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Nothing is more aggressive than fear
Jean Paul Sartre, several decades ago, said in his play Huis Clos: “L’enfer c’est les autres” (Others are hell). Today, he would have probably said: “Is there any other paradise than the one we can build with others?” 

Sartre’s sentence defined, to a certain extent, the approach of the twentieth century towards well-established definitions and paradigms which, at the same time, determined prevalent social and economic interrelations, as well as  political and cultural values for that moment.
If fifteen, twenty years ago, our concern was how to feed China, or India; today the question is how China’s economic growth affects and will affect the rest of the world and the ecosystem.

The menace of confrontation between the two superpowers before the collapse of the Berlin Wall, was followed by a short period of general optimism, which fizzle out shortly when the revival of tribal wars and religious fundamentalism left tens of thousands of dead and wounded in the cities, villages, and fields of  former Yugoslavia.  The phantom of Sarajevo ushered in another era with completely different paradigms. It is clear today that political and economic pacts are insufficient to manage the emerging world order – or should I say “disorder”? – and that we must consider frameworks for international agreements that, based on our reading of the recent past, give importance to factors such as values and culture, while reconsidering what we have traditionally understood as cultural rights. 
The changes the world has experienced in the last decade are similar, in their dimensions, to the transformations experienced by the Western world as it abandoned the certainties and order of the Middle Ages and embraced  the uncertainties inherent in the convulsive modernity of the  Renaissance. 

The twenty-first century has already proved that what we believed was determinant in  political,  economic or social issues, is not so determinant any longer, and that the understanding of the complexity of cultural interrelations can be more productive in peace-building processes than confrontation. We are learning what Alexis de Tocqueville said in Democracy in America more than one hundred and fifty years ago: When the past does not give light to the future, human spirit roams in darkness. French poet René Char, inspired by this sentence, wrote: Our heritage does not come from any will.  Both sentences remind us of the importance of understanding and accepting the past to avoid repeating it, and as a means of reconciliation towards spiritual civility. 
This new approach has to include, not only human and cultural heritage; it has to learn from the past as well as from the multiple  questions  of today; it must  acknowledge that our actions do not always have the answers to today’s  questions, and that the challenge to live with this uncertainty is probably going to last for a while, so we have to learn how to live with it.  Given this dilemma, the development of inner knowledge, wisdom and imagination, has become relevant in a cultural dialogue towards inner peace and peace in the world.
To better understand this cultural dialogue we have to try to define culture. 
 Professor Rodolfo Stavenhagen from El Colegio de México, and former Assistant-Director of UNESCO for Social Sciences and their Applications, mentions that:
  One common view identifies culture with the accumulated material heritage of humankind as a whole or of particular human groups, including monuments  and artifacts. According to this position, then, the right to culture would mean the equal rights of individuals to have access to this accumulated cultural capital. An extension to this view is the right to cultural development. Many governments as well as international organizations have established cultural development as a specific process of cultural change, which other people see as parallel to other forms of development. (1) 
Stavenhagen insists that the right to culture must be interpreted as “the right to one’s own culture”, not only to “general culture”, because they are not necessarily the same thing. 

Today this frontier is, and is not, so clear; it meets in what could be called “spaces of cultural contact”, the in-between-spaces, those places with no base for reference identity.
Another definition of culture could be the: “process of artistic and scientific creations”. According to this definition, the right to culture is the right to freely create. Anthropology understands culture as “the sum total of the material and spiritual activities and products of a given social group which distinguishes it from other similar groups”, (2) Thus, according to Stavenhagen:
Culture is also seen as a coherent self-contain system of values and symbols that a specific cultural group reproduces over time and which provides individuals with the required signposts and meanings for behavior and social relationships in everyday life.(3)

This definition could also be questioned if we considered  hybrid spaces (Nestor García Canclini), shared by anachronism and modern influences; heterogeneous realities (Foucault), where the concept of cultural frontier vanishes, and in which there are few coherent self-contained systems.
The 2001 dictionary of the Spanish Royal Academy gives this definition: A complete knowledge that allows the development of critical judgment// Entire modalities of life and habits, knowledge and artistic, scientific, industrial development at a specific epoch, social group, etc.
José Ortega y Gasset, and lately Carlos Fuentes, have defined culture as the plurality of answers to the plurality of  the challenges of existence. Culture, in this sense, relates to the way we relate to each other; to our beliefs; to faith and religion; to the way we eat, we move, we dream, we dress, we speak, we listen, we fight, we laugh, we understand and respect the institutions and the law, the way we put them into practice, the way we care for our family, for our neighbors and for the ones that live not so close to us; the way we relate to creativity and to imagination and how we feel we can express it,  and above all, to the way we understand freedom. Culture, as Carlos Fuentes has said, is a way of saying: This is what we are. This is what we want to be. This is what we can become. (4)
This definition seems to be more inclusive. It speaks of individuals, in a differentiated manner, without the exclusion of being part of a community,  a nation, as well as part of the global village, because, nowadays, we know that our conscience, as Alain Touraine (5) has said,  is the conscience of a common universal existence that is inter-dependant and  needs to recognize the other as an intrinsic  part of the  moment we all share in history.   A specific culture can not survive in isolation. No matter what their characteristics are, all the cultures in our small planet, share today a common history, and a common space, and we must, all of us, develop this sense of belonging to the common human race. 

Culture is not static, it is historically rooted and changes over time, and therefore, often more emphasis is put on arguments about culture, and on the perception of it, than on culture itself, probably because of the difficulty to apprehend cultural dynamism at a certain stage.

Cultural diversity should not be incompatible with the existence of a common universal human culture, as long as a common agreement is established towards a code of universal values, such as: respect for the integrity of human life and freedom in relation to human dignity. The problem today begins when each and every one of those values is defined according to its own cultural peculiarity, without taking into consideration if those peculiarities go against this universal human commonality. This does not necessarily happen between nations, it can happen within the same nation and community.  
Hélé Béji has spoken of the “culture of the inhuman”, meaning the way certain cultures place the specificity of a particular cultural modality over the commonality of the universal human condition, with the belief that human dignity comes from its ethnic, religious, national or imperial origin, and not from the fact of having been born as part of the human race. Hélé Béji says: 
On s’est tellement épouvanté de la notion de race, au nom de la diversité des cultures, que l’on a oublié la seule qui mérite considération: la race humaine. L’humaine est devenue, si j’ose dire, objet de haine racial. […] Le critère culturel ne parvient plus a fonder une éthique de reconnaissance : l’ethnique a liquidé l’éthique.  (6) 
Hélé Béji’s words invite us to rethink in an open manner, and without prejudices the reality in which we live, and to understand this reality in the context of the relation between peace and culture in the world. Her thoughts are also an invitation to reconsider the concept of tolerance; to think to which degree excessive tolerance can open the road to intolerance. And hence, the start of a more difficult question: Is their a limit to tolerance? Where? Who establishes it?
Recent examples have proved that this is not only a matter of cultural confrontation.  Hélé Béji reminds us again that the armed forces of Islam, for example, have killed more victims in Islamic countries than in Christian ones; only in Algeria more than 100,000 victims can be counted. And we could say the same thing of the IRA terrorist acts in Ireland. 

If we further discuss culture in a context of a culture of peace we have to include in its definition the concept of freedom. Hector Gross Espiell, former director of the Inter-American Human Rights Institute, has said that “without culture there is no freedom […] But also, without freedom it is difficult to develop a true sense of culture, as individual or collective knowledge, or as a civilization”. (7) Peace culture is not only a culture without war, it is mainly a state of freedom and tolerance in search of justice and a common good for the majority.        
The problem continues as we move towards regulating what is considered justice according to today’s dynamic reality.  This is probably one of the major difficulties global governance faces: to establish rights, norms and regulations that will fit into the diversity of opinions and into the multiplicity of  realities of  different peoples, nations and cultures in the dynamism of a world prone to relativism.  
The Universal Declaration of Human Rights still provides the most adequate instrument for regulation. Article 1’s basic approach says: “All human beings are born free and equal in dignity and rights. They are endowed with reason and conscience and should act towards one another in a spirit of brotherhood”. These elementary rules are repeated in other instruments of a general and specialized nature for the benefit of the human rights law. Articles 1 and 55 of the UN Charter make non-distinction “as to race, sex, language, or religion”. Hundreds of international and regional human rights instruments address these basic rules, but the Declaration on Race and Racial Prejudice, adopted by the General Conference of UNESCO at its twentieth session in 1978 in paragraph 2 of article 1 emphasizes: “All individuals and groups have the right to be different, to consider themselves as different and to be regarded as such”. In principle, this provision is crucial to equality, non-discrimination and dignity and enhances tolerance and respect for differences. 
The key issue is that the right to be different should not interfere with the respect to the commonality of human law. In this sense it is important to accept that relativism vanishes and therefore the role of education should be accepted as it has been established in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, article 26, paragraph 2:
Education shall be directed to the full development of the human personality and to the strengthening of respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms. It shall promote understanding, tolerance and friendship among all nations, racial, or religious groups, and shall further the activities of the United Nations for  the maintenance of peace.
Ibrahima Fall, former U.N. Assistant Secretary General for Human Rights
has said: 
The most recent endorsement of human rights education, with reference to existing texts and again bringing up tolerance as a  goal, came about at the 1993 World Conference on Human Rights which devoted considerable attention to the issue, as evidenced in paragraphs 33 and 34 of the Vienna Declaration and paragraphs 78-82 of the Program of Action. (8)

 The opening language in paragraph 33 of the Vienna Declaration is strong and decisive:
“The World Conference on Human Rights reaffirms that States are duty-bound […] to ensure that education is aimed at strengthening the respect of human rights and fundamental freedoms…”
Paragraph 82 insists: “Governments with the assistance of international organizations, national institutions and non-governmental organizations, should promote an increased awareness of human rights and mutual tolerance…”

And in paragraph 79 of the same program, the World Conference called “on all States and institutions to include human rights, humanitarian law, democracy and rule of law as subjects in the curricula of all learning institutions in formal and non-formal settings”. 
Although regulations exist, to achieve a culture for peace more than regulations are needed. During UNESCO’s General Conference, on  October 15th, 1991, Director General Federico Mayor said: Peace established exclusively on political and economic agreements between governments could not obtain unanimous, sincere and lasting support from its people […] only intellectual and moral human solidarity can have peace as a base.
  A culture for peace comes from an inner state of mind; can not be imposed from outside; has to come from the inner conviction that we all share the same destiny and that no matter what happens to a human being, in any remote corner of the world, it is my concern. Only when we, as a community, and I as an individual, can see the other in its diversity and concrete expression, in the same manner as I can see what is most beloved to me, being able to  transmit this feeling to my neighbor, to my friend and to my enemy, only then, may we, may I, be ready to promote a culture of peace. 
I will finish these few remarks with a thought by Aurelio Peccei, the founder of The Club of Rome: 

The gravest consequence of our fallacious belief that our current dealings, policies and strategies will eventually bail us out of all crises, is that this belief diverts our attention from the real core problem […] our state of inner disorder. […]our new knowledge and power are not accompanied by new vision and wisdom. […]  Only such a humanism, where salvation starts within ourselves, can give us the force to reach higher thresholds, allowing us to scan alternative paths toward the future. This renaissance of the human spirit in a time of great distress is what I mean by the term the human revolution (9)
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