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avoid indoctrination, but raising questions that all of
us as citizens must try to answer is part of our job.
To sum up the three-fold circuit that could char-
acterize a modern liberal arts education we can
think of it as characterized by three phases: the
formative, the critical or scientific, and the perfor-
mative. These are not just three “rival versions,” or
three kinds of enterprise going on side by side,
though often they are viewed that way. It is the
essence of thinking of higher education as practical
reason in the Aristotelian sense that we see these s
three mutually engaged phases. If, on the other
hand. we remain fixated on one of the phases, var-
ious kinds of pathology ensue. If we think our obli-
gation is exclusively to tradition, we lose the sense
of a living tradition responding to the world and
become traditionalists, devoted more to the defense
of embalmed texts than to their possible current
application. Or if we are devoted to the critical or
scientific phase alone, we run the risk of cynicism
on the one hand, or positivism on the other, as
though “the facts™ ever speak for themselves. To be
fixated on the performative phase is to imagine that
the moral issues are clear and our only obligation is
o act, a position one might call romantic activism,
one all too attractive, I'm afraid, to students in time
of stress.
n remembering that the three phases should
always go together, I think your Catholic tra-
dition provides you with something that is
largely lacking in the secular education domi-
nated by positivism: namely, the practical syllogism.
If the major premise is that human rights are to be
respected and the minor premise is that in some sit-
uation human rights are being violated, then the
logical conclusion is not just about knowledge but
about action. What is the just thing to do about it?
The practical syllogism doesn’t tell us what to do
about the situation. For that we need all the wisdom
and all the knowledge and all the judgment we can
bring to bear on it. But the practical syllogism tells
us we can't just stand idly by. Often the reality is,
we can't do much; but the obligation to do what we
can remains. It is here that we must bring our com-
mitment to justice and the common good to bear.
In concluding let me suggest that there is a very
big practical syllogism that faces all of us in
American higher education: the syllogism of global-
ization, one that raises the problem of justice and
the common good to the nth degree. We live in a
world where globalization is going on relentlessly at

many levels and in many ways and we Americans
are at the center of it. One way of thinking about
our present situation, in which the United States is
the cultural model, the economic dynamo, and the
only military superpower, is that globalization is
really a new kind of empire, foreshadowed only by
the Rome of two millennia ago and Britin in the
nineteenth century. Talk of empire became wide-
spread in the months leading up to the invasion of
Iraq. President Bush’s report entitled “The National
Security Strategy of the United States of America,”
issued in September of 2002, seemed to reinforce
this idea when he declared that we would maintain
military predominance everywhere in the world and
would permit no nation to become militarily com-
petitive with us. That assertion of absolute military
dominance, combined with Bush’s stunning prom-
ise to “rid the world of evil,” did indeed seem to
imply a kind of world empire unheard of before.
The history of all previous empires unfolds in three
stages: expansion, overextension, and collapse.

* Alas tor those who lie on beds
of ivory,
and lounge on their couches
-and eat lambs from the flock,
and calves from the stall; ’
5 who sing idle songs to the sound
of the harp,
and like David improvise on
» mstruments of music:
® who drink wine from bowls:
and anoint themselves with the
finest oils,
but are not grieved over the ruin of
__ Joseph!
Therefore thgy shall now be the first
to go into exile,
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What usually tukes decades or centuries to unfold
seems 10 have overtaken our country in a matter of
months. A yvear ago we were told that American mil-
itary power was so great that we could intervene
anywhere and fight several wars at once. The col-
lupse of the Tragi army following our “shock and
awe” tactics seemed briefly to confirm that assertion.
But though shock and
awe destroyed the Tragi

reirgn poilicy 1s . .
: army it did not destroy
117 O11¢ corppey Iragi resistance and
now. several months

later, we find ourselves
seriously overextended and badly in need of help
from others in the form of troops and money. 1t is
too soon to speak of collapse, but arrogance has
declined dramatically in tandem with growing world
disapproval and falling poll numbers at home. The
word empire doesn’t trip from the tongue quite as
casily as it did even a few months ago.

But that America is not as omnipotent as its lead-
ers only recently proclaimed does not mean that we
are not still the greatest power in the world, eco-
nomically and  culturally as well as  militarily.
Americans, like the Romans and the British before
us. cannot just think about problems within our
own society. Since we dominate the world, not
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absolutely but still enormously, we are responsible
for the world we dominate. That, I think, is the
greatest challenge for American education today.
merican dominance is not new. We have
been the strongest power in the world
since World War II. But for most of that
period we were challenged by another
great superpower and another kind of social system:
the Soviet Union and world Communism. A bipolar
world has a particularly good fit with the American
psyche. Moral splitting into good and evil is a gen-
eral human temptation, but nowhere more than in
the tradition of dissenting Protestantism that is so
central to American culture. In the early days of the
cold war Reinhold Niebuhr warned us of the temp-
tation to see ourselves as the children of light and
the other guys as the children of darkness. In those
days we called ourselves and our friends “the free
world,” and the other side the “evil empire.” It was
a great simplification, especially since the definition
of the free world depended more on who was anti-
Communist than on whether their institutions were
free or not. Nonetheless, there was a rough reality
in that particular kind of splitting. A recent New
Yorker cartoon showed a husband speaking to his
wife saying, “Who would have ever thought the
Cold War would be the good old days?”

Michael Kamber:Polariy, for The New York Limes
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The fall of the evil empire, however, did not
bring sweetness and light; in many ways the world
became more chaotic not less in the years since
1989. The fact that the door on which we had been
leaning for 45 years finally and unexpectedly flew
open led more to confusion than to a sense of tri-
umph. The world was still a dangerous place, but
how were we to understand it? Who are the bad
guys now? Through most of the nineties we floun-
dered about trying to find an answer. 9/11 changed
all that. It was now clear who the bad guys are: they
are the terrorists, and we, as usual are the good
guys who will “win the war on terrorism.”

But who are the terrorists? Since many of them
are Muslims, it is tempting to equate terrorism with
Islam. Even though our government has gone out of
its way to distinguish the “good” Muslims from the
terrorists, many things we have done and said,
including several times when our president used the
unfortunate word “crusade,” have led many in the
Muslim world to believe we really are at war with
Islam. It doesn’t help at all that we have a very inad-
equate idea of what Islam is. In our eagerness not
to appear anti-Muslim, we have tended to think that
Muslims can be divided into religious zealots who
are terrorists and the good Muslims who are just like
us, just waiting for the opportunity to embrace cap-
italism and democracy, American style. But the truth
is that Islam is a very large and diverse religion and
most of its followers don't fall on either side of our
dichotomy. They aren't terrorists, but they don't
want to become Americans either, nor are they
happy to sec a Christian nation occupying a central
area of the Muslim world.

y point is that the simple dichotomy of

the free world versus communism,

inadequate though it wus, had a cur-

tain validity. Our present exercise in
moral sphttmg, however, is wholly inadequate and
is leading us into major mistakes and blunders. Our
challenge as educators is how to help create a
knowledgeable citizenry with a realistic understand-
ing of the economic, political, and, above all, cul-
tural complexity of the world in which we live. The
future of the world is much more in the hands of
the United States (and to some extent Europe and
East Asia) than in the hands of al-Queda, or indeed
the poorer nations of the earth. The kind of gov-
ernment we elect can lead the world into a new
comity or blunder into one disaster after another. As
we know, Americans tend to vote their pocketbook,
and leave “foreign policy” as an afterthought. But
we are now so much part of the world that there is
little distinction between foreign and domestic poli-

cy. If we have to spend 87 billion dollars on Iraq
now, and how much more in a few months, then
our own economy is going to be severely affected.
Our ignorance of the history,
culture and religion of the
Middle East is inexcusable,
even in terms of our narrow
self-interest. And how much
do we know about Africa, or
even East Asia for that matter? — places where seri-
ous challenges to us and to the world are already
developmg
U's not just cognitive knowledge that we need,
though we are woefully short on that. It is also
| moral insight, and here too, Americans are

B sharply limited. Our central tradition makes us
think of justice only in terms of individual rights
and, outside the Catholic community, we have little
understanding of the common good at all. Human
rights as a set of norms are accepted all over the
world, but in most of the world, and in Catholic
social teachings, human rights include many social
rights: the right to a decent standard of living, a
good job, health care, etc. Only the United States
has failed to ratify the United Nations protocol on
social and economic rights, because our ontological
individualism prevents us from even seeing them as
fundamental rights. In our foreign policy we have of
late acted like a lone cowboy, not building a gen-
eral consensus, but declaring those who disagree
with us to be “irrelevant.” It is already clear that the
United States cannot run the world alone on the
basis simply of our overwhelming military power.
But how do we even think about justice and the
common good in ways that will strengthen interna-
tional institutions and really make the world a safer
and happicr place?

In short, how, in this deeply provincial nation, do
we educate citizens responsible for the whole
world? But if an effective liberal arts education can-
not at least try to face the question of justice and the
common good in a globalized world, what good
will it be?

This paper draws heavily on the work of my colleague and
former coauthor, William M. Sullivan, who is currently directing
a study of professional education at the Carnegie Foundation for
the Advancement of Teaching.

I am indebted to Si Hendry, S]J., for the GC32 reference. This
passage is beautifully explicated in “Commitment to Justice in

Jesuit Higher Education,” a talk by Rev. Peter-Hans Kolvenbach,

S.J., Superior General of the Society of Jesus, delivered at Santa
Clara University on October 6, 2000. It is further developed by
several articles in the Spring 2001 issue of Conversations on Jesuit
Higher Education, a copy of which was kindly sent to me by

Joseph Palacios, S,J.
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