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The 31986 establishaent of the SCA Feace Zommission and concurrent
increased activity in peace research has caused many of us in the cemmunicaticn
prefession to re-examine the relationships between speech communication and
peace issues. As we explore the nature of those relationships: cne subect
that emerges is the possibility of teaching about peace and peacemaking in our
communication classrooms. While much has been written about peace teaching in
a general sense and in scme specific disciplines, very little material speaks
to a place for peace within a communication curriculum. The goal of this
research was to learn the role of peace education within existing speech
communicaticn programs and to describe that role both in terms of curricular

ard research priorities.

BACKGROUND

Recent resclutions adepted by the National Education Asscciaticns the
Canadian Teachers® Federation, and the FPennsylvania Department of Educaticn
exemplify the mrganized attention being given to peace education in gereral.
The MEA has developed a curriculum for junior high scheool students about the
combined issues of peace and nuclear war. In additicns they have a paid staff
member whose title is “special assistant for peace programe and internaticnal
relaticns.” In Canadas the comparable teachers® organization deveted its
entire 1985 conference to the possibilities of peace education. That
con“erence generated specific quidelines for peace education in Canadian public
schools which resulted in the adeption of a peace curriculum by twenty-seven
local school boards. Few school boards in the United States have talen a simi-

lar reute. However, in the state of Fennsylvania, the Department of Educaticn
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has for sintesn years been offering a five-week summer prearam to traan

teachers of nuclear science in the broad issues of nuclear conflict.

These examples all speak tc the treatment of peace issues 1n secondary and
elementary schools, but higher educaticn has net been absent from the discus-—
sicns. Many cclleges and universities affiliated with churches (particularly
Quakers Mennonites and Catholic) have traditionally offered courses and entire
pregrams in peace. More and more public institutions of higher education are
developing such programs as well. Their decision to do so seems consistent
with the Movember, 1986 recommendaticn of the Carnegie Cemmission that the

“aim of the undergraduate experience is not only te prepare the young to be
preductives but alsc to enable them to live with dignity and purpese; nct cnly
to generate new knowledges but to channel that knowledge toc humane ends: not
merely to study government, but toc shape a citizenry that can promcte the pub-
lic good.”

Suvs it is veascnable to cbserve that there is strong broad-based support for
the inclusion of peace education in many levels of cur educaticnal system.

A review of peace pregramming listed in the curviculum guide Peace and

World Order Studies (1984) reveals that coclliege lzvel peace educaticn includes

structured majorss miners: co-majors. independent study: asscciate degreess and
master’s degrees. There is similar breadth noted in the academic departments
responsible for peace programs. The traditional departments mosi often
meriticned are Economicss Bevernment: Foreign Languagess Religions English,
Scciclegys Fhiloscophys and Histery. The relative absence of communiciation
departments is nctewcrthy given that the goals for college level peace educa-
tion typically include communication skills such as exercising influences
practicing decision-makings and resclving conflict.

Given the existence of the SCA Feace Commissicn: more of ocur colleagues

must be inmvelved in peace education than might be inferred {rom current decu-
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ments on the subject. Thereforss cur research questicn became, "To what extent
are issues of peace being incorporated in the teaching and research activities

of speech communication academicians?"

THE SURVEY INSTRUMENT

A survey was constructed by the authors that addressed three principal
areas: {(a) educator attitudes about the relationship between the discipline of
speech communication and peace issuess (b) the inclusion of peace issues 1in
cellegiate programs and curricula; and (c) research pricrities for examining
peace issues from a communicaticn perspective. The survey instrument was
distributed among the cofficers of the SCA Feace Commissicn for review and
comment pricr to its mass distribution to the SCA membership.

The survey accompanied by cover letter and return envelope was mailed
during May of 1987 tc 578 Chairs of departments on SCA°s mailing list of insti-
tutions offering degree pregrams in communication. This sample was gleaned from
the overall list by eliminating departments of theatre, speech pathologys Tilms

and media studies.

DEMOGRAFHICS OF RESFOMDENTS

One hundred thirteen resporises were received for a respoense rate of 20%.
The respondents represented 93 programs offering undergraduate degrees, 109
prearams offering both undergraduate and graduate degrees, and cng program
cffering the asscciate degree. The sizes of the respending institutions were
varied including 66 (S9%) having under 5,000 students, 37 (32%) having betwezn

9,000 and 15,000 students, and 10 ( 9%) having 15,000 o more students.

Forty-six were private: church affiliated instituticns, ten were private secu-
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lar institutions. and the vemaining fifty-seven were public collieges and
universities. Gecgraphically, responses were received from 40 departments 1in
the Central States regicns 33 in the Scuthern States regions, 25 1n the Eastern
States regions and 15 from the Western States region. The individuals
completing the surveys included 59 department/program chairs and 53 regular
faculty. Only five (4.5%4) of the respondents were members of the SCA Feace

Commissicon.

RESPONCES:
Attitudes Toward Feace And Speech Communicationm

Ten Likert type items were used to assess educators® attitudes regarding
the relationship between issues of peace and the discipline of speech communi-
caticen. Three areas of this relationship were explered including: (a) instruc-
tor perceptions of students® relative interest in peace issues, (b) instructor
percepticns of their obligations teward the discipline and issues of peace, and
{c) general percepticns of peace issues.

Faculty cpinicns about current students® relative interest in peace 1szues
were solicited via three items. Regarding the statement, "Students of today
seem more concerned with issues of peace than students in the past," 19
respendents agreed:s B85 disagreed; and 9 were uncertain. With the st-tement,
"In communication courses we teach, issues of peace are becoming more evidents"
2l agreed; 74 disagrezd: and 18 were uncerfain. Finally, regarding the stale-
ment, "Students tcday seem less concerned with issues of peace than students in
the past;" 72 respundents agreed: 29 disagreed: and 12 were uncertain. Sco.
the general perception of speech communication faculty 1s that student interest

in peace issues is waning.
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Faculty attitudes about our profescicnal o ligations regarding 1ssues of
peace were scught via four cother gquestions. FRegarding the statement. "Communi-
cation educaters have an cbligation to address issues of peace given the nature
of the discipline," responses included 82 agreements; 19 disagreements; and
12 uncertains. With the statement, "SCA should beccme more active in issues
related tc war and peace." 69 agreed; 1B disagreed; and 26 were uncertain.
|
Regarding the statement: "With regard to issues of peacesy communicaticon educa- 1
tors cught to teach students to be advocates for their own ideas," 99 agreed;
7 disagreed: and 7 were uncertain. With the statement. "In discuesing peace
issues, instructors should remain cbjective and umbiased.," 77 agreed; 25 disa-
greed; and 11 were uncertain. Our cclleagues, therefore. suppert the noticn of
cbjectively teaching students principals of advocacy while also supperting the
trend tocward greater involvement in peace advocacy for the speech communication
profession in particular. Unlike apparent student interest, faculty interest
in peace issues seems tc be increasing.
Finallys general attitudes about peace issues were surveyed via three
items. Regarding the statement, "It is difficult to discuss peace issues with-
cut advocating & political position," 66 respondents agreed; 45 disagreed: and
2 were uncertain. To the statement, "Teaching students to be effective listen—
ers is as important as teaching them to be advocates," 112 respondents indica-
ted agreement; 2 indicated disagreementi and cne indicated uncertainty.
Regarding the statement, "The rurriculum I/we teach has little to do with
peace issues," 56 agreed; S5 disagreed; and 2 were uncertain. This last group
of attitude items is indicative of the disparate and confusing peints of view
that =eem prevalent amocng speech communication educators regarding the role of

peace education.




Curricular and Co-curricular Frogramming on Feace

The existence of campus programs related to peace was determined by
asking respondents three particular guestions. First. respondents were asked
about peace related programming sponscored by speech communicationm departments
Siuteen indicated their departments had sponscred such programs (forums.
debates, sympcsia) within the past year, while ninety-seven had not. Secondly,
of the 113 responding institutions, siuty-nine indicated that other departments
or offices on their campuses had sponsored some type of peace related program
in the past academic year. Many included descriptions of peace-related campus
pregrams.  These included a symposium on "The Froblem of Nuclear Knowledges™
guest lectures by poets, religious scholarss Nobel laureates, ambassadors, and
refugeess a United Nations Day program; peace marches; folk singings and
debates abcut ROTC, Christian responsibility, terrcrism, and specific arenas of
international conflict. Finally, respondents were asked to assess whether
peace-related interest on their campus had grown.: remained the same, or
deciined. Eighteen respondents stated that general campus interest in peace
issues seemed to have grown cver the past S-10 years, sinty-seven felt that
interest had remained the same, and twenty-eight felt that interest had
declined in that pericd. Evidently, general campus interest in peace icssles
has not changed significantly in recent years: bui many rew pro@rams about
peace are continuing to be developed and offered. The vast majrity of such
co-curricular programs are under the sponsorship of academic departments cother
than speech communication.

Twelve respondents reported that their speech communicaticon departments




efter courses solelv related to peace issues. Only twe on these were af
church-affiliated instituticns. The specific courses offered were listed by
such names as Conlict Management, Conflict and Megotiaticn, Communicaticn and
Conflicty, Intercultural Communications and Critical Issues. In order tc get a
clearer picture of how speech communicaticn cwrricula relate to issues of
peaces respendents were asked to vank order 6 traditional categories of speech
communication courses in which issues of peace might be discussed. The average
rank orders assigned to these categories are indicated in Table One (1 = course
most likely to address peace issues; § = course least likely to address peace
issues).
TABLE 1
Public Speaking/Rhetoric 2.3
Small Group 3.0
Interperscnal 3.3
Mass Communication 3.4
Survey/Fundamentals 3.6
Theatre/Oral Interp. g.1
Thuss of the standard categeries in which speech communication departments
typically coffer coursewerk, the category of "public speaking” is meost l1kely to
include cowrses relating to peace issues and the category of "theatre" is leacst
likely to include peace related coursework. Further, thirty speech communica-—
ticn departments offer courses containing units or segments that specifically
address issues of peace. Fourteen of these departments were at church-
affiliated institutiens. Courses offered which contain units on peace included
Group Process, Interpersonal Communication, History of FPublic Speakings Intro-
duction to Public Speaking: Political Communication, Business and Professicnal

Speakings Western Heritages Communication Laws; as well as several in the

broader area of Conflict Management. While not a deminant element in speech




commumcation coursess peace &s a rhetorical concept ie being discussed iv many
courses.

Respondents were alsc asked about the likelihood of their departments
including peacemaking skills in any of speech communication courses. The
average rank order assigned to the courses are indicated in Table Two (1 =
course mest likely to include teaching about peacemaking skills; 5 = course

least likely to teach about peacemaking skills).

TABLE II
Small Group 2.42
Interpersonal 2.92
Rhetoric/Public Speaking 2.81
Survey/Fundamentals 3.77
Mass Communication 4.17
Theatre/Oral Interp. S.14

Feacemaking: like peace as & rhetorical issue, least litely to be includec in
courses in the theatre category. However, the areas in which courses were

considered most likely to include peacemaking ivstruction were small group and

interpersomal communication.

Research Interests in Speech Communicaticn and Feace

The relative importance of varicus perspectives on the peace communica-
tion-speech communication connection is reflected in the respondents® relative
weightings of peace communicaticn research concerns. The survey asked that
various peace research topics be rated on a 1-5 scale (1 = Not Impertents S =
Important). The research areas to be rated were determined by subjects
suggested !~ the SCA Feace Commission newletter of April. 1987 (Vol. 1, #1).

The average ratings indicated by respondents are identified in Table Three.
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TABLE  III
Conflict/Negetiation Skills 4.62
Communicaticon®s Role in Creating Vicolence and Nonviclence .29
Feace Negotiation as Deterrent to War 4.06
Mass Media and Peacemaking 4.05
Peace Through Persuasion 4.01
Rheterical & Historical Studies of Feace Movements 3.87
International Initiatives for Feace 3.81
Definitions of Feace/Feacemaling 2.54
Classroom Communication and Peacemaking 3.30
Feace Comm. in Visual/Ferforming Arts 3.19
Performance of Peace Literature 3.11

Grouwping the above research interests and pricrities mere breadly, we can see
that respondents considered research in the area of negotiation and pErsuacsicn
strategies to be of mest importances research in the sccial past and future of
peace toc be second in importances; and research in artistic renderings of peace
te be of relatively less importance.

Finally, respondents were asked to cstate their own defimtions of peace
cemmunication. While no twe definitions of the sixty=fowr offered were enactly
the sames it 15 possible to group the responses inte broad categories bacsed on
the similarity of concepts noted. Fifty-twe of the definitions were specafic
and clear encugh to be categorized. Sinteen of those defined peace communi-
cation as a process of coenflict management or conflict resclution. Nine
defined peace cemmunication as techniques appropriate for prometing non-
violents; non-military soluticns to world and naticnal problems. Eight defini-

tions were general statements about processes intended to promote i1nterpersecnal
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er international understarding and narmeny. Seven defimticns deecribed pecce
comaunication as techmques useful for achieving internatienal or intercultural
ceoperation.  The remaining six clear definitions were some combination of the

above perspectives.

CONCLUSIONS

The attitudes that underlie programmatic decisicns about including peace
education in speech communication education seem to be quite mixed. While
faculty themselves have many significant research interests in the 1ssues of
peace communication, they do net perceive that the general student population
shares that interest. Consequentiy, while faculty feel it is proper to teach
stude 'ts principles of advecacy in a general senses there is no clear mandate
either for or against correlating peace education per se and speech education.
In fact, there seems to be some philesophical confusion about such a correla-
tion. This conclusicon is evident from the conflicting attitudes sshibited as
respendents generally agreed with the statew2nt that we have an ebligation to
address issues of peace in the speach communication discipline, vet half of
those indicated that the curriculum in which they teach (1.e. speech communica-
ticn) has littie to do with peace issues. Ferhaps this discrepancy 1s one the
Feace Communicaticn Commissicon ©ill reed to address im the future.

Both curricular and estra~curricular programs reflect these attitudes.
There is scme peace programming happening on many cAmpuses. But, t, and large,
1t is not under the leadership of speech cemmunicaticon departments. Likewise,
faculty surveyed seem to consider curricular cfferings dealing with peace to be
inapprepriate for introductory survey courses takes hy the general student

pepulaticn. Rathers; such curricular focus should be in upper level courses in
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tne speech communmcation majors, 1f anvwhere at all. Judging from the res-
peisess one could assume that the treatment given to peace 1ssues at that level
would be more theoretical than practical or skills oriented. The cne exception
seems toc be the inclusion of conlict negotiaticn skills in interpersanal and
small groups courses. Since the term "peacemaking” is interpreted tc mean
conflict resclution more cften than anything else {according to definitions
given in the survey), it is interesting that faculty rated research in "peace-
making" tc be significantly less important than that in conflict negotiation
skills. This interpretaticon is ancther area that the Feace Commission may need
to address as it attempts to clarify the relaticnship between speech communica-
tion and issues of peace.

That cobservation brings us back to some of the fundamental corcerns that
many educaters have about actually teaching scmething called "peace." There 1s
frequently a percepticn that teaching peace means a biased indcctrinaticn of
students based on the perscnal values of the instructer - an individual whom
some further perceive very likely to be a throw-back to the "peacenike" of the
sixties. Such an instructicnal approach is perceived as educationally unethi-
cal. Sceme educatorss in fact, assert that schools should teach only the
uncontested values needed for citizemship (Ryersocn). Since the definition of
peace and hence its icle as a "value" is certainly not uncontested, it should
net be part of a curriculum. But, as speech communicaticn educator=. we
realize that all values by their nature are contested. That being the case,
are we not as justified in teaching about peace as we are about truth, beauty,
honesty, etc? If we are justified in teaching about peace, what approaches
might we use to do sc? That is the dilemma to whick this Survey was addressed.

The survey responses only begin toc clarify the dilemma.
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The responderts to this survey certainly felt strongly that there is &
reascnable comnection between speech education and peace educaticn. It 1s zlso
clear that the respocndents felt this connection should be deait with carefully.
Do we “teach peace" as suggested by buttocns evident at a recent ECA conventicn?
Yes, but not all of us do it with the sense of urgent advocacy implied by the
prometers of that catch phrase. Those speech communication faculty whe do
choose to pursue the connecticons between peace and speech communication are
mest likely to do se (a) by researching peace and peacemaking as global issues
and (b) by teaching peace and peacemaking not to all students, but to those
select advanced students studying interperscnal cenflict management or peliti-
cal rhetoric.

Based on the results of this survey: it seems that several issues will
need toc be addressed by the SCA reace Commissicn. Firsvs clarity is needed in
terms of what peace communication is. Is it concerred with the rhetoric of
peaces managing cenflictss advecating pesiticnss or understanding and coopera—
tion. If we determine what it is, a second issue becomes how best to teach 1t
in the context of a speech communication curriculum. Does it fall in the area
0% Interpersonal Communicaticns Small Groups Public bpeal.ings or Persuasion and
Rhetoric?  Finally, if we can determine what it is. we will inevitably have tc
address the ethical value-laden issues of how best to teach peace communication
without becoming advocates for particular political pesitions. The questions
raised by this survey suggest that the work of SCA's Feace Commission is impor—

tant and valuable and will reguire considerable time and effort.
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ARSTRACT

The paper reparts on the results of & national survey of communicetion
educaten s concerning current 1nstructional practices and attitudes regarding
peace communication education. All member institutions of SCA were contacted
and ashed toc 1nd1cate the classes, e«hracurricular programmings snd courses of
study sponsored by their departments which focus on peace communication.

The results indicated a sigmficant range from zerc peace comnunication
curricular activity to full-fledaed interdisciplinary majors. While most
spzech coamunication edvcaters responding to the survey percelved o logical
relaticnzhip between peace communicaticon and their dicsciplines very few are
sctually teaching peace communication thecorys history. or strakteqies. Those
who are "teaching peace” are typically deing se within the scope of upper level
cowrses 1n i1aberpersonal and small group commuonication. There seems to be &
perception that such instructicn is i1napprop  ate for or of little interest teo
th= general student populastion. There is i1ncreasing ackivity 1n the brozd eres
ot peace studies in the university setting. But, for the mest part, that
sctivity 15 under the leadership of some department or program other than
speech communication.

‘ Demographically, there dees not seem to be any signification correlation
between university affiliatien (public, private, church-relateds secular) and
the =«1stence of peace studies 1n the speech communicaticn department. There
are differences, however, in the way those institutions defined peace
commitcstion, Finally, the paper suggests several continuing areas of

research for pezce/speech communicaticn educators.




