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WHAT IS THE SEVILLE STATEMENT ON VIOLENCE

The Seville Statement on Violence is a scientific statement
which says peace is possible, because war is not a biological ne-
cessity. The Statement was written by an international team of
specialists in 1986 for the United Nations sponsored Interna-
tional Year of Peace and its followup. The Statement was based
on the latest scientific evidence, and it has been endorsed by sci-
entific and professional organizations around the world.

The Seville Statement says there is nothing in our biology
which is an unsurmountable obstacle to the abolition of war and
other institutional violence. It says that war is a social invention,
and that peace can be invented to replace it. The Statement con-
sists of an introduction, five propositions, and a conclusion. Each
of the five propositions challenges a particular mis-statement
that has been used to justify war and violence. :

The Statement was adopted by UNESCO in 1989. This bro-
chure is part of UNESCO’s effort to disseminate the Statement
for use in programs of education for peace and international un-
derstanding. It is designed for use by secondary school teachers,
youth leaders, and others who want to work for peace by chal-
lenging the myths used to justify violence and war.

In the following pages the various parts of the Seville State-
ment are presented on the left side of the brochure and commen-
tary is presented on the right side. First, however, two other
sections are needed: The Seville Statement in Plain Words; and
Why a Statement on Violence is Needed.



WHAT MEAD LEARNE]

FROM SOUTH SEA PEOPLES

‘Warfare is only an invention
— not a biological necessity.’
This was the title of an essay
by the world-famous cultural
anthropologist Margaret
Mead based upon her
scientific work among the
peoples of the South Sea.
Her conclusions which were
published on the eve of World
War II helped inspire the

Seville Statement on
Violence.

Photo Credit: Fred Roll



THE SEVILLE STATEMENT

INTRODUCTION

This Statement is a message of hope. It says that peace 1s pos-
sible and that wars can be ended. It says that the suffermg'of war
can be ended, the suffering of people who are injured and dlg, and
the suffering of children who are left without home or family. It
says that instead of preparing for war, we can use the money fqr
things like teachers, books, and schools, and for doctors, medi-

cines, and hospitals.

We who wrote this Statement are scientists from many coun-
tries, North and South, East and West. The Statement h_as bgen
endorsed and published by many organizations of scientists
around the world, including anthropologists, ethologists (animal
behavior), physiologists, political scientists, psychiatrists, psy-
chologists, and sociologists.

We have studied the problem of war and violence with today’s
scientific methods. Of course, knowledge is never final, and some-
day people will know better than we know today. But we have a
responsibility to speak out on the basis of the latest information.

Some people say that violence and war cannot be ended be-
cause they are part of our natural biology. We say that is not true.
People used to say that slavery and domination by race and sex
were part of our biology. Some people even claimed they could
prove these things scientifically. We now know they were wrong.
Slavery has been ended and now the world is working to end
domination by race and sex.

FIVE PROPOSITIONS

1. It is scientifically incorrect when people say that war cannot be
ended because animals make war and because people are like
animals. First, it is not true because animals do not make war.
Second, it is not true because we are not just like animals. Unlike
animals, we have human culture that we can change. A culture
that has war in one century may change and live at peace with
their neighbors in another century.

2. It is scientifically incorrect when people say that war cannot be
ended because it is part of human nature. Arguments about hu-
man nature cannot prove anything because our human culture
gives us the ability to shape and change our nature from one gen-
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IN PLAIN WORDS

gration to another. It is true that the genes that are transmitted
in egg an_d sperm from parents to children influence the way we
act. But it is also true that we are influenced by the culture in

which we grow up and that we can take responsibility for our own
actions.

3. It is scientifically incorrect when people say that violence can-
not be ended because people and animals who are violent are able
to live better and have more children than others. Actually, the
evidence shows that people and animals do best when they learn
how to work well with each other.

4. It is scientifically incorrect when people say that we have to be
violent because of our brain. The brain is part of our body like our
legs and hands. They can all be used for cooperation just as well
as they can be used for violence. Since the brain is the physical
basis of our intelligence, it enables us to think of what we want to
do and what we ought to do. And since the brain has a great ca-
pacity for learning, it is possible for us to invent new ways of do-
ing things.

5. It is scientifically incorrect when people say that war is caused
by ‘instinct’. Most scientists do not use the term ‘instinct’
anymore because none of our behavior is so determined that it
cannot be changed by learning. Of course, we have emotions and
motivations like fear, anger, sex, and hunger, but we are each re-
sponsible for the way we express them. In modern war, the deci-
sions and actions of generals and soldiers are not usually
emotional. Instead, they are doing their jobs the way they have
been trained. When soldiers are trained for war and when people
are trained to support a war, they are taught to hate and fear an
enemy. The most important question is why they are trained and
prepared that way in the first place by political leaders and the
mass media.

CONCLUSION

We conclude that we are not condemned to war and violence
because of our biology. Instead, it is possible for us to end war and
the suffering it causes. We cannot do it by working alone, but only
by working together. However, it makes a big difference whether
or not each one of us believes that we can do it. Otherwise, we
may not even try. War was invented in ancient times, and in the
same way we can invent peace in our time. It is up to each of us to
do our part.

11




WHY A STATEMENT

. . to counteract certain wide]
t on violence 18 needed ; y
SStattiT:lrll)out violence. These myths stand in the way of con-
:’Suc{cxilr{g peace at every level from the family and local commu-

nity to the world.

:ne of peace begins in our minds as a vision of
sorzzshgzgsr:xc?ox;gthe };'uture. It should be ba}sed on respect for
human rights and freedoms and u'nderstandlr.lg,. tolerance and
friendship among all nations, racial, and ?ehglous groups, It
should condemn the use of war for expansion, aggression and
domination and the use of force and violence for purposes of re-
pression. The vision should be linked to action, to real events, and
to work for peace which is taking place around the world.

At the same time as we construct a new vision., we need to clear
away old myths that stand in the way. Just as it is necessary to
clear the land before starting to build a house, so,_too, it is neces-
sary to clear away certain myths before we can build a new vision
in the mind and create the confidence that it can be realized.

We need to clear away the myth which claims that war and
violence are intrinsic to human nature and therefore inevitable.
This is why the Seville Statement on Violence was written and
why it is needed today.

The myth is widespread. Studies in Finland and the United
States in 1984 and 1986 found that 52 per cent and 44 per cent
students, respectively, believed that ‘war is intrinsic to hurpan
nature.’ These are virtually the same results that were obtaln'ed
in 1969 when a major survey was conducted of 5,000 university
students in 18 nations. In most of these nations between 40 per

cent and 60 per cent of the students believed that ‘war is a result
of the inherent nature of men’.
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ON VIOLENCE IS NEEDED

Scientific evidence has indicated that young people who be-
lieve the myth that war is intrinsic to human nature are less
likely to believe they can do anything for peace. They are also less
likely to take part in action for peace. On the other hand, if young
people reject the myth that war is intrinsic to human nature, they
are more likely to believe they can help to bring about peace, and
they are more likely to take action for peace.

As psychoanalyst Sigmund Freud wrote to physicist Albert
Einstein, ‘these two factors — man’s cultural disposition and a
well-founded fear of the form that future wars will take — may
serve to put an end to war ... But by what ways or byways this will
come about, we cannot guess.” They foresaw the task that now
rests upon our generation, but it is up to us to find the ways to
bring it about.

By teaching and disseminating the Seville Statement on Viol-
ence, we can use the collective wisdom and action of scientists as
a tool to sweep away the myth that war and violence are inevit-
able. We can prepare the ground for the constructing of peace.




WHAT FREUD SAID

Here is what psychoanalyst
Sigmund Freud said to
physicist Albert Einstein in an
exchange of letters: “These two
factors — man’s cultural
disposition and well-founded
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Mary Evans:

fear of the form that future

wars will take — may serve to
put an end to war ... but by

what ways or byways this will
come about, we cannot guess.’
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INTRODUCTION (FIRST PART)

Believing that it is our responsibility to address from
our particular disciplines the most dgngerous and de-
structive activities of our species, violence and war;
recognizing that science is a human cultural product
which cannot be definitive or all encompassing; and
gratefully acknowledging the support of the author-
ities of Seville and representatives of the Spanish
UNESCO, we, the undersigned scholars from around
the world and from relevant sciences, have met and
arrived at the following Statement on Violence. In it,
we challenge a number of alleged biological findings
that have been used, even by some in our disciplines,
to justify violence and war. Because the alleged find-
ings have contributed to an atmosphere of pessimism
in our time, we submit that the open, considered rejec-
tion of these mis-statements can contribute signific-
antly to the International Year of Peace.

Misuse of scientific theories and data to justify viol-
ence and war is not new but has been made since the
advent of modern science. For example, the theory of
evolution has been used to justify not only war, but

also genocide, colonialism, and suppression of the
weak.

16

AND COMMENTARY m——

COMMENTARY

This is not the first time that UNESCO has dealt with the misuse of
scientific theories. UNESCO, with the rest of the United Nations, was
created after World War II to ensure that such a war would not occur
again. That war had been made possible by the denial of the demo-
cratic principles of the dignity, equality and mutual respect of hu-
manity, and by the propagation in their place, through ignorance and
prejudice, of the doctrine of the inequality of humanity and races. The
doctrine of inequality had been justified by pseudo-scientific theories.

Beginning in 1950, UNESCO convened a series of meetings of sci-
entific experts who issued formal declarations on the subject of race.
They asserted the fundamental unity of humanity and declared that
we all belong to the same species. They said that the concept of race
reflected a social image bound up with the physical appearance of in-
dividuals, rather than a scientific fact based on specific biological data.

Recognizing the work of these experts, UNESCO declared in 1978
that all scientists have a special responsibility. They should ensure, by
all means available to them, that their research findings in the field of
racial prejudice and practices are not misinterpreted. They should also
assist the public in understanding such findings.

The responsibility was broadened at a meeting of scientists in Ath-
ens in 1981. Although the scientists had been convened by UNESCO
to continue the work against the misuse of science for purposes of
racism and racial disecrimination, it was suggested that similar work
should be carried out against the misuse of scientific concepts to jus-
tify domination and violence. Anthropologist Santiago Genoves
pointed out misconceptions which arise from the careless use of scien-
tific concepts, including a) confusion between the kinds of violence ob-
servable in most animals and those observed in humans; b) confusion
between survival of the fittest and survival of the strongest; and c)
confusion between natural causes and cultural causes.

That was the origin of the meeting in Seville.

17




INTRODUCTION (SECOND PART)

We state our position in the form of five propositions,
We are aware that there are many other issues about
violence and war that could be fruitfully addressed
from the standpoint of our disciplines, but we restrict
ourselves here to what we consider a most important

first step.
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AND COMMENTARY m——

Like all scientific statements, this cannot be the final word on the
subject. Instead, it is an important first step. Some people have criti-
cized the Statement by saying, ‘How do you know that someday scien-
tists may not learn new data and develop new theories which
contradict what you say today?

The Statement recognizes that ‘science is a human cultural product
which cannot be definitive or all encompassing.” The points made in
the Statement represent our present state of knowledge. Future re-
search will no doubt elaborate upon these points, but there is no
reason to think that it will change them in essénce.

Therefore, the Statement has drawn its conclusions as carefully as
possible. It has tried in all cases to base the conclusions on scientific
data and to state them in such a way that they do not claim more truth
than the data can support. Where there were disagreements among
the participants or where disagreements might be expected from other
scientists and from various disciplines, the Statement did not address
certain issues.

Thus, the Statement does not try to list the factors that cause war
and institutional violence. These factors will be addressed in future
work. UNESCO has decided to organize an international interdiscip-
linary seminar to study the cultural and social causes of violence as a
contribution to further reflection on the subject.

The success of the Statement in drawing conclusions as carefully as
possible can be measured by the large number of professional scientific
organizations that have endorsed it (see list on page 34).

You, the reader, are urged to consult the scientific publications on
which the Statement is based. They are listed at the end of this bro-
chure. Each of those publications also contains many references as
well. Readers are urged to take part in the continuing scientific re-
search and debate on this important matter, which may well intensify

in coming years.




s THE SEVILLE STATEMENT

FIRST PROPOSITION

IT IS SCIENTIFICALLY INCORRECT to say that we
have inherited a tendency to make war from our an-
imal ancestors. Although fighting occurs widely
throughout animal species, only a few cases of de-
structive intra-species fighting between organized
groups have ever been reported among naturally liv-
ing species, and none of these involve the use of tools
designed to be weapons. Normal predatory feeding
upon other species cannot be equated with intra-
species violence. Warfare is a peculiarly human phe-
nomenon and does not occur in other animals.

The fact that warfare has changed so radically over
time indicates that it is a product of culture. Its bio-
logical connection is primarily through language
which makes possible the coordination of groups, the
transmission of technology, and the use of tools. War is
biologically possible, but it is not inevitable, as evid-
enced by its variation in occurrence and nature over
time and space. There are cultures which have not
engaged in war for centuries, and there are cultures
which have engaged in war frequently at some times
and not at others.

20

AND COMMENTARY s—————

Scientists have made many studies of animal behavior, including
animal aggression. These studies were reviewed at Seville by Profes-
sor John Paul Scott, who has been one of the pioneers in this field of
study.

The data reviewed at Seville lead to the conclusion that warfare is
unique to humans. The inter-colony conflicts of ants, wolves, monkeys,
and chimpanzees do not involve the use of tools, institutionalization,
or verbal coordination of behavior, all of which are common to all hu-
man warfare. The behavior of animals has changed over time in the
course of biological evolution. Human warfare, on the other hand, has
changed in ways that are clearly due to cultural rather than biological
evolution. Thus, in the relatively short time of recorded history, war
has changed dramatically both in the nature of its military organiza-
tion and in the nature of the weapons that are used.

The work at Seville was also guided by the studies of war that have
been done by social scientists. As they have pointed out, the causes of
international conflict and war are so complex that they need to be
studied with a systematic and scientific analysis of the historical
record. They cannot be reduced to only a few factors, whether biolo-
gical or social. The Statement reflects the observation that war, unlike
human biology, varies dramatically through time and across geo-
graphy. People that make war in one century (like the Vikings, for
example) may live at peace with their neighbors in another century.




SECOND PROPOSITION

IT IS SCIENTIFICALLY INCQRRECT tg say that
war or any other violent behavior is genetically pro-
grammed into our human nature. While genes are in-
volved at all levels of nervous system function, they
provide a developmental potential that can be actual-
ized only in conjunction with the ecological and social
environment. While individuals vary in their predis-
positions to be affected by their experience, it is the
interaction between their genetic endowment and
conditions of nurturance that determines their per-
sonalities. Except for rare pathologies, the genes do
not produce individuals necessarily predisposed to
violence. Neither do they determine the opposite.
While genes are co-involved in establishing our
behavioral capacities, they do not by themselves
specify the outcome.

Throughout history there have been writers who claimed that hu-
manity is inherently violent or selfish. Darwin’s theory of evolution
has been used to Jjustify the claim. In recent years the claim has been
expressed in the terms of modern genetics.

These claims have been reviewed and refuted by Seville signatory
S.A. Barnett, a scientist who has studied animal behavior and ag-
gression. The claims fail to recognize that while humans are capable of
violence and selfishness, we are also capable of non-violent action and
cooperation. Instead, the claims usually represent the resistance of
the writers to social reforms that are based on the equality of people.
The fact that the claims are expressed in terms of Darwin’s theory or
in terms of modern genetics does not make them any more scientific.

The discoveries of Darwin and of modern genetics have been revol-
utionary for many branches of science, but they cannot directly ex-
plain animal or human behavior. As reviewed at Seville by behavior
geneticist Benson Ginsburg and psychologist Bonnie Frank Carter,
scientific research on mice, dogs, and wolves shows that their behavior
is influenced but not directly determined by their genetic inheritance.
Rather than causing behavior directly, their genetic code controls the
production of chemicals called enzymes which operate at the level of
the body’s cells to control their development and function.,

In animals, it is possible to do experiments in which genes are
moved from one animal to another. As described at Seville, results of
such experiments in mice show that the personality is not determined
by the genes alone, but depends upon the conditions of nurturance,
including both the ecological and social environments. This must be
even more true for humans than for mice, since human personality is
more dependent than that of mice upon the social environment.




————THE SEVILLE STATEMENT

THIRD PROPOSITION

IT IS SCIENTIFICALLY INCORRECT to say that in
the course of human evolution there has been a selec-
tion for aggressive behavior more than for other kinds
of behavior. In all well-studied species, status within
the group is achieved by the ability to cooperate and to
fulfil social functions relevant to the structure of that
group. ‘Dominance’ involves social bondings and affili-
ations; it is not simply a matter of the possession and
use of superior physical power, although it does in-
volve aggressive behaviors. Where genetic selection
for aggressive behavior has been artificially instituted
in animals, it has rapidly succeeded in producing
hyper-aggressive individuals; this indicates that ag-
gression was not maximally selected under natural
conditions. When such experimentally-created hyper-
aggressive animals are present in a social group, they
either disrupt its social structure or are driven out.
Violence is neither in our evolutionary legacy nor in
our genes. ’
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AND COMMENTARY s—

Writers who claim that humans are by nature violent and selfish
tend to over-emphasize the importance of aggression in the behavior of
animals. At the same time, they tend to under-emphasize the import-
ance of cooperation.

The dominance and leadership of animals who live in social groups
is characterized by their ability to cooperate as well as by their ag-
gressiveness. As reported at Seville by behavior geneticist Benson
Ginsburg and psychologist Bonnie Frank Carter, studies on wolves,
monkey and apes have shown this to be the case. In fact, if overly-
aggressive animals are introduced into a group, the structure of the
group is likely to be disrupted.

Of course, this does not deny that aggressive behavior plays a role
in both animal and human behavior. For example, it is well known
that mothers are particularly aggressive in defense of their young
when they are threatened. In animal species who live in social groups,
aggressive behavior is selected within the context of cooperation and
mutual assistance.

In human behavior, also, aggressive behavior occurs in a context of
cooperation. This has been pointed out by anthropologist and Seville
signatory Richard Leakey, in his book with Roger Lewin. In fact, the
cooperation shown by all human societies in food gathering and hunt-
ing strikes anthropologists as one of our most remarkable behavioral
qualities. Cooperation has been especially important to the survival of
our species.




———— " T E SEVILLE STATEMENT

FOURTH PROPOSITION

IT IS SCIENTIFICALLY INCORRECT to say that
humans have a ‘violent brain.’ While we do have the
neural apparatus to act violently, it 1s not. auto.ma?ic-
ally activated by internal or external stimuli. 'L1ke
higher primates and unlike other animals, our higher
neural processes filter such stimuli before they can be
acted upon. How we act s shaped by how we have been
conditioned and socialized. There is nothing in our
neurophysiology that compels us to react violently.

26
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Among the scientists who drafted the Seville Statement, several
are engaged in research on the brain. Brain research has investigated
how the brain controls emotions like anger and fear and social skills
like the ability to learn and the use of language.

Most of the research on the brain mechanisms of aggressive
behavior has been done on laboratory rats and cats, as reviewed by
Seville signatory David Adams. Even at the level of these animals,
whose behavior is simpler than that of monkeys and humans, the
brain mechanisms of aggression are not automatically elicited by
stimuli, but are modulated in terms of the social context, for example,
the extent to which the other animal is familiar.

In monkeys and apes, the situation is even more complicated. For
example, José Delgado and his co-workers have shown that aggressive
behavior evoked by electrical stimulation of the brain may be ex-
pressed by a monkey against a subordinate opponent, but would not be
expressed against a dominant opponent. In a related experiment on
apes, electrical stimulation of the brain of a gibbon produced aggres-
sive behavior in the laboratory, but not when it was tested in a natural
situation on a island.

The review concluded that ‘human aggressive behavior is far more
complex than that of other vertebrates. It has been transformed by
many cultural factors such as the development of institutions and
economic systems and the elaboration of motor patterns with tools and
language. Knowing this, we have a moral obligation to avoid oversim-
plified phylogenetic extrapolations which may be particularly pro-
vocative, and we should make it clear that such human phenomena as
crime and war are not the inevitable results of neural circuity.’




FIFTH PROPOSITION

IT IS SCIENTIFICALLY INCORRECT to say that
war is caused by ‘instinct’ or any single moti.vation.
The emergence of modern warfare has b(_aen a journey
from the primacy of emotional and motivational fac-
tors, sometimes called ‘instincts,’ to the primacy of cog-
nitive factors. Modern war involves institutional use of
personal characteristics such as obedience, suggest-
ibility, and idealism, social skills such as language,
and rational considerations such as cost-calculation,
planning, and information processing. The technology
of modern war has exaggerated traits associated with
violence both in the training of actual combatants and
in the preparation of support for war in the general
population. As a result of this exaggeration, such
traits are often mistaken to be the causes rather than
the consequences of the process.
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To understand something as complicated as modern warfare, it is
necessary to take a multi-level approach. One must consider the dif-
ferences between the nature and causes of actions at different levels of
complexity, from the individual to the group to the society and state.
For this reason, the meeting at Seville included scientists who study at
all these levels, including individual psychologists, social psycho-
logists, and sociologists.

The behavior of soldiers in modern war has little to do with their
aggressiveness. This has been pointed out by animal behavior spe-
cialist Robert Hinde and social psychologist Jo Groebel who took part
in drafting the Seville Statement: ‘The institution of war prescribes a
variety of roles, each with its attendant rights and duties. Politicians,
generals, soldiers, munition workers perform their allotted tasks, car-
rying out their duties with little contribution from their aggressive
propensities. This is true even of the combatants, for whom coopera-
tion and buddy-relationships, obedience, and fear may be more im-
portant than aggression.’

When nations prepare for war, they employ the mass media in
propaganda campaigns to produce fear and anger against the enemy.
Propaganda exploits the fear and anger that every person experiences
at one time or another. However, as Seville signatory and psychologist
Riitta Wahlstrom has shown in her studies, the enemy image is an
artificial construction rather than a constant human trait. For ex-
ample, in Finland at the present time, people do not have an enemy
image. Furthermore, the capacity of the human mind is so great that
we can have a global loyalty at the same time as we identify with our
nationality, ethnic group, and family.
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THE SEVILLE STATEMENT
S

CONCLUSION

We conclude that biology does not condemn humanity
to war, and that humanit}f can be freed from t.he
bondage of biological pessimism and empowgred with
confidence to undertake the transformative .tasks
needed in this International Year of Peace afnd in th'e
years to come. Although these tasks are mainly insti-
tutional and collective, they also rest upon the con-
sciousness of individual participants for whom
pessimism and optimism are crucial factors. Jgst as
‘wars begin in the minds of men’, peace also begins in
our minds. The same species who inver}ted. war is
capable of inventing peace. The responsibility lies with

each of us.
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The invention of peace is a project with many tasks to which each of
us has something to contribute. The tasks are individual, collective,
and institutional. We can make our contributions as individuals, as
members of groups or professions, as citizens of a nation, and in co-
operation with the United Nations. At Seville, the writers of the State-
ment on Violence worked on all these levels at the same time.

One of the participants in Seville was a biochemist who has worked
on brain metabolism and childhood diseases. That scientist was
Federico Mayor Zaragoza who later was elected as Director-General of
UNESCO. As Director-General, he has carried on the commitment of
UNESCO to the task of inventing peace. Here is part of what he said
in his inaugural address:

‘Humanity can climb toward that high, bright summit of peace and
Justice, living in harmony with other peoples and with the environ-
ment. For it is not true that conflict is inevitable, and it is not true that
humanity naturally tends toward aggression and war. There are no
genes for love; nor are’there genes for aggression. One is not born this
way or that; one is made. One is made through education, through
development, in the hands of those artisans who, throughout the
world, carry out the most difficult and transcendent program: school-
teachers. I want to recognize them here, and I will keep them in mind
throughout my term of office.

‘Peace grows and makes its home in each person. There is an im-
mense, imperceptible substratum for peace. We must recognize the
uniqueness, the significance, and the relevance of each and every
woman and man.’




THE SCIENTISTS WHO WROTE THE SEVILLE STATEMENT

Photo by Lindsay Mathews

Eleven of the twenly signatories are shown presenting the Stale- ment {o the representative of the University of Seville on May 16, 1986.
i 1 i i 8 John Riitta
T s st e v
: Carter G.insburg Mendoza Ghosh Ramirez  Diaz Scott
Political Psychology ~ Behavioral —Psycho- Sociology " Anthro- Psycho-  Psychology Psycho- Anima_l ‘ Psychology
Psychology Genetics biology pology biology biology  Behavior .
India U.S.A. U.S.A. Spain India Mexico Spain U.S.A. Mexico U.S.A.  Finland

: . scientific specialties and countries are listed below:
Other signatories are not shown in the photograph, but their names, scientific sp

To Robert Richard Taha Federico
S.A. N.P. José Andrzej Groabel Minde E. H. Mayor
Barnett Bechtereva  M.R. Eliasz Leakey Malasi Zaragoza
Delgado ! : ;
Psychology Animal Anthro- Psychiatry Biochemistry
Ethology Neuro- Neuro- Psychology Behavior pology
hysiol i
| physiology  physiology Germany  United Kenya Kuwait Spain
Australia U.SS.R. Spain Poland Kingdom
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ORGANIZATIONS THAT SUPPORT

ORGANIZATIONS THAT HAVE
ENDORSED THE STATEMENT

i thropological Association
ﬂ:gg:g isnsociaréiong;or Coux}se_ling and Development
American Psychological Assocxatlgn .
American Orthopsychiatric I_Xsts.oclatlon
American Sociological Association
Americans for the University of UNES(_)O .
Anuvrat Vishra Bharati (Global Organization)
Associacion Peruana de Estudios e Investigacién para la Paz
Association for Humanistic Education and Development (US)
Association of African Women for Research and Development
California State Psychological Association o
Canadian Psychologists for Social Responsibility .
Community of the Peace People (1976 Nobel Peace Prize)
(Northern Ireland)
Czechoslovak UNESCO Commission
Danish Psychological Association
Danish UNESCO Committee
Honduras National Spiritual Assembly of Baha’i
International Association of Educators for World Peace
International Council of Psychologists
International Society for Research on Aggression - Commission
on Violence
Italian National UNESCO Commission
Laboratory of Education for Peace (Greece)
Medical Association for Prevention of War (UK)
Mexican Association for Biological Anthropology
Minnesota Psychological Association
Movimiento por la Vida y la Paz (Argentina)
New York State Psychological Association
New Zealand Psychological Society
Norwegian UNESCO Commission
Open International University for Complementary Medicines
Polish Academy of Sciences
PSYchologgr for Fred (Norway)
Psychologists for Social Responsibility (US)
goclety for Psychological Study of Soctal Issues (US)
panish UNESCO Commission

University of Montrea] Depart : ‘.
Veterans for Peace partment of Psychiatry

West Virginia Psychologi iati
gical As t
World Federalist Association (I?ggla on

Yamoussoukro Internatj i
> lonal Congress on Peace in
the Minds of Men & nre
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ORGANIZATIONS THAT HAVE
DISSEMINATED THE STATEMENT

American Political Science Association

Arab Writers Union

Associacién de Estudios Baha'is (Chile)

Association for Counselor Education and Development (US)
Association for Humanistic Psychology (US)

Association for World Education

Baha’i International Community

Canadian Psychological Association Section on

Social Responsibility

Consortium on Peace Research, Education and Development (US)
Contemporary Trends in Development of Psychology (China)
Finnish Psychological Association

Finnish Peace Research Association

Greek Pedagogical Association

Harry Frank Guggenheim Foundation (Us)

International Peace Research Association

International Political Science Association

Peace and Conflict Committee

International Social Science Council

International Society for Comparative Psychology
International Society for Human Ethology

International Studies Association

International Union for Psychological Sciences Peace Committee
Japanese Psychologists for Peace

Japanese Research Association of Psychological Science
Mouvement Universel de la Responsabilité Scientifique (France)
New Zealand Council for Educational Research

Norwegian Physicians for Prevention of Nuclear War
Norwegian Psychological Association

Peace Education Institute (Finland)

Permanent National Commission of Education for Peace (Peru)
Scientist Against Nuclear Arms (Australia)

Shanti Ashram (India) _

Tampere Peace Research Institute (Finland)

USSR Academy of Sciences (Psychology)
World Association for Orphans and Abandoned Children
World Goodwill Newsletter
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THE RELATION OF

The Seville Statement on Violence does not addre.ss an import-
ant question — the relation between struggle and violence. How-
ever, it is not possible to teach the message of the Seville
Statement without encountering this question.

The position of UNESCO on violence is clear. UNESCO was
established in order to promote the cultural and educational fac-
tors which would enable the world to avoid both the obvious vio]-
ence of war and the less obvious institutional violence that can

lead to war.

At the same time, UNESCO is committed to struggle for justice
and liberty. For example, UNESCO has been in the front lines of
the struggle to end the institution of apartheid in South Africa,
which is the most brutal manifestation of prejudice, intolerance,
and racism.

The question arose when the Seville Statement on Violence
was presented to the Yamoussoukro International Conference on
Peace in the Minds of Men, sponsored by UNESCO in the Ivory
Coast in 1989. As the rapporteur noted, the discussion made it
clear that there is a ‘need to distinguish clearly between violence
and struggle,” and that ‘the Seville Statement should in no way
obscure the legitimacy of the struggle for human rights, for jus-
tice, and against oppression.’
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The distinction between struggle and violence has occupied the
greatest leaders of our times. For example, Nobel Peace Laureate
Martin Luther King, Jr. put it this way:

‘Nonviolent resistance is not a method for cowards. It does res-
ist. If one uses this method because he is afraid or merely because
he lacks the instruments of violence, he is not truly nonviolent.
This is why Gandhi often said that if cowardice is the only alter-
native to violence, it is better to fight ... while the nonviolent res-
ister is passive in the sense that he is not physically aggressive
toward his opponent, his mind and emotions are always active,
constantly seeking to persuade his opponent that he is wrong.
The method is passive physically, but strongly active spiritually.
It is not passive non-resistance to evil, it is active nonviolent res-
istance to evil.’

Although some people might condemn all expression of anger,
Martin Luther King would not agree with this. In commemorat-
ing the life of civil rights and peace leader W.E.B. DuBois, King
said that ‘history had taught him it is not enough for people to be
angry—the supreme task is to organize and unite people so that
their anger becomes a transforming force.’
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WHAT KING LEARNED FROM GANDHI
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the opponent that he is wrong.
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HOW YOU CAN TEACH

The following suggestions are based on UNESCO’S rich experi-
ence in education for peace and interna'tlonal understanding,
They should be integrated into any tegchmg program thz.at is al-
ready underway. They should also be integrated into actions for
peace and justice in which young people are already involveq,
After all, people learn from experience more than they learn from
reading, listening to lectures, or preparing for examinations,

1. Listen to and learn about the values and concerns of young
people. Most young people already believe in the values on which
a vision of peace can be constructed: understanding and respect
for all peoples, cultures, civilizations, values and ways of life;
awareness of the increasing global interdependence of peoples
and nations, and the need for international solidarity and co-
operation. Most young people are afraid of the threat of war and
violence. And they are angry that the world is threatened with
injustice and war.

2. Young people welcome the opportunity to share in the cre-
ation of an optimistic vision for the future, The myth that war is
part of human nature is an obstacle to the development of such a
vision. By discussing the Seville Statement on Violence and the
scientific evidence supporting it, you can help them remove this

obstacle and work together on the creation of a vision of peace for
the future,

3. Encourage action. Young people are aware not only of their
rights, but also of their duties. They are usually ready to partici-
pate in solving the problems that face their community, country
and world at large. Learning about the Seville Statement should
be gombined with action,. By taking action, young people can put
their values into practice and express their anger in a construc-
_tlve way. They can reduce their fear and develop courage by tak-
Ing part in constructing the future.
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4. As a teacher you can be a role model by taking action your-
self and telling your students about what you have done. You can
also tell your students about actions for peace by other role mod-
els. The photos of Mead, King, Gandhi, Freud, and Einstein are
included here because they can serve as role models. You may
wish to sponsor a speaker about the Seville Statement (see Re-
source Contacts on pages 44 and 45). You may also wish to con-
tact some of the organizations listed on pages 34 and 35 that have
endorsed or disseminated the Statement. :

5. Encourage young people to work together. It is important for
them to learn how to work in a group, and to develop their abil-
ities to communicate with others. As the Seville Statement says,
the task of inventing peace rests upon each of us, but the most
important tasks are institutional and collective. That means we
must work together to get them done. Fortunately, our species is
even more capable of cooperation than aggression.

6. Help young people integrate their work for peace with every
other aspect of life, with their families and communities, religious
affiliations, and their jobs and work relationships. The task of
inventing peace will require the cooperation of everyone and it
will take many years to accomplish.

7. Help young people develop a global perspective and solidar-
ity with people throughout the world, and to integrate it with the
loyalties to nationality, ethnic group and family. Show how the
enemy image is an artificial construction and not a constant hu-
man trait. Use the Seville Statement on Violence and other ac-
tivities of UNESCO as examples of how people from around the
world can work together for peace.
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OTHER SOURCES FOR PEACE

The following publications by UNESCO and related organizations
are useful for teaching peace and international understanding. Un-
less otherwise indicated you may obtain them from the national dis-
tributor of UNESCO publications in your country.

PRE-SCHOOL TEACHING

Seeds for Peace: The Role of Pre-School Education in International 1
Understanding and Education for Peace. UNESCO, 1985. 123 pages. |
A handbook of educational principles and practical suggestions

based on the experience of early childhood educators from around the

world.

PRIMARY SCHOOL TEACHING

Education for International Co-operation and Peace at the Primary
School Level. UNESCO, 1983. 138 pages. Demonstrates how activi-
ties in the classroom can be carried out to introduce an international :
perspective in primary schools. Useful suggestions and guidelines. |

SCHOOLS AT ALL LEVELS ;

The Teaching of Contemporary World Issues. UNESCO, 1986. 199
pages. A handbook useful for all levels of teaching. Includes sections
on primary and secondary education, and teacher education as well
as the experience of the UNESCO Associated Schools Project. Im-
portant documents are included as appendices.

Innovati'ue_ Methods in the Associated Schools Project. UNESCO,
1988 (Division of Educational Sciences). 127 pages. Educational *
principles and experiences drawn from the Associated Schools?

Project which links several thousand schools at all levels in most ¢
the world’s major nations.

HUMAN RIGHTS

Human Rights: Questions and Answers. UNESCO, 1 q pages. A<
brochure which introduces and comments upon the/ as of thel
Universal Declaration of Human Rights. Richly ill ¢ awelly

known political cartoonist, which makes the suls ny for
school-age readers. 3 ‘

s

i
i

Declaration on Race and Racial Prejudice. UNES( n"&f"s" :‘

A brochure which contains the full text of the I Race
and Racial l?rejudice, adopted by UNESCO in 19 nded §
are four scientific Statements on Race writte | for
UNESCO in 1950, 1951, 1964, and 1967. These we! Athe

Seville Statement on Violence. ‘i
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UNITED NATIONS PEACE-KEEPING

Peace Making and Soldiers for Peace. United Nations, 1988. Two
videos that illustrate the work of the gallant men and women of the
United Nations peace-keeping forces, showing that quiet diplomacy
is still the best solution. Filmed on location in Fiji, Lebanon, Syria,
Iran and Iragq, as well as at United Nations headquarters. Available
from bookshops and distributors of United Nations publications.

TECHNICAL PUBLICATIONS

Obstacles to Disarmament and Ways of Overcoming Them.
UNESCO, 1981. 233 pages.

Armaments, Arms Control and Disarmament. UNESCO, 1981. 446
pages.

These two collections of papers on the issues concerning disarma-
ment give valuable background information, but need to be supple-
mented with more recent materials on the rapid progress in recent
years. :

Study on the Economic and Social Consequences of the Arms Race
and Military Expenditures. United Nations, 1989. 82 pages. A recent
technical report on the economic factors which are forcing the world’s
political powers to seek disarmament and regional peace-keeping.
Available from bookshops and distributors of United Nations publi-
cations.

The Quest for Peace: Transcending Collective Violence and War
among Societies, Cultures and States. Edited by R. Véryrynen, Inter-

__national Social Science Council, 1987. 356 pages. Sage Publications,

\“ﬂxj\on, New Delhi, California. An overview of peace research being
\_ '\cted by specialists from the various academic disciplines.
¥ “L‘
DICALS

'o( = ”b"xzderstanding at School. UNESCO. Published twice a

k! N\materials and news from the Associated Schools
“'\‘ K\\IESCO. Published monthly. Special issues of-
hs of peace and understanding. For example,
\‘\5 was dedicated to the International Year of

v

“jons. A quarterly publication which keeps
1 ‘auch important issues as disarmament,
g, and problems of peace and security.

{United Nations publications.
{

{
i
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OTHER SOURCES FOR PEACE

The following publications by UNESCO a.nd related organ.izations
are useful for teaching peace and inte‘matwnal understanc_hng. Un-
Jess otherwise indicated you may obtain them from the national dis-

tributor of UNESCO publications in your country.

PRE-SCHOOL TEACHING

Seeds for Peace: The Role of Pre-School Education in International
Understanding and Education for Peace. UNESCO, 1985. 123 pages.
A handbook of educational principles and practical suggestions
based on the experience of early childhood educators from around the

world.

PRIMARY SCHOOL TEACHING

Education for International Co-operation and Peace at the Primary
School Level. UNESCO, 1983. 138 pages. Demonstrates how activi-
ties in the classroom can be carried out to introduce an international
perspective in primary schools. Useful suggestions and guidelines.

SCHOOLS AT ALL LEVELS

The Teaching of Contemporary World Issues. UNESCO, 1986. 199
pages. A handbook useful for all levels of teaching. Includes sections
on primary and secondary education, and teacher education as well
as the experience of the UNESCO Associated Schools Project. Im-
portant documents are included as appendices.

Innovative Methods in the Associated Schools Project. UNESCO,
1988 (Division of Educational Sciences). 127 pages. Educational
principles and experiences drawn from the Associated Schools
Project which links several thousand schools at all levels in most of
the world’s major nations.

HUMAN RIGHTS

Human Rights: Questions and Answers. UNESCO, 1981. 79 pages. A
brochure which introduces and comments upon the 30 articles of the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights. Richly illustrated by a well

known political cartoonist, which makes the subject appealing for
school-age readers.

Declaration on Race and Racial Prejudice. UNESCO, 1979. 47 pages.
A brochl_n'e wh14<:h contains the full text of the Declaration on Race
and Racial Prejudice, adopted by UNESCO in 1978. Also included
are four scientific Statements on Race written by experts for

UNESCO in 1950, 1951, 1964 . e 1
Seville Statement on Vi")lence,’ and 1967. These were models for
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UNITED NATIONS PEACE-KEEPING

Peace Making and Soldiers for Peace. United Nations, 1988. Two
videos that illustrate the work of the gallant men and women of the
United Nations peace-keeping forces, showing that quiet diplomacy
is still the best solution. Filmed on location in Fiji, Lebanon, Syria,
Iran and Iragq, as well as at United Nations headquarters. Available
from bookshops and distributors of United Nations publications.

TECHNICAL PUBLICATIONS

Obstacles to Disarmament and Ways of Overcoming Them.
UNESCO, 1981. 233 pages.

Armaments, Arms Control and Disarmament. UNESCO, 1981. 446
pages.
These two collections of papers on the issues concerning disarma-
ment give valuable background information, but need to be supple-
mented with more recent materials on the rapid progress in recent
years.

Study on the Economic and Social Consequences of the Arms Race
and Military Expenditures. United Nations, 1989. 82 pages. A recent
technical report on the economic factors which are forcing the world’s
political powers to seek disarmament and regional peace-keeping.
Available from bookshops and distributors of United Nations publi-
cations.

The Quest for Peace: Transcending Collective Violence and War
among Societies, Cultures and States. Edited by R. Varyrynen, Inter-
national Social Science Council, 1987. 356 pages. Sage Publications,
London, New Delhi, California. An overview of peace research being
conducted by specialists from the various academic disciplines.

PERIODICALS

International Understanding at School. UNESCO. Published twice a
year. Educational materials and news from the Associated Schools
Project (see above).

UNESCO Courier. UNESCO. Published monthly. Special issues of-
ten dedicated to themes of peace and understanding. For example,
the issue of August 1986 was dedicated to the International Year of
Peace.

UN Chronicle. United Nations. A quarterly publication which keeps
the reader up-to-date on such important issues as disarmament,
United Nations peace-keeping, and problems of pe_ace-and security.
Available from distributors of United Nations publications.
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