
Over the past several decades of political,
economic, social and cultural changes
and developments throughout the
world, the idea of education for
i n t e rnational understanding (EIU) has
evolved through the work of
innumerable educators, re s e a rc h e r s ,
institutions and organizations.  Ini-
tially, the focus in school and tertiary

p rograms tended to emphasize the need
to increase the level of knowledge about

other nations, societies and cultures  as a
key means to promote better, more “peaceful”

i n t e rnational (economic and political) and inter-
cultural relations.  Especially in universities of the
“North,” area studies of diff e rent regions and
countries expanded and found their way into
school-based curricula.  In part, EIU  was deemed
important and helpful in the development of
human re s o u rces needed to implement foreign aid
p rograms.  It was also a response to the incre a s e d
i n t e rnationalization of campuses due to the gro w i n g
numbers of foreign/overseas students.

By the 60s, however, a variety of social and
political forces and movements were beginning to

impact on this earlier focus of EIU.  First, it was no
longer viewed  only in terms of understanding the
relations between “nations” or  “societies” acro s s
political and economic boundaries.  EIU would
need also to look closely at  local and intern a l
issues, and at problems of one’s own society that
might significantly influence the direction and
n a t u re of international relations.  Furtherm o re ,
conceptual perspectives on EIU began to reflect  a
spectrum of frameworks of understanding and
analysis, from “conservative” and “liberal” to more
“critical” paradigms.  Underpinning the critical
a p p roaches was a questioning of the power
inequities characterizing the international order of
nation-states, and the need to overcome such gaps
if the original vision of “world peace” was to be
fulfilled.  Third, the evolving theory and practice of
EIU took on a host of societal, international and
i n c reasingly  global issues deemed urgent at all
levels of life.  

One major exemplar was, of course, the peace—
or more accurately, disarmament—movements that
g rew in protest against the atomic bombings of
H i roshima and Nagasaki, and then against the
C o l d - Wa r- i n s p i red nuclear arms race.  In re c e n t
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decades, disarmament education has also emphasized the
need to abolish the conventional weaponry that fuels so
many armed conflicts worldwide.  Similarly, following the
p roclamation of the “Universal Declaration of Human
Rights,” many institutions, NGOs and individuals have
p romoted education for human rights as a necessary and
vital dimension of EIU.  Also emerging in the 60s was the
movement field called “development education,” which
challenged the mainstream idea of development as
m o d e rnization, and criticized the unjust economic ord e r
underpinning world hunger and other symptoms of
poverty and marginalization.  This was followed thro u g h o u t
the 70s by a heightened concern over enviro n m e n t a l
destruction.  Education for environmental care there f o re
began to enter school programs and the wider arena of
n o n - f o rmal citizenship education.  A last-but-not-least
exemplar of  the changing notion of EIU found its roots in
the growth of multicultural  societies (especially in the
North) due to international migration.  Thus multicultural
education within such nations also came to be re c o g n i z e d
as consistent with the idea of EIU.  The considerable
diversity of cultures from all parts of the world within a
society was re p resented, in effect, by the “world” within
institutions, including classrooms and workplaces.    

Besides the contributions of both formal and non-form a l
educational institutions and civil society agencies to the
p romotion of EIU in its evolving forms, the work of
i n t e rnational agencies and organizations also has been
influential.  For this, within the United Nations family
UNESCO’s role has been vital.  Since the historic 1974
“Recommendation concerning Education for Intern a t i o n a l
Understanding, Cooperation and Peace and Education
relating to Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms” was
adopted at its 18th session, UNESCO has expanded and
intensified its efforts to harness education in the service of
world peace.  Through its numerous disciplinary and inter-
disciplinary programs and projects, UNESCO has also
facilitated and catalyzed the work of educational agencies
and educators at all levels of society across such inter-
related fields and movements as peace education, human
rights education, development education, inter- c u l t u r a l
education, anti-racist education, non-sexist education,
education for tolerance, environmental education,
d i s a rmament education, global education, values education,
media literacy, citizenship education, education for
democracy and international education.  These inter- re l a t e d
fields and movements highlight and aff i rm the idea that EIU
is necessarily multi-dimensional and holistic.

Two decades after the 1974 “Recommendation,” these
multiple strands of EIU and their inter-connectedness are
again highlighted and further elaborated in the “Declaration
and Integrated Framework of Action on Education for
Peace, Human Rights and Democracy,” endorsed by the
General Conference of UNESCO at its 28th session in
November 1995.  Such a strong global consensus on the

essential and urgent role of education in gro u n d i n g
individuals, communities, nations and the world on the
principles of peace, human rights and democracy would
not, of course, have been feasible without the parallel
e fforts of innumerable other agencies, organizations and
movements.  The growing momentum worldwide among
peoples and communities to assert a strong and legitimate
role for civil society in building a nonviolent, just and
sustainable national and global order is undoubtedly one of
the inspiring legacies of this violent and conflict-ridden
century.  UNESCO’s role in promoting a culture of peace
t h rough its trans-disciplinary program has also pro v i d e d
vital opportunities for countries, organizations and
individuals to share knowledge and experiences related to
educating for and building a peaceful, sustainable and
equitable world.  This role has been aff i rmed through the
United Nations’ Declaration of the year 2000 as the
I n t e rnational Year for the Culture of Peace, and 2001-2010
as the International Decade for a Culture of Peace and Non-
Violence for the Children of the World.  The Associated
Schools Program of UNESCO has also expanded youth
participation in the multiple dimensions of education for
i n t e rnational understanding worldwide.

In sum, it is most meaningful to conceive of EIU as an
educational movement and nonviolent force for the
building of a culture of peace in all spheres of life, fro m
local and national to international and global levels.  EIU
must foster values, awareness, knowledge and skills
enabling all peoples, communities, institutions, nations and
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dominant paraigms of development, and the consequences
of globalization policies in trade (e.g. WTO), investments
(e.g. transnational corporations) and financial flows (e.g.
debt crisis).   Under a culture of peace, learners are
e m p o w e red to participate in social projects and activities
(e.g. UNESCO Associated Schools; school-NGO linkages;
lobbying Government and official/private agencies) that
help to build people-centred development in the South and
equitable  North-South relationships. 

T h i rdly, EIU for a culture of peace must continue to meet
the enormous challenge to  promote and respect human
rights as embodied in the “Universal Declaration” and
successive covenants, conventions and charters.  Standing
against the entrenched power structures of state, private
i n t e rests, socio-cultural systems and global agencies, which
continue to trample human rights and dignity, brave and
dedicated human rights campaigners must educate and
mobilize citizens and institutions to resist such violations
and to advocate basic rights in all spheres and at all levels
of life. The many campaigns to protect the human rights of
specific sectors (e.g. women, children, indigenous peoples)
bear witness to the ongoing  courageous struggles to
universalize human rights as part of the culture of  peace.
Worldwide, human rights education is expanding in form a l
institutions and nonformal sectors.  In addition, however, if
l e a rners are to be motivated to promote human rights and
responsibilities, then their educational institutions need to
reflect consistency in upholding the human rights of
students, teachers and other stakeholders (e.g. school
discipline and codes of conduct, and administrator- t e a c h e r-
l e a rn e r- p a rents re l a t i o n s h i p s ) .

Living in non-violence with planet Earth is also a vital
theme of EIU to build a culture of peace. As indigenous
wisdom teaches us, we need to live in ways that care for
the “seven generations.” Unless human beings relate to the
natural environment with an ethic of inter- g e n e r a t i o n a l
responsibility,  future generations will not be  able to
survive. Even before the Rio Conference on Enviro n m e n t
and Development, the impact of  the enviro n m e n t a l
movement on individual citizens, institutions and
g o v e rnments was clearly noticeable. Citizens in virtually all
regions and countries have been empowered to speak out
and act to live in peace with Mother Earth, by following
m o re sustainable lifestyles and lobbying governments and

business to change practices that cause enviro n m e n t a l
destruction and unsustainable development. This
recognition of the scale of the ecological crisis facing
humanity and our  planet  has in turn catalyzed the
integration of environmental awareness and action into
school curricula and community education. However, while

the call to practice the “3 Rs” (recycle, reuse and reduce) is
by now a familiar theme in environmental education
p rograms, the deep roots of the crisis need to be addre s s e d .
This means meeting the urgent challenge to  overc o m e
excessive consumption and shifting from “quantity of life” to
a “quality of life paradigm.” As well, the world economic
o rder must be transformed to reflect green justice between
North and South.

A further theme in a peace-oriented EIU  focuses on the
age-old and continuing conflicts between peoples of
d i ff e rent cultures and  ethnic/racial identities. These not
only cause tensions in societies, but increasingly  lead to
tragic violence, ethnic cleansing, genocide or war.  Often,
competition for re s o u rces and territories and demands for
re d ress of historical injustice are the underlying causes of
such conflicts, rather than cultural diff e rences per se. The
dominant modernization paradigm further marg i n a l i z e s
indigenous  and aboriginal peoples, who are portrayed as
standing in the way of growth and pro g ress (e.g. mining,
logging, agribusiness). Through critical dialogue and
collaborative activities, conflicting or divided cultural/
ethnic/racial groups, communities and nations are able to
understand the root causes of their divisions, to cultivate
respect of each other’s beliefs and traditions, and to seek
reconciliation and healing of diff e rences.  It should be
emphasized that intercultural peace must go beyond
s u p e rficial celebration of  diff e rences or diversity, and be
built upon principles of social justice, respect for all races,
and  human rights.  
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movements  to join in hand, heart and spirit to move
t o w a rds a nonviolent, just, compassionate and sustainable
world.  It is clear that we have become entrenched in
multiple realities  and forms of violence, and the challenge
for the next century and indeed millenium is how we can
move—individually and collectively—from a culture of
violence to a culture of peace. 

In its historic declaration of the International Year for a
C u l t u re of Peace,  the United Nations is not only re m i n d i n g
the world community of the scourge of war, the continuing
nuclear threat and other manifestations of direct physical
violence.  We are also being called to acknowledge and to
o v e rcome violence in all its physical and non-physical
f o rms and levels.  As UNESCO has emphasized in its
pioneering transdisciplinary programme  established in
1992,  

a culture of peace  is a growing body of shared values, attitudes, behaviors

and ways of life based on non-violence and respect for fundamental rights and

f reedoms, on understanding, tolerance and solidarity, on the sharing and fre e

flow of information and on the full participation and empowerment of

women. While it does not deny the conflicts that arise from diversity, it

demands non-violent solutions and promotes the transformation of violent

competition into co-operation for shared goals. It is both a vision and a

p rocess, a vast project, multi-dimensional and global, which is linked to the

development of positive alternatives to the functions previously served by war

and militarism. 

Besides the numerous UNESCO-initiated conferences and
forums, and the efforts by some governments to implement
National Culture of Peace programs, a recent inspiring
demonstration of how the culture of peace is being woven
slowly but surely, throughout the world, occurred at the
Hague Appeal for Peace in May 1999.   At this historic
event, more than 8,000 persons re p resenting gro u p s ,
movements, communities, institutions and agencies,
including the UN Secretary-General, several Nobel Peace
l a u reates, and NGOs  from every sector of  advocacy,
s h a red ideas, strategies, lessons, hopes and dreams for
building a more peaceful, just, sustainable and
compassionate world.  Building a culture of peace, as
reflected in  these ever-expanding circles of  transform a t i o n ,
is like weaving a tapestry from multiple threads or
d i m e n s i o n s .

Clearly, one major theme in building a culture of peace
lies in the dismantling of a culture of war. Continuing work
is needed to abolish nuclear weapons, despite some steps
f o r w a rd in the post-Cold War era.  Much more must be

done to promote negotiated nonviolent resolutions of the
i n c reasing numbers of internal armed conflicts, albeit the
fragility shown by several peace accords illustrates the
challenges we face in building sustainable peace. Equally
essential are campaigns to abolish the arms trade, which
fuels the engines of war, diverting scarce national re s o u rc e s
into weapons instead of applying them to meet basic
human needs. On the positive side, the historic tre a t y
banning land mines has crystallized the efforts of ord i n a r y
citizens in cooperation with state agencies to enhance the
safety of  innumerable peoples worldwide.

The culture of war in “micro” spheres of life also must be
o v e rcome:   domestic violence, gun proliferation, media
violence, violent video games and war toys. In response to
a deepening culture of violence within school communities,
many  programs have emerged to build values, skills and
practices of conflict resolution and nonviolence, such as “no
war toys” campaigns, peer mediation and pare n t - s c h o o l
collaboration in building safe and caring schools and
homes.  Furtherm o re, programs in critical literacy are
needed to help learners use the media and the intern e t
wisely, rejecting sites and attitudes of violence. 

EIU toward a culture of peace also must focus stro n g l y
on abolishing the root causes of structural violence,
w h e reby unjust social and economic systems deny some
members of society—indeed, the majority of the world’s
population—their basic needs. As pointed out by
development NGOs in the North and the intern a t i o n a l
context, along with grassroots movements in the South, the
dominant modernization paradigm of development has
o v e r-emphasized economic growth policies that larg e l y
benefit North and South elites and the industrialized world,
while marginalizing rural and urban poor majorities. In
recent years, structural injustices have been aggravated by
the forces of globalization and liberalization, controlled by
the powerful nation-states, transnational corporations and
i n t e rnational agencies and regimes.  A true culture of peace
p romotes local, national and international policies based on
social justice and a more equitable world (e.g.the Jubilee
campaign for debt cancellation, fair trade, simpler lifestyles,
corporate responsibility and accountability, people-centre d
aid).  It integrates into the school curriculum, issues and
p roblems of  hunger, poverty, rich-poor inequalities within
countries and between North and South,  the
m a rginalization of women and indigenous peoples in
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recent years, structural injustices have been aggravated by
the forces of globalization and liberalization, controlled by
the powerful nation-states, transnational corporations and
i n t e rnational agencies and regimes.  A true culture of peace
p romotes local, national and international policies based on
social justice and a more equitable world (e.g.the Jubilee
campaign for debt cancellation, fair trade, simpler lifestyles,
corporate responsibility and accountability, people-centre d
aid).  It integrates into the school curriculum, issues and
p roblems of  hunger, poverty, rich-poor inequalities within
countries and between North and South,  the
m a rginalization of women and indigenous peoples in
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he voice of the emcee sang out, announcing
the opening of the “Teacher Tr a i n i n g
Workshop on Education for Intern a t i o n a l

Understanding in the Asia-Pacific Region,” in Ichon,
K o rea on the morning of July 10, 2001.  Amid the
messages and congratulatory remarks, the 30
delegates from 17 countries were introduced.  “We
have 19 international participants from 14 countries
and 11 local participants.  Will each participant
please stand briefly as your country and your name
a re announced. M s . Giovannina Lina fro m
A u s t r a l i a . . . M r. Lhendup Dukpa from Bhutan...Ms.
Saule Isavekova from Kazakhstan...” T h e re was
enthusiastic applause as each delegate stood and
g reeted the gathering.  But the name of the
Kazakhstan delegate was met by silence.  Ah!  The
delegate of that country was on her way from the
airport at that moment.  There are not many airlines
joining the countries of the Asia-Pacific re g i o n ;
t h e re f o re some participants had difficulties in

arranging their flights to fit the workshop schedule.
The delegate from Bhutan arrived two days early, as
flights operate only twice a week between Bhutan
and Korea.  Furtherm o re, it took three days for him
to arrive:  two days from his home to the airport in
Bhutan, over the Himalayas, and one day fro m
Bhutan to Kore a .
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Finally but not least, while the multiple dimensions of
EIU explored thus far  focus on visible  relationships and
s t r u c t u res of human life, there is a growing consensus that
the inner dimensions and sources of peaceful values and
practices must never be ignored.  In cultivating inner peace,
peoples from diverse traditions, faiths and cultures are
better pre p a red ethically, emotionally and spiritually to
work for outer or societal peace. The growing movements
of inter-faith or inter- religious dialogue and re c o n c i l i a t i o n
also contribute positively to a sharing of mutual wisdom
and strategies for  strengthening inner peace.  At non-form a l
levels and increasingly in formal classrooms, adult and
young learners are being encouraged to practice spiritual
self-cultivation that has beneficial effects on their inner
personal, psychological and emotional health, and their
interpersonal and social re l a t i o n s h i p s .

A final, crucial dimension of EIU relates to the issue of
“how,” or “process.”  Advocates of a critical and holistic EIU
a g ree wholeheartedly that EIU is not just the content or
what is educated and understood. Equally important is how
it is taught, viz. the pedagogical principles embodied in the
t e a c h i n g - l e a rning process.  These principles are:  

h o l i s m, so that problems of violence and conflicts are
understood in an inter- related way; EIU encompasses all
levels and modes of education (formal, nonform a l ,
i n f o rmal); and EIU is focused not just on the marg i n a l i z e d
sectors of society, but also seeks to reach those in positions
of  power and advantage;  

values fo r m a t i o n, which recognizes the crucial ro l e
of education in  developing appropriate values (e.g. justice,
compassion, reconciliation, nonviolence, sustainability) to
underpin a culture of peace; 

d i a l o g u e, whereby EIU is taught not as “banking” (as
the Brazilian educator Paulo Fre i re so meaningfully
described the traditional method) but rather in a mode of
dialogue, critical thinking  and  problem-posing, so that
students are also teachers and teachers are also learn e r s ;
and 

critical empowe r m e n t, so that learners are
e m p o w e red and conscientized in a hopeful and
constructive way  to take personal and social action for
t r a n s f o rmation, beyond the culture of violence towards a
c u l t u re of peace and nonviolence. 

The experiences of effective EIU worldwide have

c o n f i rmed that such pedagogical principles are optimized
when participatory teaching and learning processes and
methodologies are employed. But if such pedagogies are to
be fully implemented, there is of course also the need to
re f o rm dominant and conventional educational systems that
s t ress hierarchical, over-competitive and examination-
c e n t red structures and methodologies.   Likewise, as
d e c l a red in the “Education for All” campaign and the re c e n t
Dakar World Conference on Education, the pre s e n t
m a rginalized status and conditions of work of many
teachers worldwide, especially in South contexts,  and the
basic quality of educational facilities are in urgent need of
i m p rovement, which will certainly facilitate re s p o n s i b l e
work by teachers and schools to implement EIU.  

In sum, EIU toward a culture of peace finds  active
e x p ression in—and draws from—specific movements to
resolve problems and issues of  peacelessness, conflict and
violence. The inter- relatedness of the diff e rent forms of
violence and conflicts constitutes a call to all of us who seek
to build a culture of peace, to join our hands, hearts, minds
and spirits for  both individual and societal transform a t i o n .
UNESCO’s Manifesto 2000 (Internet: www.unesco.org /
manifesto2000) reflects such a spirit of  interd e p e n d e n c e
and global solidarity, reading  in part:

I pledge in my daily life, in my fa m i l y, my

work, my community, my country and my

region, to:

1. Respect all life... 2. Reject violence... 3.

S h a re with others... 4. Listen to understand... 5.

P re s e r ve the planet... and 6. Rediscove r

s o l i d a r i t y. . .

The well-known Buddhist teacher Thich Nat Hanh has
wisely reminded us that none of us is ever just a “being.”
R a t h e r, we are  always “inter-being,” which is a most
a p p ropriate metaphor for the complex challenge of  moving
away from a culture of violence towards a culture of peace.
In this light EIU is, in a deeply metaphorical way, education
for “inter-being understanding.” 
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