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Let me start by thanking CEAP and OIEC for their persuasive invitation to me to address your conference.  I fondly associate these two organizations with the parentheses that encompass the decades of working among you in the vineyard of education.  I started as a teacher in a CEAP school and, early on, as a speaker in a CEAP Annual Convention.  I ended as a director in UNESCO, during which I worked closely with OIEC in Paris and other places where UNESCO and OIEC collaborated.


And in preparing my thoughts for you today, it seems that I have ironically come full circle myself.  When I started my career well over thirty years ago, my reflections revolved around what it meant to be a good teacher in a Catholic school, especially as I was teaching theology.   Now, just at the point of my retirement, my thoughts have once again been turned to what Catholic education is, and should be.


In between, the world has changed dramatically, at a pace far swifter than any earlier stage in human history.  The tragedy of the past week has swept us into yet another, more fragile, stage.  I too have gone through many personal and career changes.  My arena shifted from the religious to the secular, from the classroom to the administrator’s office, and then from institutional management to national policy, and then from the private sector to the public sector, and finally from the local to the international.  As I reflected on our theme for this congress, “Expanding Horizons, Exploring Dialogue, Shaping Catholic Education in the Future,” I had to make explicit to myself what I had learned, and also what I had unlearned, in the intervening decades.  This week alone has been for me, as for all of you, a period of profound reflection.  Today therefore I share with you my personal musings, some comforting, some a bit disquieting and possibly controversial.


First the comforting and reassuring.  Over the hills and valleys of my career, I have always been guided by the ever strengthening beacon light of my credo: there is nothing in the world more worthwhile and fulfilling than the vocation dedicated to the development of human beings, education in its broadest sense.  Three hundred years ago, St. John Baptist de la Salle said it so much better than I can, and I paraphrase, “Businessmen work on money, builders work on stone and wood, artists work on colors, sounds, words, doctors work on the human body, but educators work on the human soul, which unlike all the others, will shine as stars for all eternity.”


In a very real and urgent way, this is even more true today, in these critical and fast changing times, and in Asia, with its frenetic pace of dynamism or at least crisis-control, battling the onslaught of globalization and struggling to emerge vibrant and progressive, even as it keeps its diverse identities and cultures intact.  Last week proves this: The failure of a society is the failure of its educational efforts.  A society that produces terrorists is a society that has failed to teach respect for human life, non-violent means of dissent, tolerance for diversity.


If education is by definition preparing individuals for the future, then it is imperative that educators have a good picture of what that future is.  But as I travel around, observe, and listen to those whose analysis I respect, I fear that many educators do not have a grasp of what that future will be.  In fact many do not even have an adequate grasp of the present.  


Historians of education will tell us there is a reason for why educators seem so rooted in the past. Throughout the centuries, there has always been some sort of educational structure to sustain and nurture communities and societies.  Whether they were tribal councils of elders, or networks of mosques, temples, or monasteries, or public school systems as we now know them, they have been essential vehicles to preserve and transmit the accumulated wisdom and experience of the human condition.  It was always thought that tools of the past were the best instruments for the future; as Jose Rizal said, he who does not know from where he came will not know where he is headed.  But that was before.  

Gone are the days of continuity and slow moving progress.  The future that is taking shape rapidly before our eyes is so laden with paradigm shifts that it would be disastrous for us of to think it will simply be a continuation of the past.  Today, more than ever, with the wake up call rudely provided by the terrorists, it can truly be said, “The future is not what it used to be.”


Again, historians and sociologists will explain that the bigger, the more established, the more revered an institution is, the less flexible it is, the slower to adjust to emerging realities.  This is true of the UN system, of large ministries like DECS, and yes, also of the Vatican.  Normally, innovations and breakthroughs come from NGOs, private schools, people’s movements, prayer groups, fluid research teams, and so on.  Typically, changes are nurtured at the fringes and only slowly seep towards the center.  So it is not surprising that education systems and educators are often characterized as conservative and behind the times, guardians of a past quickly becoming obsolete.  Paradoxical, because who more than those tasked with preparing youth for the future should be more futuristic and pioneering?


Theoretically speaking, every curriculum specialist should be a learning needs specialist.  Before deciding what to teach, what students should learn, they should first of all be specialists in finding out what the learning needs of these students are, what future citizens and communities need to develop and prosper.  They need not look far:  ethnic conflict and intolerance, international terrorism, moral bankruptcy, environmental degradation, economic polarization of rich and poor, the drugs and HIV-AIDS endemics—all of society’s evils are a virtual inventory of the consequences of not having met this generation’s learning needs properly.  As I have said, the failure of a society is the failure its educational system.  But instead of deconstructing society’s ills to determine learning needs, curriculum specialists spend their efforts in figuring new ways to teach algebra, or new interpretations of poetry.  Instead of forging new content, they repackage old content, putting old wine in new bottles. Much of their efforts remind me of the waiters on the Titanic who were busy rearranging the dining room silverware even as the ship was sinking.  


Let me take just one concrete example of how learning needs are perceived.  During the last UNESCO meeting of Ministers of Education in Asia and the Pacific, the UNESCO secretariat undertook a thorough preparation of issues and background documents that they anticipated would be among the Ministers’ priority concerns.  Accordingly, studies, statistics, and new practices were put together on textbook production, teacher training, school building programs, out-of-school programs, literacy campaigns, vocational-technical training, and so on.  When the Ministers of Education actually met, after sorting out all their problems and their insights as to what their countries really needed, they basically set aside all the prepared issues and identified only two that were their absolute priorities: the education of girls (especially from countries like Pakistan and Nepal), and the dimension of value education.  They felt that their countries could and would eventually catch up with the information explosion, but if the citizenry of the future, no matter how informed, were intolerant, unpatriotic, unreliable, and self-centered, their society would fracture and fragment.  They echoed the sentiment once expressed by the Egyptian minister of education at a General Conference, “Education is a human right, yes, a matter of economic development, yes, but to us it is also a matter of national security.”


In a wider sense it reflects the trend that education of the future is becoming less and less just a matter of information transmission.  The Delors Commission on Education for the Twenty-First Century captured the expanded mandate of education for the future in terms of “learning to know, learning to do, learning to be, and learning to live together.”  And yet how many of our curricula, our lesson plans even, focus on only learning to know, and not enough on the other three dimensions?  The result: societies that are information rich but values poor.  A twentieth century of tremendous technological progress but of continuing conflicts, violence, and injustice.

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

Let me now shift my thoughts to the even more disquieting and unsettling:  If indeed all schools, Catholic or not, should be shifting and indeed are shifting to a more holistic education, including values and ethics, what would make Catholic schools different?  

And do we limit our understanding of Catholic education to Catholic schooling?  In the past I have chided Ministers of Education for being merely Ministers of Schooling, insofar as they disavow responsibility and interest in the other powerful channels of education—non-formal venues, the workplace, media, the home, public politics--that affect and in fact shape and educate or mis-educate their societies.  So also, are we concerned today only about Catholic schools, which contain only a small fraction of Catholic students?  Or should we be concerned about Catholic education, hopefully meaning the education of all Catholics?

The Philippines, for example, is a predominantly Catholic country.  And yet only 10% of its students are in Catholic schools.  Whether or not the country can overcome the moral turpitude rotting away its core will not depend on how good the Catholic schools are at instilling ethics and moral education.  It will depend on how good all schools are at this, non-Catholic as well as Catholic, public as well as private.  And what then is our role in this larger picture?  I congratulate PHILCARE, Bishop Legaspi, and Brother Dizon for recognizing and reminding us of our collective responsibility to be catechists in other schools, to serve the 90%, and help them improve their academic and value components.  

There were undoubtedly valid reasons and circumstances that lead to the establishment, ownership, and operational control of schools by the Church and religious congregations in the past.  Are those compelling reasons still around to justify the continued existence of these schools in the same way it was then?  In other words, are Catholic schools as we have now have them still relevant?

Put another way, what is the essence of Catholic education?  Is there such a thing as Catholic mathematics, Catholic grammar, Catholic biology? Or is it merely sound human ethical education, with some teaching of catechism or theology on the side?

These are fundamental questions, and the answers are neither simple nor easy.  But I am sure over your deliberations at this conference, from different, even partial, points of view, you can piece together the answers that can guide your work.  Let me anticipate what some of those points of view might be.

Many parents will say they send their children to Catholic schools because they want their children to get the discipline and values that the schools provide.  But we have already said that values and discipline should be central to all schools, not just Catholic schools.  We have no monopoly on that.  In fact, with a few exceptions, it is hard to prove that the products of Catholic schools as a group live by values and principles noticeably different from their secular school counterparts.

Others would point to the fact that Catholic schools are bastions of academic excellence.  Indeed, there are a handful of such schools, even if only a very small number, and many Catholic schools and colleges were founded precisely to fill a gap, a need for quality education where it was not available.  Now of course there are many more institutions of quality.  Enrollment in Catholic universities continues strong, but I suspect it may be more because parents want their children with the proper social set rather than because of academic excellence.  Ironically, the better Catholic institutions have become unwitting instruments of creating and perpetuating an elite upper class in societies where rich are getting richer and poor are getting poorer.

Still others will say, Catholic education is a needed for opening up the spiritual dimension for the learner.  Here again, Catholic schools do not have a monopoly.  Interestingly enough, the acknowledgement of the spiritual is more and more globally felt, and all true education must include this dimension.  Even the UNESCO Delors Commission points this out:  

Often, without realizing it, the world has a longing, often unexpressed, for an ideal and for values that we shall term ‘moral.’  It is thus education’s noble task to encourage each and every one, acting in accordance with their traditions and convictions and paying full respect to pluralism, to lift their minds and spirits to the plane of the universal and, in some measure, to transcend themselves.  It is no exaggeration on the Commission’s part to say that the survival of humanity depends on it.


No, Catholic schools must go beyond just instilling a thirst for the transcendent and the spiritual, it must fulfill that thirst by conveying and elucidating God’s message to mankind through Jesus Christ as contained in divine revelation.  Ultimately, the distinctive contribution of Catholic schools must be in the manner in which it supports and nurtures the faith in individuals and Christian communities.  And this it must do according to its character as a learning institution.

I have carefully chosen the words conveying and elucidating, rather than persuading or convincing.  I am aware, as I hope you are, of the difference between teaching and preaching, and the sometimes disastrous consequences of confusing the two.  The former is to enlighten, and basically addresses the mind; the latter is to inspire and motivate, and basically addresses the heart and the will.  Schools are not churches; classes are not religious revival sessions.  Religion classes are an essential aspect of Catholic schools, but in the educational context the emphasis is on the concepts and understanding of the faith, rather than on the exhortation to piety.  Even in the great institutions of religious thought, there is the classical distinction between theology, which is the intellectual and rational analysis of the foundations of the faith, and homiletics, which is the cultivation of the facility to “sermonize,” to persuade, move, inspire, to transform abstract faith foundations into living allegiance and devotion.  Hopefully, but not necessarily, practice follows understanding; nevertheless, without understanding, practice often becomes less sustainable and solid.

  
Since faith is beyond reason, understanding the faith may be an oxymoron, but it is important to remember that while embracing what is beyond reason is guided by faith, embracing what is against reason is guided by error or worse by bigotry.

Catholic schools have undoubtedly been the primary source of a mature and stable faith for many of us, but I am sure you have heard as many stories as I have of Catholic school alumni who have turned away from the faith in later years.  They had come to realize that what was passed on to them as religion by well meaning but inadequately trained teachers was laced with so much superstition, illogic, and distortions of truth that they have unfortunately thrown away the baby with the bathwater.

The teaching of religion, and I speak from experience, is a complex and delicate matter.  It requires as much a knowledge of the most solid theological wisdom which have distilled the message of the Bible and Jesus Christ over the centuries, as well as a knowledge of the world from which the student comes, how he/she thinks, feels, learns, and is motivated.  Perhaps the most critical task for theologians in the twenty-first century is the search for extracting the essence of the Christian faith, whole and integral, from the often outdated and arcane expressions and formulas in which it is fossilized, and then re-expressing that essence in the techno-savvy, globalized, hip-hop language and symbols, expressions and formulas of today, of today’s youth.  (Elaborate with examples.) To draw an analogy, the workings of natural science, human biology, and so on have not changed substantially, but the way these phenomena are explained and taught now are radically different from they way they were explained a century ago, thanks to new discoveries and tools which help to explain them.  But theology, whose essence has not changed either, is being taught today exactly in the same way it was taught many centuries ago, using the same tools and concepts, with little effort to discover newer and better ways of explaining the same essential truths with tools and concepts of the twenty-first century.  As John Stott points out in Contemporary Christianity, “historical and contemporary are not incompatible,” indeed one cannot ignore the history and tradition in the attempt to reach out.  But  that history and tradition, to be useful, he points out, must be analyzed and understood, rather than just passed on blindly.

If this touches on the essence of Catholic education, how do our schools measure up in this regard? How much priority and funding, for example, do Catholic universities give to serious study and research in theology as compared to, say computer science or medicine, areas other schools probably do as well in?  Is the teaching of theology given to lay persons only when there are not enough priests or religious to go around?  And do religion teachers themselves have an adequate, mature, reflective grasp of the essence of the faith?  In the last analysis, how many of our Catholic schools can we proudly identify as nurturing and making a real difference in individuals and Christian communities as regards their faith?

 If understanding the Christian faith is the basic mandate of Catholic education, are our schools as they are constituted the most effective and efficient way of achieving this goal?  Even if religion teachers in our grade and high schools have a understanding of the faith devoid of misinterpretation and bad judgment, even if our universities are active beehives of theological research and study, is it worth keeping our institutions the way they are, spending all that money for law libraries, engineering laboratories, medical schools, yes expensive basketball teams, and dealing with parent and student protests against tuition increases, DECS regulations, and so on?  How do all these help in elucidating the faith?  


History has shown how the great Catholic universities and mission schools of the past have been instrumental and indeed necessary in the propagation and sustenance of the faith.  But history has also shown that structures have had to change with the times.  Great institutions such as Harvard, Yale, Princeton, and Dartmouth started out as Christian schools, schools for preachers, in fact.  Catholic educators in countries as diverse as China and New Zealand, for historical reasons, have shifted from running and owning schools to working in public school and university systems. (Example of Brother Pat Lynch.) Around the world, the nature of religious vocations is in evolution; in a fascinating analysis by German theologian Schaluck in a recent issue of Theology Digest, he posits that the older religious orders founded on a specific spirituality will endure, but more recent religious congregations founded for particular apostolates such as care of the sick and teaching will fade away as these needs will be met in different forms in the future.  Must the rapid decline in religious vocations mean the rapid decline of Catholic education?  In this country, the sisters at Maryknoll College saw they could turn over their educational work to lay persons without any diminution of the school’s Christian mission and character; history has proved them right. 


So our standard paradigms must change.  There is Catholic education outside of Catholic schools.  There are Catholic schools owned, and operated by laypersons; some of these embody a Christian ethos that would be the envy of Church owned schools.  There are non-traditional venues for supporting a greater understanding and nurturing of the Catholic faith which can be encompassed under Catholic education.  The work of PHILCARE could well be a reference point for adapting to the future.

But, many would argue, and with some validity, that there continues to be a need for traditional Catholic schools as we know them: schools owned and run by religious congregations or the Church, which are bound by a common origin and common beliefs and values, but schools which are fundamentally just schools, transmitting knowledge, skills and values like all other schools, trying to be the best they can be, adjusting to the galloping demands of a radically different future, and incidentally providing a venue for the understanding of the Catholic faith on the side.

Are we happy with this expanded, or watered down, definition or justification of Catholic schools?  How should we respond to it?

Ladies and Gentlemen,

Let me turn to more secular considerations.  For this second and last part, I present you with four statements of Asian trends.  When Father Salazar invited me to prepare this keynote, he urged me in particular to point out general trends in education in Asia that would be useful to keep in mind as you go about reshaping Catholic education.  And so, from what I saw from the watchtower of UNESCO’s regional office for Asia and the Pacific covering 41 countries, let me share with you the following four trends:

1. UNESCO statistics and projections point to a galloping increase in enrollments in Asia far beyond what most people assume.  UNESCO’s largest global campaign, Education for All, which I had the good fortune of spearheading, has had significant impact, and now the beneficiaries of that campaign are pouring into secondary and tertiary schools.  Across Asia, secondary school enrollment has increased from 200 million in 1990 to 270 million in 2000, and is anticipated to grow to 350 million in less than seven years.  College students have almost doubled in the last ten years, from 24 million in ten years ago to over 42 million today, and will probably double again in another ten years.

By comparison, the numbers in Catholic schools are growing at a snail’s pace, or even shrinking in many Asian countries.  That number is already a small percentage of the total.  The100 million students in OIEC or Catholic schools worldwide are only 6% of the world’s students.  Asia, which has more than half of the world’s students, has only 10 million or 1.3% in Catholic schools.  In the Philippines, a predominantly Catholic country, only 10% are in CEAP schools.  With growing populations and rising educational levels in Asia on the one hand, and the dramatically reduced religious vocations and escalating private school costs on the other, that percentage will go down even more.

The question to ponder for OIEC and CEAP is:  Given our limited resources and personnel, are schools the way we now organize them, the best way to support Christian communities and reach out to as many as possible, especially in those most need?  Or are we serving a minority at the expense of serving the majority? 

Listed among the objectives of our conference is increasing “awareness of Asian identity and spirituality.”  The vast continent of Asia is characterized by two things: poverty, since it has over half of the world’s population but three fourths of the world’s poor, and religiousness, since it is the cradle of the world’s great religions.  In articulating a spirituality for Asia, Jesuit priest Fr. Aloysius Peris of Sri Lanka points out that if the Church is to serve the poor and religious peoples of this continent, “it must address the religiousness of its poor and the poverty of its religious.”  Is Catholic education doing this, or busying itself with the educated elite of these societies? 

In the Philippines, at what level can we be most effective; where are we most needed?  At the primary level, where there are the biggest number of students and the most poor, only 4% of our country’s students are in our schools?  At the secondary level, we have 10% of the students?  (This was 23% not too long ago.)  At the tertiary level, where students come from middle and upper classes, and where they have access to other educational alternatives, we have 45% of the students.  Is this an ideal mix for a Church of the poor? (Elaborate.)

2.
The growth in national budgets for education in most countries cannot hope to keep up with the rapid growth in enrollments.  Costs per student are rising.  What this means is that public schools systems as we now know them in many Asian countries will be in a state of crisis or collapse in about five or ten years.  Secondary education is a case in point: in many countries, including the Philippines, it is anticipated that the numbers going into high school, as population, enrollment, and retention rates increase, will be doubled in five years or less.  It is unrealistic to think that governments will double their budgets for education in five years, or more than double, given increased costs and inflation.  What will happen then?  Unless by some miracle public schools stumble across a radical innovation that would deliver education at higher quality with much less cost, the market pressures for school places will result in the resurgence of private schools, and most probably community owned and operated schools, rather than proprietary profit schools.   In fact hybrid schools, partly funded by local government, partly by parents, and yes even partly by religious groups, with possible subsidies from national governments, may be the wave of the future.  Central monolithic ministries, like DECS here in the Philippines, will have to be fragmented, devolved and re-configured. 

The question to ponder for CEAP and OIEC is:  Should we go against this tide, or should we ride with it, or should we in fact pioneer and spearhead the evolution of this type of school?

3. Perhaps more exciting than trends in budgets, ownership, and structures, are trends in the way schools of the future are re-defining themselves in the world of the twenty-first century total learning societies.  Whereas once upon a time schools were the only or the dominant source of knowledge and learning in town, the ivory towers, now that monopoly has been broken by a multiplicity of media and other information channels (television, the internet, training venues in the workplace, etc.).  Schools have had to realize that they are no longer the only show in town, and in the megamall of learning opportunities open to their communities, they have to know their market, the learning needs of this market that other channels do not adequately perceive, and then adjust their programs or be bypassed as irrelevant or obsolete.  Thus you now have campus-less universities on the internet, distance learning, grade-less elementary schools, home study and equivalency programs, completely reconfigured curricula that no longer revolve around traditional subject areas, but rather around problem issues.  


The question to ponder for OIEC and CEAP is:  Are our schools participating, leading, or lagging behind the trend to adjust to the learning needs of the future?  More significantly, are we just as creative and innovative in the area of finding ways to meet the learning needs in support of the Christian faith for the next generation?

4. Finally, and this is a summary as well as an addition to the above trends, education in the twenty-first century will be radically different in what it teaches, how it teaches, and who it teaches.  

The what: I have already spoken quite a bit about how educators have started shifting emphasis from mere information or knowledge, to the skills and especially the values that must accompany this knowledge.  To paraphrase Nobel Prize winner Carl Sagan, “The greatest challenge of the twenty-first century will be to discover how to make good use of the discoveries of the twentieth century.”  The definitions and boundaries of traditional subject areas/disciplines, together with the emergence of new areas of knowledge, are giving way to fresh and more relevant ways of identifying, packaging and sequencing curricula.

The how:  Perhaps the most spectacular phenomenon of our day is the volume and the speed with which information is transferred at every minute.  For schools and teachers to not take advantage of the opportunities this technology offers to change the how of teaching is unforgivable; and yet so many educators, supposedly those who prepare others for the future, remain computer and technologically illiterate.  On the other hand, being enamored of the technology, the channels, must not translate of being indiscriminately enamored of what that technology contains, the content in these channels.  The onslaught of globalization is, like it or not, an irreversible trend, but what we do about it and how we selectively accept or reject parts of it are up to us.  A major challenge for educators of the future is finding a way to foster participation in the global community and tolerance for others on the one hand, and cultivating a secure sense of identity and respect for local roots and traditions on the other hand.  Even embracing the latest technological pedagogical tools should not eliminate continuing to explore and use effective traditional culturally defined methods of education.

The who:  Perhaps most important, and certainly the aspect I like to emphasize on different occasions, is that the who of education, the learner of the future, will be different.  In times past, when things did not change so radically or so rapidly, the world of the teacher was not substantially different from the world of the generation that followed, that of their students.  Today, because of a fundamentally changed environment, we must never forget that the students who eagerly face us in the thousands of classrooms around the region are different from us in many ways we do not fully realize.  If we do not relate to their music, their language, their favorite activities, their pop idols and icons, their agonies and frustrations, if we do not understand what motivates them, what interests them, what turns them off, and if we do not realize that the sum total of their experience with computers, mass media, peer pressure, and society at large have changed even the way they think, evaluate, and understand--in effect the way they learn--then how can we effectively influence their lives, how can we be good teachers?  Knowing whom you are teaching determines largely what to teach and how to teach.  And knowing your students must start and end with loving them.  My former boss, the UNESCO Director General, put it so well, “Love is the only true pedagogy.”

The question to ponder for OIEC and CEAP is:  Can your schools take the lead in re-shaping education for the twenty-first century, according to a renewed analysis of the what, how and for whom education takes place?   As I mentioned earlier, innovations and breakthroughs rarely come from the center of bureaucracies and established systems, which are preoccupied with preserving the status quo and making it work.  Typically, units on the fringes, at the edges of central control, have the freedom and flexibility to experiment and innovate.  But even if a responsive bureaucracy will not undertake experiments, it will allow them to flourish, let them withstand the tests of time and trials, and then bring into the system those that are most viable and effective.  Can Catholic schools, being private and autonomous in character, hopefully given enough freedom by their own constituencies, be the pioneers and innovators to shape the schools of the future?  And can they systematically work with the government bureaucracy to ensure that the fruit of their efforts becomes the leaven for the entire educational system in a country?

Ladies and Gentlemen,

Let me conclude.  In sharing my thoughts with you today, I hope I have encouraged and inspired you by reminding you of the nobility and importance of your task.  I hope I have challenged you to re-examine premises you have taken for granted and radically re-think your future. I hope I have shared with you my perceptions of the dominant trends in Asia within which you will have to fashion and re-shape your noble work. 

As I have tried to explain, your task of reshaping is doubly difficult.  First, you have to do what all schools and educational systems worldwide should be trying to do: cast about for a new content, new pedagogy, new educational delivery systems that more adequately address the technological globalized trends of the times, the critical problems of society and the emerging learning needs of individuals.  On top of that, you have to similarly re-think the Christian dimension of that education, casting about for new and relevant ways to explain and vivify the Christian faith to youth who are unconsciously thirsting for a message that speaks their language, seeking ways to discern and respond to trends, as you integrate your school more firmly in the fabric of society and Christian communities.

 
I realize I have brought up unsettling issues and raised difficult questions.  I do not have the complete answers myself.  Fortunately there are enough educators, theologians, and wise men and women in this audience that can contribute to forging an adequate response.  I understand my task as opening keynote speaker is to expose the issues and the various trends and factors that may spark enlightened discussion. I understand your task is to spend the rest of this conference to exchange ideas and fashion a thought out response, not only in words or workshop sessions, but in action, in fundamentally reshaping your Catholic schools to align it both with the essence of your mandate and the emerging trends in education in the region and worldwide.

I emphasize that your response must be in action.  I hope that you will take all three aspects of this conference’s theme to heart: not only expanding horizons, which can be done by careful analysis, reflection and prayer and which I have tried to help you do this morning; not only exploring dialogue, which is so necessary to engage and service the societies and communities and students you serve; but most importantly shaping Catholic education.  In fact, the signs of the times call for a fundamental reshaping, not just fine-tuning here and there; we are gathered here not to rearrange the silverware, but to save a sinking ship and steer her in bold new directions.

The challenges and tasks ahead are daunting, but I am aware that you have the grace of God, the goodwill, the talent, and the experience to meet that challenge.

But even as I humbly salute the heroic achievements and historic contributions to education and to Christianity that you and your predecessors have made in Asia and in the Philippines, I am compelled to remind myself that we cannot rest on the glories, achievements, or even structures of the past.  If we do, we are not using our full potential.  In this fast changing world, we have an obligation, indeed a vocation, to harness the vast potential that we represent, not only to reshape Catholic education, but more broadly to refashion education in general and thereby to refashion the very societies it serves.  We cannot squander this golden opportunity to do some hard thinking, reflecting and praying, to engage in frank discussion, and ultimately to undertake bold innovations and embark upon creative alternative paths.  For this noble mission, you have my most earnest wishes and my most fervent prayers.

