 

With this picture in mind Peace Education is a suitable field for discussing and selecting, in a dynamic way, a whole kit of contents to develop alternatives for transforming violence and conflictive situations. It is - as well - the field for practising dialogue as basic form of communication .Dialogical democratic form as peace learning praxis. 

Peace Education – like true democracy - has an inclusive view of who in the community should be involved in the decision-making process. Room is made for every person’s input and interaction. Participation is not mandatory but expected and provided for. Responsibility then lies with the individual to take advantage of a political peaceful process designed to make participation by the ordinary citizen as easy as possible. 

Assuming education as practice for freedom the concepts of Democracy and Peace Education appear complementary in the sense that they work in a dynamic synergy facing the risk – and the challenge - of crossing borders “for reading the world “ - the micro and macro worlds - more completely . Inviting social actors – the whole population – in different spaces of formal and non formal education to reflect and act over structural and cultural violence. 

Borders are always surrounding us.  Academics and educators who occupy very narrow borders do not realize that they also have the capacity to capture and block our minds for better understanding.  Many times borders work as mechanisms of structural and cultural violence at macro level and micro contextual experience. (See figure 1) 

We assume here Peace Education as a learning process that would allow to link interactions crossing borders towards direct and structural violence as well as cultural confrontation or misunderstandings. According to this assumption the practise of dialogue and participation in democratic structures work as strategic tools for change, transformation and more justice.

  Hence the generation of conditions for Peace Education, in other words, the building of this capacity in the social system, is the primary task of democratic public policies related to the educational field. This might be a main issue in the agenda of democratic governments since it aims to identify the conditions to be attained and proposes criteria of evaluation that will assist in the preparation of a plan for action and follow-up for the creation and strengthening of Peace Education programs in the formal system and non formal policies.  

    In such terms, Peace Education and Peace Learning ceases to be a theoretical dissertation of a vague purpose, and it acquires the dimension of an action plan, with the possibility that goals can be defined by it, results evaluated by qualitative methods and status constantly monitored, so that the alarm bells will ring when the condition in which it takes place is not secured.
   Based on the lessons learned particularly from African and Latin American contexts, it is assumed that democratic social systems have the conditions to make their purposes viable as a whole and in each particular project. The process is part of an objective and contributes to it, if there are individuals or organizations with the capacity to influence society as a whole, if the strategic actors use their capacities positively, if individuals take part in the various stages of the process and if the process has a positive effect on the transformation and change of society.

In sum., to develop Peace Education as a transformative process in Democracy certain requirements must be met:

· The construction of a collective vision of non violent and transformative development which reflects some collective purpose to be achieved and which stimulates a large rank of social actors.

· The recognition of individual or collective leadership with the capacity to call upon the commitments of society to the promoted educational process.

· The development of constructive relations between actors committed to the process. The importance of the identification of the actors, their roles and their potential contributions presupposes a precise definition of how the public and private national and sub-national factors of power interact, the obtaining of consensus, legitimacy and leadership.

· The building of institutional capacity to ensure that the public policy required by a Peace Education process – formal and non formal – is effective. This aims to deepen discussion of the instruments of administrative efficiency, transparency in public administration, innovative practices and financial sustainability of experiences.

· Civic participation in the various steps of the Peace Education planning and on going process. With due regard to the importance of democratic governance, it will be necessary to define its scope and especially its status as a tool. There need to be definitions and discussions of the risks of applying it, the way in which those risks can be faced and its limitations.

· The obtaining of results through indicators which reflect transformation towards non violent conditions, collective learnings and changes within societies where the process of Peace Education and peace learnings take place. 
The notion of building and practicing peace learning in democratic environments entails the notion of a democratic citizenship where social actors are responsible and able to participate, choose their representatives and monitor their performance. These are not only political but also peace learning pedagogical practices. The construction of  democratic citizen implies the construction  as well of a pedagogic subject committed to non violent practices and peaceful means ready to interact with others and with the close / far reality. And this process of construction of the democratic pedagogic subject – individual or collective - is not only a process of cultural nurturing, but it also involves principles of pedagogic and democratic socialization where Peace Education has a vital role to accomplish. 

How the constitution of this pedagogical democratic subject is related to peace learning processes?
How the content, form and contextual conditions - on which this process occurs affect the constitution of a peaceful democratic subject open to transformation, solidarity and  change by non-violent means ? 

This is the dilemma of the present world and present time.  Here and Now. 

And this is the main question we have tried to discuss and reflect on in this chapter.

Conclusion 
This Chapter has intended to explore the substance of Peace Education and its nature as it is essentially political in the sense that it calls for the analysis of power and authority within the structures and processes. In other words, Peace Education and the praxis and learning that it entails is a challenge across genders, generations and cultures and as an important part of life-long leaning. Peace Education - Peace Learning - takes place in informal, non formal and formal settings. It involves cultural action for peace and this organic set of actions helps shape the way in which peace is defined and generated in different contexts. 

Even in those situations where conflict is not evidently present, the dynamics and interaction generated from living together in harmony is a lesson we have to underline and learn as a wise Peace Education praxis. It is therefore evident that we need peace-minded leadership and vision, but such leadership can only be effective and sustainable if public opinion supports and actively promotes the visions and strategies that make peace real and nearer. This requires that we look at the transformation of conflicts through peaceful means. This in turn, requires a dialogically oriented praxis, and a peace learning approach by all actors directly involved in the transformation as well as actors who are marginal to the epicentres of direct violence. 
Peace education should help build visions of peaceful futures in a world in which diversity and plurality can be celebrated without fear and threat. These visions need to be realistic enough so that it is possible to find the road map to the vision and as that road may be long or short it would have certain milestones along the way for verifying that the direction is correct. But as we have pointed out no diagnosis, no vision and no road map would be sufficient if all of this reflection is not combined with action founded on a conception of the knowledge that we have summed up in the concept of praxis. Without the realization of this combination of reflection and action it is believed that peace education would end up in either verbalism or activism. 
The main goal of this chapter is to demonstrate how Peace Education can contribute to the process of change at micro and macro level by developing critical thinking, dialogue across borders, social attitudes favoring voluntary restraints on the use of force, settlement of disputes without resorting to direct violence, acceptance of the rule of law and multicultural understanding. 
The challenge to peace education is not to adapt to contextual conditions that contribute to violence but to develop knowledge supporting alternatives to violence whether that happens in formal, informal or non-formal education. A state may leave few options for the selection of both content and form in peace education in the formal education system. A state may chose to control the non-formal sector. But so far no state has been able to control informal education in the everyday life of family and friends. And under the most violent conditions the power of the people have been effective in the struggle for their rights and envisioned world of hope and justice. The knowledge, processes, strategies and mechanisms through which this struggle towards a more desirable world finds its form and the transformative consequences of actions taken – praxis – is the main content of Peace Education in the present world.
This chapter has intended to demonstrate that an alternative peaceful future is defined not only as the absence of open hostilities or negative peace but as the presence of peacemaking processes and contextual conditions likely to ensure a durable, just and positive peace. It implies a state of wellbeing, a dynamic social process in which justice, equity and respect for basic human rights are maximized and violence, both physical and structural is minimized.

Peace education will not achieve the changes necessary for peace. Rather, it prepares learners to achieve the changes. It aims at developing awareness of social and political responsibilities, guiding and challenging people to develop their own learning from  individual and collective actions . It encourages them to explore possibilities for their own contribution to resolving the problems and achieving better conditions for living their lives by themselves and with others.

The approach to peace education in this chapter has emphasized a critical dimension, questioning existing structures, power, norms and educational values. While we were aware of the limitations of peace education we have seen that it arouses hope by demonstrating that people are capable of acquiring the required skills and by illuminating creative learning moments. 
Peace Education can definitively help to provide the requisite inspiration and direction to move beyond a culture of violence to envisioning and working toward a better world for all. 
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