

















Editorial by Bahgat Elnadi and Adel Rifaat

Violence

IOLENCE today seems to be all around us. It is something we cannot ignore. Is

it more widespread than it once was, or is it simply appearing in more blatant

forms? Even if we are not directly confronted with violence it is impossible to
shut our eyes and ears to its existence. If we are spared violence in our homes, it lies
in wait for us elsewhere, when we take the subway, perhaps, or travel by air. We see
it every day on the screen, in news and current affairs broadcasts and in fiction. We
end up by expecting to encounter violence on every street corner.

Something in the terrible twilight of our century seems to call forth violence as
inevitably as storm-clouds herald a storm. With the collapse of European commu-
nism, the balances that reposed on the East-West bipolar system have been upset.
But when the great wind of freedom began to blow through the world, fear also
began to spread, an insidious fear of the new, the unknown, the unexpected.

We live in a world in the throes of change, a world of multifarious possibilities, a
world in which everything must be reinvented. But as things stand at present, not
everyone has a chance to participate in this rebirth. The disparities are too great be-
tween those who can contribute to the forces of change and those who are
condemned to passively endure their repercussions. The disinherited far outnumber
the privileged, the powerful are infinitely stronger than the weak. Confronted with
too many challenges at once, individuals, minorities and nations are tending to turn in
upon themselves, to reject others and to reject change itself. Tensions, conflicts and
rigidity seem to be reappearing, both in our personal lives and in the communities to
which we belong.

Violence, then, is near at hand. Since it has existed since the dawn of history and is
so deeply rooted in the unconscious, how could it fail to find, in the prevailing cli-
mate of disarray, increasing opportunities to show its face and appear in new guises?

What are the origins of violence? Some scientists, and not the least distinguished,
have suggested that the causes of violence are specifically biological—a thesis which
was convincingly rejected at a meeting of leading scholars held in Seville in 1986.
Does violence have a socio-economic basis? Is it a consequence of the insoluble
contradiction between individual and social experience? In what conditions does it
cease to be latent and erupt? Do the mass media report it accurately or do they give
overdue attention to it and make it worse?

These are some of the questions that are posed in this issue. Underlying them is a
concern to know whether, and if so how, it is possible to respond to violence other-
wise than by further violence. Some answers to these questions are to be found in
ethics, in politics and in art. They are based on the imperative of respect for the
person, for personal rights and freedoms, on a course of political action that looks to
negotiation and not repression, and on a form of co-operation that everywhere
honours justice and solidarity.

The task involved is immense and never-ending. It is more urgent than ever today.
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Peace is possible. War is not a biological
necessity but a social invention, and
peace must be invented to replace it. This
is the message of the Seville Statement,
which was drawn up in 1986 by an
international team of specialists
(biologists, psychologists, ethologists,
geneticists and others) on the initiative of
the Spanish National Commission for
UNESCO as part of the International Year
of Peace sponsored by the United
Nations. The Statement has been
endorsed by many organizations of
scientists around the world, and in 1989
was adopted by UNESco, which is
disseminating it worldwide in the form of
a brochure published in English, French,
Spanish and Arabic. The Statement
attracted considerable attention at the
second World Congress on Violence and
Human Coexistence which was held at
Montreal (Canada) in July 1992.

Salient passages from the Statement are
published below.

INTRODUCTION
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 biolo-
gical findings that have been used, even by some in
our disciplines, to justify violence and war. Because
the alleged findings have contributed to an atmos-
phere of pessimism in our time, we submit that the
open, considered rejection of these mis-statements
can contribute significantly to the International
Year of Peace.

We state our position in the form of five pro-
positions. We are aware that there are many other
issues about violence and war that could be fruit-
fully addressed from the standpoint of our disci-
plines, but we restrict ourselves here to what we
consider amost important first step.

FIRST PROPOSITION
It is scientifically incorrect to say that we have
inherited a tendency to make war from our animal
ancestors, Although fighting occurs widely

throughout animal species, only a few cases of
destructive intra-species fighting between orga-
nized groups have ever been reported among natu-
rally living species, and none of these involve the
use of tools designed to be weapons. Normal pre-
datory feeding upon other species cannot be
equated with intra-species violence. Warfare is a
peculiarly human phenomenon 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
biological connection is primarily through lan-
guage which makes possible the co-ordination of
groups, the transmission of technology, and the
use of tools. War is biologically possible, but it is not
inevitable, as evidenced by its variation in occur-
rence and nature over time and space. There are
cultures which have not engaged in war for centu-
ries, and there are cultures which have engaged
in war frequently at some times and not at others.

SECOND PROPOSITION

It is scientifically incorrect to say that war or any
other violent behaviour is genetically programmed
into our human nature. While genes are involved
at all levels of nervous system function, they pro-
vide a developmental potential that canbe actua-
lized only in conjunction with the ecological and
social environment. While individuals vary in their
predispositions to be affected by their experience,
it is the interaction between their genetic endow-
ment and conditions of nurturance that deter-
mines their personalities. Except for rare patholo-
gies, the genes do not produce individuals
necessarily predisposed to violence. Neither do
they determine the opposite. While genes are co-
involved in establishing our behavioural capacities,
they do not by themselves specify the outcome.
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not maximally selected under natural conditions.
When such experimentally-created hyper-aggres-
sive 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.

FOURTH PROPOSITION

Itis scientifically incorrect to say that humans have
a “violent brain”. While we do have the neural appa-
ratus to act violently, it is not automatically activated
by internal or external stimuli. Like those of higher
primates and unlike those of other animals, our
higher neural processes filter such stimuli before
they can be acted upon. How we act is shaped by
how we have been conditioned and socialized.
There is nothing in our neurophysiology that com-
pels us to react violently. :

FIFTH PROPOSITION

Itis scientifically incorrect to say that war is caused
by “instinct” or any single motivation, The emer-
gence of modern warfare hasbeen ajourney from
the primacy of emotional and motivational fac-
tors, sometimes called “instincts”, to the primacy of
cognitive factors. Modern war involves institu-
tional use of personal characteristics such as obe-
dience, suggestibility, and idealism, social skills
such aslanguage, and rational considerations such
as cost-calculation, planning, and information
processing. The technology of modern war has
exaggerated traits associated with violence bothin
the training of 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 conse-
quences of the process.

THIRD PROPOSITION
Itis scientifically incorrect to say that in the course
of human evolution there has been a selection for
aggressive behaviour more than for other kinds of
behaviour. In all well-studied species, status within
the group is achieved by the ability to co-operate
and to fulfil social functions relevant to the struc-
ture of that group. “Dominance” involves social
bondings and affiliations; it is not simply a matter
of the possession and use of superior physical
power, although it does involve aggressive behav-
lours, Where genetic selection for aggressive behav-
four has been artificially instituted in animals, it
hasrapidly succeeded in producing hyper-aggres-
sive individuals; this indicates that aggression was

CONCLUSION
We conclude that biology does not condemn
humanity to war, and that humanity can be freed
from the bondage of biological pessimism and
empowered with confidence to undertake the
transformative tasks needed in this International
Year of Peace and in the years to come, Although
these tasks are mainly institutional and collective,
they also rest upon the consciousness of indivi-
dual participants for whom pessimism and opti-
mismare crucial factors. Just as “wars beginin the
minds of men”, peace also begins in our minds.
The same species which invented war is capable of
inventing peace. The responsibility lies with each
ofus. n















Encouraging diversity

HE major challenge that faces us today is how to

manage and promote diversity as a positive force,

so that the recently released energes of ethnic, lin-
guistic and spiritual solidarity serve as catalysts for
creativity rather than destruction, for concord rather
than division. If the fading away of the Cold War has
brought an era of ideological conflict to an end, the
hatreds it generated have already given way to ethnic
antagonisms deeply rooted in memory. This has hap-
pened in Europe. It is happening in Africa. It is begin-
ning to happen in Asia.

Humanity seems to be entering—or, more precisely,
to be re-entering—an extremely dangerous era of
cthnic and racial tension. Since the hostility of one
tribe towards another is among the most instinctive
human reactions, these resurgent forces need to be
more vigorously combated than ever before.

We must harness all our energies to promoting a cul-
ture of peace among and between human communities
at all levels—a culture of mutual respect and tolerance, a
culture of public liberty, a culture of ethnic coexistence
that fosters pluralistic and open societies within which
human rights, fundamental freedoms and democracy
can flourish. The example of Yugoslavia is a grim
reminder of what can happen when long-suppressed
yearnings are not recognized in time.

Maintaining cultural diversity requires us to work
together to strengthen newly gained freedoms and
openness while protecting each people against the pit-
falls of hastily transferred alien models. The achieve-
ment of such a balance is important, whatever the tasks
nations must shoulder, whether in the context of man-
aging the transition to a market economy, raising the
citizens’ standard of living, modernizing society
without destroying the ancestral values upon which it
rests, or protecting cultural identity in the face of the
homogemzmg forces of modern technological civiliza-
tion. The aim must be to contribute to the pluralism of
the entire planet as well as to the persistence of plural
societies in each nation-state.

The challenge is likewise to develop self-reliance and
reinforce endogenous resources, both material and
human, with a view to increasing the number of trained
cadres, to reducing the often large discrepancies in
resources between one country and another, to learning
how to work together in a spirit of healthy competition,
and to developing the ability to function n the interna-
tional arena.

The international community also has a duty to foster
the spirit of solidarity and an ethic of responsibility on
the part of those in a position to help the most fragile and
vulnerable nations. This means that the recipients of
technical expertise and resources from outside must be
watchful and determined from the outset to maintain the
co-operation process on an equal footing.

At a time when the entire United Nations system is
returning to the roots of its mandate for the construc-
tion of peace and when all countries, both industrial-
ized and developing, are turning once again to it as the
irreplaceable forum in which to map out new interna-
tional approaches, we need vision and perseverance
more than ever before.

We have no choice but to promote a genuine world
partnership for development, for the overrriding global
threat to the security and well-being of our planet is the
growing gulf between North and South. It is our duty to
promote development as an endogenous, sustainable,
internationally equitable process centred on human
beings as individuals.

We have a long way to go. A profound change in
behaviour and attitudes is required on the part of all. This
requires first of all a spirit of solidarity that is inspired by
the sense of a moral imperative to respect each other, to
share and work together, to promote the primacy of the
human person and basic human rights. This truly excep-
tional time in history also calls for exceptional solutions.
The world as we have known it since the end of the
Second World War is being radically reshaped. Great
imagination, innovation and creativity are required.

International partnerships and interaction are an
important ingredient for creativity in problem-solving—
a quality not possessed only by artists, poets and inven-
tors. This creativity means being adaptable, curious,
flexible. It requires a willingness to frame bold questions
instead of depending on traditional answers. It means an
open mind, an open heart, and a sensitive awareness of
the need to encourage fresh definitions, reconcile old
opposites, and help draw new mental maps for a chang-
ing world. Ultimately it will be honest introspection,
openness to oneself, that will lead to compassion for the
experience of others, and it will be compassion that will
lead us to a future in which the pursuit of individual
freedom will be balanced with a recognition of the need
to provide for the common good.

The only way to meet these challenges is to follow
the peaceful path of empathy and tolerance. |
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