Dialogue as the basis for the Jesuit school mission in the Basque Country


Our Basque society regards religions and institutions with suspicion. On the one hand, levels of atheism and agnosticism are rising. On the other, the Church is one of the least valued institutions in society, surpassed only by the Military. Thus it is not a good time for Jesuit schools, institutions whose identity is based on religious values. These schools are questioned on grounds both of their religious and institutional nature.

Nevertheless, this questioning has obliged us to be self-critical and to make the questions become challenges. Our schools are no longer useful institutions if they do not contribute to what society needs for positive change. And our schools are no longer “ours” if they are not loyal to the Jesuit charisma. Today more than ever, we need to struggle for the social validity of the Ignatian charisma implemented in our schools.

This paper contends that dialogue is the central prophetic category necessary in our Basque schools, a category sustaining the school community and pointing towards the fulfillment of such community as a utopian horizon. In the first section, we explain what dialogue is and why it is necessary in our Basque society today. In the second section, we search the Jesuit sources for the foundations of dialogue in our charisma. Finally, the third section proposes a model for rethinking our mission in the Basque Jesuit schools under the basis of dialogue.

1. Dialogue and Basque society


According to Freire, dialogue is “the encounter between men (sic), mediated by the world, in order to name the world.”
 This definition is suggestive for various reasons. First, the core of the dialogue lies in the persons implicated rather than in the action performed. Dialogue is more than an action: it is two subjects acting. Hence dialogue is the synthesis of the supreme dialectic of reality: the one of two human beings struggling to overcome their self-perception as being in opposition one to each other.
 In other words, dialogue means realizing that the growth in one does not imply the dwarf in the other. The implicit dialectic in dialogue keeps tension alive and achieves a creative vision of reality.
 Therefore, dialogue as an encounter between people renews society.


Our Basque society evolves in a way that does not foster human encounters. Individualism and materialism are pervading our lifestyle, especially in the cities. Under the influence of opening borders and neoliberal culture, the market is imposing its economic principles on all spheres of life. There is economic prosperity for the majority, but the pressure to remain on the competitive edge increases. We live faster and time is scarce. No-places (spaces of total anonymity) like big malls are multiplying. TV and computers do not favor real human relations. Links with the society as a whole are eroding: the model consists of working hard on weekdays and enjoying the weekends with the family. Society is becoming a menacing entity because we have come to see others as competitors. Therefore, spaces of dialogue are undermined in our society.

The second suggestive aspect is that dialogue implies a deeper contact with reality. The capacity to establish a dialogue indicates our capacity to see the world under a facial perspective or, in other words, to strip our perception of ideological constraints when a face comes forward.
 In that case, the primal interpretation of our world does not consist of ideologies. The capacity to dialogue implies a capacity to be compassionate and merciful by letting our heart be touched by the grief present in reality. 

The increasing politicization of our society is a hindrance to let ourselves be touched equally by all reality. A person is classified according to his/her political ideas, and the suffering of that person is stripped of all other consideration unless s/he belongs to our political faction. If s/he does not, unconsciously we have developed the defense mechanism of forgetting about the person and focusing on the “reason” for his/her suffering. The suffering of the “opposite” is then justified by being a member of a party oppressive to the Basque Country, on the one hand, or by being a terrorist or a supporter of terrorism, on the other. Our society has “compartmentalized” compassion.

The third aspect is that dialogue is mediated by the world. In other words, the encounter is never free from all the ambiguities and historical conditionings of the dialoguers. This means that every dialogue needs a process of critical thinking about the limiting conditions for the dialogue: the language used, the place chosen, the way of treating the topic, the gender and race of the dialoguers, the implicit or explicit threat that one dialoguer is currently imposing on the other, other people excluded from the dialogue, etc. But the dialogue is possible even if there are limits to it. 

Our Basque society longs for a culture of dialogue to replace the present culture of violence.
 Some people argue that dialogue can only exist when there are no limiting conditions for the dialogue. Needless say there are two sets of opinion about the nature of those limiting conditions: some think E.T.A. and its environment must stop the killings and threats on citizens, whereas others maintain that the Government must stop its policy of persecuting radical nationalism and terrorism. However, this position is idealistic because we cannot make all the limiting conditions disappear. Another issue is to deny the validity and necessity of gestures paving the way to let dialoguers sit together.  

The fourth aspect is that dialogue is powerful enough to change the world and make us adopt an active role in that change. The only word that Freire’s definition repeats twice is “world.” However, that word does not mean the same in the two cases. In the first –“mediated by the world”- it refers to the present world and state of things, whereas in the second –“name the world”- it refers to the world that appears after the dialogue, a world of possibilities where the formerly impossible can become possible. And this new world comes through our own conscious and intentional act of “naming” it. In short, dialogue opens the possibility for a changing world where we are called to be the actors of that change.

In our society, the temptation to find whatever political solution guaranteeing peace is spreading. However, the power of dialogue goes beyond finding a technical solution that magically leaves everybody happy. That solution, apart from being impossible, at heart does not transform the world: it simply looks better into the topic and finds a different procedure. Moreover, it restricts the dialogue to those few experts in political matters who know about the problem. The capacity to name the world differently departs from a social dialogue where we can hint at a new horizon further beyond the political realm: the horizon of realizing, accepting and appreciating that, wherever we go, we must go together as a whole society, nationalists and non-nationalists. And that horizon impels us to stand in defiance against the craze of violence, standing with the organs and movements of civil society in whatever action takes place. 

The fifth suggestive aspect is that words are a means rather than an end in themselves. The use of a common language facilitates communication so that we often relate dialogue with words, as if the quantity of words determined the quality of the dialogue. However, Freire does not mention words in his definition. Words are not the catalyst of dialogue for two reasons. First, the real catalysts of dialogue are values such as love, humility and faith in people.
 And second, there are many ways of expression leading to dialogue apart from words: gestures, options, actions, etc. Doubtless once the dialogue starts it depends greatly on the use of words. However, the use of those words must be framed within the honesty of a process of critical thinking, raising awareness about the real effect of the use of words, because words usually benefit those who dominate the language better and those who have a bigger rhetorical and dialectical ability. 

Our Basque society is overloaded of words –mainly from politicians- interpreting reality. However, those words have not helped dialogue very much. Dialogue has been fostered mainly through peace movements, among which we mention two: Gesto por la Paz and Elkarri.
 Gesto por la Paz, a movement with Christian roots, fosters dialogue through demonstrations of 15 minutes the day after every killing occurs (no matter its origin), under a provocative question: Why not peace? Elkarri, a movement emerged from a strong nationalist stance, fosters the creation of a common space for political parties. These two movements have in common their relative lack of words, with documents tending to enlighten persons rather than to interpret structures.    


To sum up, developing a culture of dialogue is key in our midst. And our schools would not be loyal to their Jesuit charisma if they ignored this fact because, as O’Malley notes, one of the main innovative features of the emerging Jesuit schools in the 16th century was the importance given in education to the development of a good character.
 In other words, these schools promoted Catholic identity but, because of their spiritual vision of the world, were broader in their scope: they contributed to the common good of the society at large. Therefore, once it is part of our educative mission to develop the culture of dialogue as a contribution to the common good, we must look into our own documentary and historical sources to discover foundations for dialogue in our charisma. This is the aim of the next section.

2. Jesuit tradition on dialogue

The experience of Ignatius addresses dialogue as a key element in Jesuit spirituality. While in Manresa, he went through a process of purification in his relationship with God. Neither Ignatius nor God adopted a passive stance: God “treated him as a teacher treats a student, teaching him,”
 and Ignatius gradually gained interior freedom to take decisions about his own life. The core of the experience was relational. Ignatius did not put at the center his personal enrichment; rather, he focused on the growing relationship with God. Even in the experience beside the river Cardoner, in which he was specially enlightened, he focuses on God as the source of that enlightenment rather than on the enlightenment itself.
 

The Spiritual Exercises, partly a written outcome of the experience of Manresa, focuses on the relation between God and the creature as a relation of dialogue. Reaching the perfect dialogue means removing every obstacle interfering with that relation, external as well as internal. Externally, the person guiding the Exercises is a facilitator rather than a director: s/he must stay behind, asking, motivating or preventing only when necessary.
 Internally, the Exercises are a process of removing inordinate attachments in our life.
 This removal, however, is not a product of our own will. We need God’s grace and illumination to raise consciousness about our attachments and to gain the freedom to combat them. Therefore, by discovering the face of God we discover more fully our own humanity.

The director of the Exercises must reflect in him/herself the condition of God as the “perfect dialoguer” by being adaptable, generous and trustful. First, the director must adapt to the “age, education and talent”
 of the exercitant and to his/her particular moment.
 The method itself includes the loving attitude of the director to adapt the contents to each person. Second, the director must be generous, not searching the dialogue for his/her own benefit or pleasure. Dialogue seeks the good of the other and should leave the director in anonymity before the process that is taking place between the creature and God. The director’s nurturance should come strictly for the good of the other and not for one’s own good. Finally, the director must be trustful, “ready to put a good interpretation on another’s statement than to condemn it as false.”
   


This optimistic vision of dialogue, however, cannot obviate the difficulties arising from other documents. Part IV of the Constitutions presents a hierarchical notion of what a college (destined exclusively for formation of Jesuits) should be: everything is ruled and the possibility to discern its concrete application is only given to those in charge.
 Moreover, the rector takes care of the college in a paternalistic way, guarding everybody “against difficulties from within or without.”
 The rector should be “a man of learning,” but of learning strictly what comes from above.
 

Nevertheless, the Constitutions depict another image too. First, the rector has to know “how to blend severity with kindness at the proper times.”
 Second, the chapter devoted to the schools, i.e., educational institutions not strictly for Jesuits, stresses the need to be flexible, “according to circumstances of places and persons.”
 Finally, the Constitutions are not the outcome of a single person.  As Coupeau has argued, they were more a Jesuit outcome than an Ignatian one.
 They were the result of the deliberative environment in which the first Jesuits had lived, of the strong correspondence and sharing of the first years and of the relation of Ignatius to Polanco, his personal secretary. Part IV is grounded in the experience of the first colleges and schools: Ignatius used various plans of studies (like the one of Messina, the first school intended primarily for young lay students) as guidance for his work. Therefore, dialogue is an implicit value in the Constitutions, even if it was constraint by the culture of the time.

The study of the Ratio Studiorum (the final version published in 1599) leads to similar conclusions. 29 out of the 30 sections start their heading with the words “rules” or “norms.” Teachers are encouraged to talk very little with the disciples, and only about serious matters.
 Moreover, the future orientation for Jesuit students seems to obviate the criterion of the student, depending exclusively on the superiors’ criteria.
 

Nevertheless, there are also important seeds of dialogue blossoming from the process of redaction, from the document itself and from its application. First, the process of redaction reveals the underlying dialogue giving way to the final outcome. Domenici describes briefly in the introduction the long process of consultations followed, a model of trust in people and based on experience.
 In this regard, the Ratio is closer to the spirit of the Exercises than what it may seem. Second, in spite of its limitations, the document is more humane than other contemporary documents. It states the importance of having a wide number of confessors, of limiting punishments, of giving personal attention to the students and, to a certain extent, of fostering the cultivation of one’s own interests in the study.
 Moreover, the Ratio kept an intentional openness in doctrinal issues, not restricting itself to one particular doctrine.
 And third, the fact that the document was applied flexibly to places and particular circumstances indicates that Jesuits saw it not only as a fixed outcome but also as a charismatic text. The text did not extinguish the flame of dialogue as a tool for the mission. This living spirit explains the success of Jesuit schools in that time, with a text that helped maintain the vision much longer than what under normal conditions would have been expected.

Our latest General Congregations have made explicit the importance of dialogue for our mission. General Congregation 34 shifted the accent from the Arrupean “men for others” to “partnership with others.”
 Dialogue then is a means but also something intrinsic to the mission. Dialogue is a means because “it puts us in contact with God’s action in the lives of other men and women, and deepens our insight of that divine action.”
 However, it is also intrinsic to the mission because the only valid starting point is “a sincere attempt, based on respect and friendship, to work from within the shared experience.”
 General Congregation 32 made this shift concrete for our apostolic discernment: dialogue helps a constructive living of authority in superiors and of obedience in the rest of Jesuits.

The educative mission has brought dialogue to the fore too. The schools should be made “environments of dialogue,” where the atmosphere of learning is not restricted to the students.
 Thus dialogue is not limited to the relation teacher-student but spreads to the school as a community. The Characteristics of Jesuit Education (1986) devotes more space to the school community (# 68-69, 116-142) than to the concrete relation of teacher-student (# 42-44). Likewise, Carácter Propio de los Centros Educativos de la Compañía de Jesús is divided into three parts: basic identity, students’ education and school community.
 The school community appears as the new scope to rethink the mission and as the context in which dialogue takes place. 

3. The challenge of dialogue in our schools


In the two previous sections we have seen what dialogue is and why it is a key issue in the Basque society, on the one hand, and the possibilities that Jesuit charisma opens for dialogue, on the other. This third section rethinks the mission of the schools from the perspective of dialogue as a way of being loyal and prophetic within our society. 


Dialogue brings a point of uncertainty. When we say that we want to share the mission with the laity working with us, we do not mean improving the ways of transmitting them a fixed message. Instead, we are talking about a shared mission rather than a spread mission. A spread mission seems just to expand what we Jesuits already have. A shared mission opens us to learn from the other, to explore together new ways and look for new solutions. We see the presence of the Holy Spirit in this sharing, a presence not primarily centered in an obsessive concern for avoiding mistakes but in the adaptation to the signs of the times. Rather than a pathological search for perfection, a key aspect in our charisma is the “spirit of openness to new challenges, this readiness for change, this willingness –putting it in Scriptural terms- to undergo conversion.”


Dialogue as a part of our charisma is centered in the mission. Every dialogue is good, such as the one among friends, which implies respect and love, or among work mates, which implies at least acceptance and listening. Moreover, these dialogues in the school help the mission insofar as they help create a good environment. However, those dialogues are not necessarily attached to the mission. Here we focus on the dialogue referred to the educative mission: that dialogue that, apart from being open to the other person with whom there is a direct contact, is open to the otherness to which the mission wants to respond.  

Dialogue must be taken as a value and not as a strategy. No doubt dialogue is a strategy in the present situation, with a Jesuit reality of growing ages, declining resources and heavy institutional burden (6 schools). In other words, there has been no other remedy than to establish a dialogue and give responsibilities, even as principals, to non-Jesuits. Moreover, the picture of the future is even darker: estimations for the next 10 years leave 12 Jesuits under retiring age working in our schools.
 Nevertheless, not even the weight of such a fact must affect the conviction that dialogue is the correct way to go. If we converted it into a mere strategy, we would be accepting that dialogue is just a tool for survival. It would be a strategy based on self-interest. However, fighting for survival neither gives any moral authority nor shows a prophetic stance. Moreover, dialogue as strategy always puts a limit on its outreach: it is used insofar as it is necessary. In our case, it would mean to resign ourselves to keep a meaningful dialogue with just the number of people necessary to let the school run more or less properly. But it is likely that we would avoid dialogue with those most difficult to dialogue with. And this is exactly what our society needs: the conviction that dialogue is constructive precisely with those with whom we have more difficulties in establishing a dialogue. Therefore, dialogue will become prophetic only when it becomes a value sought intentionally for its own sake rather than a mere strategy. 

Dialogue needs to be developed in an inspirational context, i.e., the school community. A mere structure like a representative democracy is not enough, no matter how well developed it is.
 The school needs a context that transmits the common interests and values present in the Jesuit charisma. That context is the school community, which finds its source of inspiration nowadays in the “communities of solidarity” (CS) mentioned in the last General Congregation. We can establish some parallelisms between CS and the school community:

· The CS are not restricted to any concrete apostolic field, but must be created in “each of our various apostolic fields.”
 The school community is the CS developed in the field of our educational mission. 

· The CS aspire to achieve the transformation of peoples, values and structures.
 In its scope, the school community must develop equal aspirations for the future so that we live the present in a different and hopeful way. It is something to be never achieved completely, but towards which we are continuously moving. In a sense it is the utopian horizon in the scope of the school.  

· The CS are a meaningful contribution to “build a world order based in genuine solidarity.”
 The school community is also meaningful especially because it is one of the basic social institutions where every member of the family, including a growing number of grandparents, can develop a sense of belonging. 

· Even if the CS promoted by the Jesuits are meant to be communities of believers, the Congregation does not exclude other CS with equal sensitivity towards solidarity but without an explicit faith.
 Thus CS are communities open to pluralism. The school community today is in itself a pluralist community. Due to our semipublic system that makes education affordable, kids from different origins, ideological as well as economic, attend our schools. Moreover, there is great political and religious diversity among the teachers too. Thus we have as a field of mission a kind of society in miniature. 

· And finally, even if not explicitly, the Congregation argues that the CS are fed with the preferential love of Christ for the poor.
 The school community, as we will see later, cannot lose its nurturance of the society’s poor. 


The school community should include all those affected directly or indirectly by the school.
 We make up three groups of actors. The first refers to the central actors in the school: Jesuits, teachers and students. They are the people devoted full-time to the specific activity that the school has to accomplish and the receptors of that activity. The second group refers to those people participating in the educative mission of the school but not devoted full-time to its specific activity: parents, other staff and volunteers. Parents are mainly responsible for the education of their children, and the school helps them in doing so. Other staff contribute with their work, and volunteers (coaches, entertainers, faith group guides) with their skills, dedication and gratuity. The third group refers to those indirectly affected: the society in general and the poor in particular. It seems difficult not to see the obvious effect in society of educating persons under the ideal of being “intellectually competent, open to growth, religious, loving, and committed to doing justice in generous service to the people of God.”
 Making the poor explicit does not mean they form a separate group. It simply addresses the fact that, if we do not consider them explicitly and put them to the fore, we forget them. 


Then, how can we represent the school community as a community where the mission is shared and we all learn from the others through dialogue? We can do it through a learning matrix, where every actor is bound to develop a dialogue with the others. The upper horizontal row represents the actors in the role of teachers, whereas the left vertical column stands for their role as learners. Each square represents a part of a different dialogue to be developed, with one actor in the role of teacher and the other in the one of learner. A complete dialogue between two different actors is the combination of two different symmetric squares, e.g., Jesuit-Student (Jesuit as teacher and Student as learner) and Student-Jesuit (Student as teacher and Jesuit as learner). Therefore, the learning matrix should be developed as follows: 
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The mission lies in the conjunction of all these dialogues rather than in the exclusive definition we Jesuits do. On the one hand, everybody is a subject of the mission of the school so that everybody, even if at different levels, has a responsibility in it and in the development of the dialogues. On the other hand, everybody is also an object in the sense that this shared mission is an instrument for our own conversion. In short, we become missionaries and “missioned.”

Furthermore, the learning matrix focuses the mission on the people rather than on the activities. Problems and challenges are defined in terms of people, which is good for two reasons. First, this definition usually addresses better the basis of the problems and so enlightens better the challenges. And second, the definition uses terms easy to understand and support for everybody no matter what one’s own beliefs and political ideas are. 


Nevertheless, leaving the learning matrix like that would result in something somewhat naïve. As Kolbenbach affirms, dialogue must include the honesty “to explore reality with open hearts and minds… It should alert the learner to possible entrapment by one assumptions and prejudices, as well as by the intricate networks of popular values that can blind one to the truth.”
 The learning matrix has many dark spots demanding us to be critical of ourselves and of our society. Through dialogue and the praxis derived from that dialogue we must unveil the dark spots in the matrix. 

Each square has its own dark spots, unconscious or non-explicit issues limiting the quality of the dialogue. As an example, we develop here some of the possible dark spots in the dialogue between Jesuits and teachers. With regard to the relation Jesuits-Teachers (Jesuits as teachers and Teachers as learners), a hindrance is that teachers may keep at the beginning a docile attitude because the Jesuit is the patron with the power to lay them off. As time goes on and the contractual relation becomes indefinite, that docility could continue due to the high stability of the job: teachers would tend to adopt the salary-worker attitude by thinking that the mission is exclusively a concern for Jesuits and not for others. Docility could also come due to the over-reliance that some people show on the Jesuits’ capacity and wisdom. Sometimes, hindrance of dialogue comes from mistrust, the opposite of docility. It could be caused by our mobility from one school to the other, usually to positions of higher responsibility. The Jesuit could be looked upon with suspicion as an outsider or as a person whose job is not merit-based. In our society, mistrust derives also from the highly politicized society in which we live, where every decision in the school is linked to the supposed political orientation of the deciders. Another hindrance could be the type of language Jesuits use to address the mission of the school, usually derived from our documents and difficult to understand for teachers. With regard to the relation Teachers-Jesuits (Teachers as teachers and Jesuits as learners), apart from some of the hindrances mentioned above, we Jesuits have difficulty accepting learning from those traditionally considered working for us, and teachers are wary to adopt a teaching role in a relation where Jesuits are under a position of implicit power. Moreover, when teachers are female there is an added difficulty due to our traditional standards and to the structure of our schools that, even if they are all coed, are still shaped by male standards: e.g., none of the four lay principals in our schools is female, and sport facilities are adapted to highly physical sports usually practiced by males. Therefore, in the praxis of the dialogue between Jesuits and teachers these and other aspects should be raised, not to make those difficulties disappear, which is impossible, but to be aware of their distorting action. And the same would apply for all the other dialogues. 


Nevertheless, our critical stance requires another further step: to recognize the dialogue with the society-poor as the reference for every other dialogue in the school community. This dialogue challenges our tendency to get entrapped in the net of self-interest. When the school community closes in on itself, relations lose gratuity. The openness to society-poor is the lubricant of every dialogue in the school community. The whole society and particularly the poor are the engine to keep dialogue alive because they demand from us an answer without compensation. The experience of gratuity helps kids “to enter into that basic experience of sharing their lives with others, helping them discover the joy of sharing their possessions and their talents with each other.” As Starratt points out, the experience of gratuity is the key for an education for justice,
 which is an education for solidarity too.  The school community is a valid horizon insofar as it is in relation to the horizon of a worldly utopia for everybody, and especially for the poor, who have more reason to dream of a utopia. Without this dimension, the school community would lose its dynamism and prophetic force. 

This dialogue with the society-poor, however, is the most difficult for various reasons. First, if a dialogue is the communication of two faces, it is difficult to communicate with society, which has no concrete face, and with the poor, who in their exclusion have no face at all. Second, this dialogue implies deep moral convictions and the capacity to open the eyes to a wider perspective beyond the everyday concerns of the school. Third, parents want to ensure primarily the technical and academic preparation of their children to be competitive. Thus the school, in the need to attract children, feels pressure to meet those demands. Fourth, the effects of this dialogue, even if theoretically clear, are neither immediate nor evident. And fifth, in relation to the problem of violence, a preliminary issue is to decide who is the poorest among the poor, issue that can lead to unending disagreements.
 Therefore, this dialogue with society and the poor is the most difficult, and this difficulty implies that the dark spot in this case is even bigger than in the other cases.

Jesuits must be inspirers and first servers of the aims of the institution.
 This is a shared mission, but somebody must make the space of the learning matrix possible. And people expect us to assume that role because our vocation is specially linked to the Jesuit charisma. This inspiring and agglutinating role implies some tasks. First, Jesuits must promote their own dialogue -as teachers and as learners- with all the actors, in a climate of trust and authenticity. These dialogues include providing means for all the actors to enter the Ignatian process of raising consciousness about their own lives and gaining interior freedom. Second, Jesuits must provide with the means to let the rest of the dialogues develop in similar way. And third, Jesuits more explicitly must be privileged witnesses of the Gospel by inverting the assumed social values and the hierarchy of the dialogues, i.e., by giving priority to the dialogue with the poor as the grounding force of the school community and the educative mission. 

A fourth task for us Jesuits is not directly related to the school but to the mission of the Society of Jesus in general. A Jesuit –and the Society as a whole- must always be attentive to go wherever the necessity is more urgent and more universal. Thus the Jesuit should develop the sense of finality for his mission outside the school. This freedom is one of the prophetic bases of our vocation and also of our testimony in the school as Jesuits. We must be continuously attentive to the signs of the times that could require, personally or corporatively, making deep changes or even abandoning the school.
 However, we should be careful because this task can easily become a dark spot if our spiritual life is not properly nurtured.

How can we represent all these factors in the learning matrix depicted above? All the squares related to the students are highlighted to indicate the centrality of the education of the students as the specific contribution that society demands from the schools. The dark spots in the dialogues are represented with dark parts in each of the squares. In those squares related with the society-poor, the dark spot is bigger because of the greater critical thinking necessary to animate and develop those dialogues. The external border in the matrix represents the four tasks that we Jesuits are bound to develop. It is represented in white and dark to remind us of the possibility that those tasks become dark spots. Therefore, the learning matrix could be depicted as follows:
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4. Conclusion


Dialogue is the force that must pervade our Jesuit schools in the Basque Country. Our Jesuit charisma makes it possible for two reasons. On the one hand, this charisma is deeply spiritual but at the same time bounded to the common good of our society, which in this case needs to develop the culture of dialogue. On the other, the charisma offers numerous resources to deepen in dialogue.


The learning matrix puts that dialogue at the basis of our educative mission. It presents a shared mission where the school community is a learning community. Moreover, it receives its prophetic force from the poor and from the critical view of every dialogue that takes place. 

Even if the mission is shared, we Jesuits must assume a creative leadership. This leadership consists not only of our concrete participation in those dialogues but also of the consolidation of the learning matrix as a whole. Our role should be especially relevant in bringing the dialogue with the poor and the subversive values of the Gospel to the fore. Finally, this subversion would be very much helped by our own interior freedom, personal as well as corporative, to serve God wherever is more necessary, even if that implies detachment from any concrete school in particular or from schools in general.
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� Jose Carlos Coupeau, “Beginning, Middle and End: A Rethorical Study of the Constitutions of the Society of Jesus as a Classic of Spirituality” (Doctoral dissertation presented at Weston Jesuit School of Theology, Cambridge, MA 2001), 380-385.


� Ratio Stud. # 364.


� Ratio Stud. # 21-23; 30-31.


� Introduction of the Ratio Studiorum. See La Pedagogía de los Jesuitas, Ayer y Hoy, ed. Eusebio Gil Coria (Madrid: Universidad de Comillas, 1999), 59-61.


� Ratio Stud. # 48, 281, 367 and 451, respectively.


� Gabriel Codina s.j. “Our Way of Proceeding in Education: the Ratio Studiorum.” Available [Online]: http://www.marquette.edu/umi/ratio2.htlm.


� This assertion means just that the Ratio helped give more life to the charisma within the institution, not that everything went perfectly. 


� GC34, d.26 # 16.


� GC34, d.4 # 17.


� GC34, d.4 # 23.


� GC 32, d.11 # 18, 31.


� Carácter Propio de los Centros de la Compañía de Jesús # 3.5.


� This document was issued in 1996 by the Spanish Jesuits to accommodate the universal documents to the Spanish reality.


� Pedro Arrupe s.j., “Men for Others,” in Foundations, 33.


� We take the retiring age as an indicator of the moment until which the Jesuit has a meaningful role in the school. However, sometimes this supposition is too optimistic.


� Abilio de Gregorio García, La Escuela Católica... ¿Qué Escuela? (Madrid: Anaya, 2001), 85.


� GC34, d.3 # 19.


� GC34, d.3 # 10.


� GC34, d.3 # 7.


� GC34, d.2 # 13.


� GC34, d.2 # 9.


� Recent management theory has introduced the concept of social responsibility for companies, where the responsibility is extended towards everybody affected by the activity of the company. Other people criticize that theory as being paternalistic and implicitly rejecting one of the principles of ideal democracy: everybody must participate in the decisions that affect him/her. Therefore, they argue that it is not only that the company should feel responsible but also that those affected should have effective voice in the decisions of the company. 


� The Characteristics of Jesuit Education (1986) # 166.


� We take the term “missionary” not in the restricted sense of announcing the Good News to non-believers but in the more general one of being opened to the work derived from a call. 


� Ignatian Pedagogy: A Practical Approach (1993) # 132 (Peter-Hans Kolvenbach s.j., Appendix 2: “Ignatian Pedagogy Today”).


� Robert J. Starratt, “Sowing Seeds of Faith and Justice,” in Foundations, 115.


� Unable to look deeply into this issue here, we just want to stress the uselessness of entering a debate about levels of suffering. Apart from being problematic, discussing the hierarchy of poverty of those affected by violence is usually sterile because it becomes a debate rather than a dialogue. Thus comparing sufferings is not a good departure point for dialogue. Dialogue should then, avoiding comparisons, deepen into the suffering of different groups: non-nationalist public representatives and their families, in a constant life-threatening situation; members of police corps in a similar situation; ultra-nationalist members and prisoners whose rights under police custody are not respected; non-nationalists or anybody against violence and violent methods who cannot freely express their ideas; adolescents and young adults trapped in the ultra-nationalist environment who have lost precious years to complete their academic formation and to develop skills for peaceful resolution of conflicts; and all those who feel their Basque identity damaged because of the current political situation.  


� Carácter Propio de los Centros de la Compañía de Jesús # 8.2.


� In this regard, there are many options. The Province of Chile, for example, has helped develop Ignatian schools (schools completely run by lay people, just with the assistance of some Jesuits) instead of the traditional Jesuit schools.





PAGE  
9

