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Introduction

…since war begins in the minds of men, it is in the minds of men that
the defences of peace must be constructed.1

This sentence was part of the founding Constitution of Unesco. I
personally do not know who wrote it. In the Comparative Education
Department in the University of London there has always been a
secret belief that it was drafted by the first Professor of Comparative
Education here, Joseph Lauwerys who served as the Secretary to the
Allied Ministers of Education-in-Exile during the Second World War
and was involved in the early discussions about Unesco. Certainly the
sentence captures some of the elegance of his best prose. Who
knows? Aldous Huxley could write well also. Stylistically, I wish I had
written the sentence. Substantively, however, the sentence makes me
nervous. I am far from sure that war begins in the minds of men,
though clearly the proposition captures a certain truth. But it does not
capture other important truths about the contexts and social
processes which predispose ‘men’ towards war or peace.

This article tries to sketch some of the different contexts in which the
proposition ‘since war begins in the minds of men…’ takes on sharp,
particular social meanings. 

Approaching such a major theme in a short paper makes it is necessary
to make some assumptions and to impose some limits on what will be
attempted. The first assumption is that the Unesco proposition is worth
exploring: it is a rather Delphic utterance that captures an important
(partial) truth. In what way may our grasp of that truth be extended?
The second assumption is that, as educators, we always tend to and
must hold on to the view that educational action does make some
positive difference. The third assumption is that the educational agenda
of interculturality is now as urgent as ever it was –perhaps even more
so, given the wars and the organised and disorganised violence in the
world at the time of writing (March 2002).
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Thus the analysis which follows is biased by those assumptions, and it
is deliberately limited in the following ways: the analysis concentrates
on the e p i s t e m i c assumptions which construct notions of a right to
war; locates these epistemologies in a changing world order; then
tries to sketch the significance of an international interculturality
agenda in such contexts.

I n t e rnational Political Theory

Martin Wight, one of my teachers at The London School of Economics
and Political Science, did some remarkable theoretical work on the
international system of states. His major theoretical analysis, which
existed in the form of lecture notes for several years, was finally
rescued and is now available in print.2 This article takes his work as a
starting point.

Martin Wight noted the existence of a system of states which had
major instabilities but within which there was some potential for
stasis. Whether in Ancient Greece, or in medieval Europe or in
Metternich's Europe, institutionalised processes for the construction
of regional order were created.3 Typically these moments of stasis
carved out an ideology of hegemony (a putative ‘world order’). Thus
in medieval Europe, for example, the secular power of the (Catholic)
Emperor was balanced by, or intersected with, the ideology of a
(Catholic) Church. The European system of states itself gradually
worked out a set of rules for a ‘just war’ –notably through the early
thought about international law of scholars such as Grotius.4 W a r s
were still possible but they were socially framed. Often a c a u s u s b e l l i
could be identified as a legitimator, though of course the relationship
of the stated cause of war to the actual reasons for war might be
loose. Nevertheless, social constraints on the way ‘war begins in the
minds of men’ had been established and why war was beginning was,
often, publicly announced.

Thus the shock of both Machiavelli's text (The Prince) in Renaissance
Italy and of the twentieth century Japanese bombings of Pearl Harbor
were similar: for Machiavelli, war should be justified by whatever
causus belli was most persuasive (if indeed a causus belli w a s
announced at all). The Japanese bombing of Pearl Harbor cut through
the carefully constructed apparatus of international law and the
structuring of the international system of states by the League of
Nations. To say, of the Japanese actions at Pearl Harbor, that they
were ‘Machiavellian’ is to capture the cultural and political point: the
deliberate disregard for international cultural, legal and institutional
defences of peace. Of course, war ‘began in the minds’ of the
Japanese –but oil embargos, great power strategies and the deliberate
obstacles placed in the way of the construction of a Japanese Empire
as wel l  as shifts  in domest ic  Japanese pol i t ies  locate the
’psychological’ position of the Japanese more precisely.

Thus the framing of the international system of states which the
League of Nat ions attempted broke down. The new forces of
nationalism which had dominated European history in the nineteenth
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century could not be contained by the Versailles Settlement, especially
given the R e a l p o l i t i k of Germany in the inter-war period and the clash
between the quest for new Empires and the preservation of old ones.
Wars did indeed begin in the minds of men, but those minds were
shaped by major structural and historical change.

More abstractly, it is possible to conceptualise the international
struggles of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries in terms of three
concepts from Martin Wight: the traditions of rationalism, realism and
r e v o l u t i o n i s m .

Rationalism was the tradition firmly rooted in concepts of natural and
later international law.5 Rationalism emphasised the possibility that
men of reason could discuss their differences. Epistemically, this is the
point of the League of Nations’ cooling-off period. Philosophically the
roots of rationalism are in Locke (and Jefferson). Politically, the view
constructs the League of Nations and later Unesco itself. This is the
world of Grotius.

Realism is the tradition of Machiavelli and continues on into Hobbes.6

Politically, it permits expansionist nationalist politics albeit with
appropriate justifications, such as ‘civilisation’ or L e b e n s r a u m, or the
white man's burden.

Revolutionism draws its thinking from Calvin, Rousseau, and even Kant.7

Politically, it includes the politics of new nationalisms and their creators,
such as Will iam Wallace, Mazzini, Herder, and Fichte. Politically it
construes (revolutionary) France, nationalist Italy, the alliance of steel
and rye which was Prussia and then Germany, and of course the
nationalist independence movements of Africa and South-East Asia in
the period after 1945. Politically, revolutionism also legitimates the
formation of the USSR and later the Peoples Republic of China. 

Thus the politics of the twentieth century included many wars. They
do indeed begin in the minds of men; but they also occur within an
international political system of states and they are based upon
notions of a just war. In the rationalist position a war should only
occur when a cooling-off period has analysed its ostensible causes,
searched for compromise and –finally– received an international
imprimatur: one side is ‘more just’ than another. In the real ist
position, the question of whether a war is just is irrelevant. The
question is on what terms you can start  a war with realistic
guarantees of winning it. In the revolutionist position, just wars are
mandatory. They may be mandated by a nationalist principle which
permits the suppression of the Vendée or the Languedocc, or the
creation of Italy out of the Austrian Empire. Or they may be justified
by a (revolutionary) messianic principle which justifies the exportation
of the Proletarian Revolution, or the Crusades, or the explosion of the
Islamic belief system across North Africa and into Spain and even,
briefly, beyond the Pyrenees.

Each tradition carries educational messages in specific contexts. Yuri
I s h i i8 and Hiroko Fujikane9 are among those who have shown the

173IN THE MINDS OF MEN: THE SHIFTING CONTEXTS OF INTERCULTURALITY

It is possible to
conceptualise the
international struggles
of the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries in
terms of three concepts
from Martin Wight: the
traditions of
rationalism, realism and
revolutionism



interplay  between domestic and internat ional  pol it ics  which
constructed varieties of development education, mult icultural
education, education for international understanding and peace
education. The sociologies which construct such school subjects are
extremely complex. The literature is large.1 0

But the point here, it can be argued, is that an educational agenda of
these kinds follows from a rationalist tradition (in Martin Wight’s
terms). Similarly, school curricula and school subjects in Nazi Germany
and in the USSR and Mao’s China, even in the universities, followed
messianic principles. Parts of curricula were oriented to war and
defence. This is not, as with the Officer Cadet Corps or Boy Scout
training associated with the schools of England1 1, a matter of ancestral
voices prophesising war (or correcting deficiencies in the conduct of
the last one, as with Baden Powell). In the cases of Nazi Germany, the
USSR and Mao’s China, this was a matter of contemporary voices
anticipating the necessity of war within a messianic vision of the
deficiencies and dangers of the international system of states and a
sense of urgent historical mission. In such cases it is in the minds of
men that the future of peace is constructed after war has been
successfully waged. War –in principle an historical necessity– will
occur. Peace will follow.

Crucially, then it is the moral order of such revolutionist messianic
states which defines the necessity of war and the necessity of
education for it. The revolutionist tradition specifies the circumstances
of a just war. War is deducible not merely from a political philosophy
but from a closed moral  order (which refuses the rationalist
conversation) and from a moral order of first-principles which define
the nature of history or the nature of international system of states
and the need to alter it. War does indeed begin in the minds of men,
paradoxically in the moral orders of those minds. War is a necessity,
deducible from that moral universe.

The Contemporary Situation

Clearly the rationalist tradition continues: it is institutionalised. Unesco
itself carries on the work. Revitalisation of older forms of peace
education or education for international understanding can be
expected to occur within many nations. The tradition of the League of
Nations is carried on at such meetings as the Dayton Conference,
which was an important step towards a version of peace in the
context of the former Yugoslavia. The breakdowns in the cooling off
period and the urgencies of shuttle diplomacy are highlighted (e.g. by
the resignation of the British Foreign Secretary, Lord Carrington, over
the ‘Falklands’ war) when the rationalist agenda collapses. The fact
the UN Security Council exists, with its potential for the use of force,
is merely a crucial practical amendment to the League of Nations
agenda: to make the international system of states conduct itself in a
rationalist mode.

There are four contemporary changes in the international system of
states which recalibrate this agenda.
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First, the end of the Cold War is like the end of an Empire. The
col lapse of Empires is  h istorica lly a lways an interes ting (but
dangerous) moment.  The ending of an Empire br ings with it
‘ t r a n s i t o l o g i e s ’ .1 2 These events, in addit ion to their  domest ic
configurations, see the creation of new international players: for
example the flurry of new nations that arose out of the collapse of the
Ottoman and Austro-Hungarian Empires; or the collapse of the French
and British Empires. The new international system of states becomes
newly unstable, as in the Mahgreb or in the Middle East in the last
fifty years.

Second, we are seeing the emergence of new forms of messianism.
The term ‘axis of evil’ is not merely a journalistic tour de force in terms
of its impact on the media of the world. It is also the expression of a
new messianic position, which affects how we see ‘neighbours’.

‘Neighbours’ (including neighbouring states) can be classified (i) as
significant in a balance of power; (ii) as potential dangers to the
‘national’ interest; (iii) as political enemies; and (iv) as god and evil
nations or ‘evil empires’. This categorisation is an ascent up a p o l i t i c o -
m o r a l scale.  The categorisation locates neighbours in terms of both a
moral order and an order of intensity-of-threat. The earlier positions
in the categorisation are fluid and can be negotiated. Later ones can
become non-negotiable: fixed positions in a social, economic and
political order. The neighbour in each category shifts from a rational
to an emotional location. The probable permanence of position and
degree of threat increase. An evil  empire cannot be dealt with
pragmatically. To make a neighbour into a devil is to enter into a
catechismic (and potentially cataclysmic) universe.

Thirdly, in international relations theory, and in political theory
(following Max Weber), the state has traditionally been classified as
the monopoliser of organised force. Thus an international system of
states was a socio-political system of monopolies of force and the
international system itself (whether that of the League of Nations, the
United Nations or the Cold War, which was a de facto international
system with hot lines and early warning systems) was an effort to
constrain dangerous players within the system.

Manifestly, this view of the state and the international order is no
longer sufficient. States no longer have a monopoly on major
violence, even granting that the concept of the terrorist state has
passed into contemporary discourse. 

Fourthly, we, as humans, probably have enough technological
capability to destroy humankind. There are important politico-
strategic questions about how widely spread that technological
capability is. The matter is of great interest to intelligence services
worldwide. But the brutal historic fact remains: humankind can make
humankind extinct.

The puzzle “…since war begins in the minds of men, it is in the minds
of men that the defences of peace must be constructed” remains. But
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both the context and the urgency have changed. In this crisis, within
this G ö t t e r d ä m m e r u n g scenario, the word interculturality feels
frighteningly weak. But let us stay with the argument, not least as
there is little option in the present world context.

Moral orders, the Other and educational systems

The argument so far has been centred on the proposition that “since
war begins in the minds of men…” but the contextualisation of the
proposition has been gradually changed and made more complex.

Within the rationalist tradition the proposition was taken as true and
political structures such as the League of Nations and ‘cooling off’
periods were intended to open the minds of men to rationalist
discourse. Within the r e a l p o l i t i k-based position, war begins in the
minds of men (and can in fact be started ) provided a calculus of
success can be worked out using concepts such as preventive strikes,
the political will of the enemy, industrial and territorial resources and
so on. Within the revolutionist position at its extreme, war is
mandatory to spread the word. In a very different sense of l o g o s, war
is not merely logical but is from a messianic worldview also a politico-
moral mandate.

What is also clear in these three positions is that ‘The Other’ is
differently constructed. The Stranger can, in the rationalist position,
be accorded the attributes of rationalism: access to reason. The idea
emerges in western political thought in a complex melange of
Enlightenment ideas coming from Descartes, Locke, Jefferson and so
on, and by extension these attributes are accorded to states.

The Stranger within the realistic position is merely a power-player:
how many battalions has the Pope got? The only attributes those
attributes which allow the Stranger to resist are of interest. Will
technological capability (e.g. poison gas) permit a rapid conquest or
subjugation of Ethiopia, or of dissident tribes in Southern Iraq?

The ‘Stranger’ within the revolutionist position is seriously misguided,
guilty of cosmological error, and, in principle, open to conversion.
Thus the stranger within this  t radi tion is a ‘barbar ian’
– incomprehensible,  speaking in tongues,  exot ic ,  potent ia lly
dangerous. The Stranger should be saved –an attractive option–, but
may have to be exterminated.

Thus the moral order of the rationalist, realist and revolutionary
positions locates the ‘stranger’ and how to deal with him/her, or ‘it’ if
the stranger is a state. The rationalist position is an open moral order:
inclusion is possible with access to ‘reason’. The realist position is a
closed political-moral order: subordination of the Other is the main
option. The revolutionist position has both open and closed politico-
moral dimensions. Conversion is good for you, but you must step
inside. Failure to convert may lead to death. Racist revolutionist
positions in combination with r e a l p o l i t i k-based practices can lead to
genocide. 
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From these positions comes a logic of educational action. Typically,
within the rationalist position, though the vocabulary varies, there is
an agenda for dealing with ‘The Other’. The agenda is varieties of
multicultural education whose official purposes recognise that a
particular society at a particular time is marked by the presence of the
multi-ethnic, multi-religious other. The official agenda encourages the
majority to s e e the Others and to empathise with their cultures,
languages and religions. Major efforts at multi-cultural education have
been made, for example, in Australia, Canada, France, Germany,
Scandinavia, the USA, the UK.

Typically, within the r e a l p o l i t i k position, there is an agenda for a
homogeneity of quiescence, as in Franco’s Spain, Salazar’s Portugal,
French Algeria and British India. In fact, in Empires, there is an awkward
choice to be made between recognition of quiescence and the substitution
of an alternative identity.1 3 In French Algeria, Muslim education was
tolerated within the broad imperial project; potential elites in fact were to
be made French. In India, the British made a similar choice. There was a
denial of vernaculars and an embracing of the idea of an English-Indian. By
and large all colonising states have a r e a l p o l i t i k - b a s e d educational policy:
Christian missionaries were a nuisance to the British Imperial State in
colonies such as Nigeria or India where religion was a major issue and a
potential source of political conflict. In extreme cases of external and
internal imperialism, educational options are not contemplated: massacres
of local populations are taken as the correct solution. 

Within the revolut ionary posit ion,  the educat ional  agenda is
absorption.  In a newly nationalised Italy, Italian (not Friuli, Tuscan and
so on) will be the language of instruction. In France, Breton becomes
a suspect language. The Church, even with its long involvement in
education, might be excluded from providing education in the new
revolutionary French State, and then, for reasons of r e a l p o l i t i k, its role
might subsequently be restored (as in Napoleonic France). The
revolutionary messianic position of course includes principles of
exclus ion as wel l  as  inc lus ion. In  the USSR, chi ldren of the
‘bourgeoisie’  found it  hard to obtain an education after  the
Revolution. In Nazi Germany, Jews were removed from education,
both as students and teachers.

However, the preceding illustrations are based on an assumption: that
there is a system of education, which is national and universal and
that everyone will pass through it.

An ‘educat ional system’ of this  k ind is  a nineteenth century
phenomenon, and a nineteenth century social technology. It was used
to great effect for the homogenisation of ‘national’ populations and it
was deliberately used in societies of immigration, for example,
Argentina and the USA (and in this century in Greece and Israel).

In the twenty-fi rst century this  assumption –that there is an
educational system which is state-dominated and used for a state
project and that the state is the monopolistic provider of educational
services– looks less and less likely to survive. New forms of education,
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new modalities for the delivery of learning, are being developed:
home education, distance education, commercial and privatised
provision of education, and virtual universities are all now available.

Thus the state does not have a monopoly on major violence nor, in
many places, on the provision of education. More specifically, it is not
the monopolistic provider of images of conduct, character and
manner (in Basil Bernstein’s phrase) and W e l t a n s c h a u u n g e n. New,
multiple educational sites are emerging for the transmission of
teaching and the acquisition of learning.

As a consequence, the progress of interculturality is no longer merely the
business of states; at the same time as some states are increasingly
deconstructing their education systems, their commitment to nationalist
projects and their confidence in assimilation as a social policy is
weakening. At a time when, politically, interculturality is more urgent as
a world project, it is, given the deconstruction of many state educational
systems, more difficult to organise and deliver. In other states with their
closed moral orders, reinforced in transitological education systems,
educational policies of interculturality are perhaps impossible.

The general argument, so far, has been that interculturality is an
urgent world project. It has been further suggested, from the
literature, that older forms of ‘intercultural educat ion’ (peace
education, developmental education, multicultural education and
education for international understanding) were complex in their
social location, slow in their genesis, and that the interplay of politics
at domestic and international levels meant a different domestic timing
of (different) early forms of intercultural education.

It has also been argued that the world context which those forms of
education addressed, an international system of national states, has altered
dramatically. Historic shifts in the world order have diminished the
monopoly of states on major violence, but the technologies by means of
which that violence might be transmitted are ever more dangerous.
Furthermore the world context is seeing new forms of messianism, along
with an increase in transitologies related to the collapse of a major empire.

Finally it has been argued that the traditional modality for the delivery
of changes in conduct, character and manner, the educational system,
is in many parts of the world being deconstructed, while at the same
time in other parts of the world it is being constructed at both new
and old educational sites, including armies, ‘fundamentalist’ arenas,
and peer groups. What, then, of international interculturality?

I n t e rc u l t u r a l i t y

What then, indeed, of international interculturality? International (and
domestic) interculturality is after all, a rationalist project. It is a project
which has at its centre, ‘The Other’. Interculturality is the effort to see
the other as oneself: not merely to do unto the other as one would do
unto oneself, but to internalise the other.
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Is international interculturality, then, based on the argument set out in
this paper, an impossible project? Perhaps. But to reduce the level of its
impossibilities, a number of challenges have to be entered around the
ongoing work of Unesco14 and committed NGOs and voluntary groups.
It is suggested that challenges have to be offered to:

• any world education discourse which stresses ‘economism’, that is
the necessity for and the legitimation of ideas which link education
and economy. Of course it can be acknowledged that the collapse of
the WTO, GATT(S), the World Bank and OECD –in other words, the
symbols of a world economic order–, will signal the end of the world
economy and mark the beginning of a socia l chaos in which
aspirations of interculturality are unlikely to survive. However, it is also
being argued that the current emphasis on the role of educational
systems as ‘effective and efficient’ in their contributions to ‘effective
and efficient’ economic systems has gone too far, both at the
international and, in many cases, the national levels.

It is suggested one must challenge:

• any institutional order which links education to the production of
‘skills’ especially at the level of the major symbol of Ministries of
Education. The reorientation of Ministries of Education and continuing
international cultural effort are minimal conditions for a shift in policy
and practices (and money, scarce resources of personnel, including
research orientations) to concentrate on the core problem which is a
recognition of an intercultural world family. Ministries of Education
over-emphasising economic skills are historically short-sighted.

It is suggested that challenges have to be offered to:

• any moral order which categorises ‘the other’ as ‘barbarian’. This
includes a challenge to Western leaders who see the world as
composed of ‘evil empires’ and a sustained effort in terms of the
opening up of the media in order to subvert all the closed moral
orders of revolutionariess who see mankind as composed of the
righteous ‘elect’ and Others.

Of these three challenges, the last is the most intractable. ‘Fortress
states’, fortress mentalities and the unpredictable distribution of
violence are with us, as they have been in history, but the technology of
violence that is available is now terrifying. Clearly the road to peace will
be marked by more wars. All that interculturality can do educationally,
inside and outside the schools is to begin to make small differences,
which may become historically cumulative, through messages of
emotion (music; art) as well as cognitive messages besides the more
usual approaches to conflict resolution and the use of internationally
sanctioned force. This is an honourable ambition and stretches back
from the founding of Unesco via Kant and Grotius to Confucius and
Hammurabi. There is no time left (there never is)15, and the ambition is
elusive and perhaps illusory, but it is the only political illusion worth
living by. The alternative is to die for other illusions. 
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