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We as a global community are in the midst of great turbulence and disequilibrium.  At the surface, our systems--political, economic, religious, and social--are ineffectual and declining.  At the core, our environment, values, principles, ethics, wisdom, spirit, maturity, humanity, and beliefs continue to wane or deteriorate.  It is a “woeful world” with a myriad of challenges, conflicts, and crises.

In the face of a new mental model of economic determinism--after “globalization,” called “the new economy,” “the digital economy,” or whatever “new order” vocabulary we assign to this mental model--we are challenged on at least 13 world issues.  Appropriately, we have called these the “World 13 Issues,” which align something like this:
1. World hunger

2. World clean drinking water

3. World housing

4. World technology transformation

5. World peace


6. World tolerance

7. World learning

8. World spiritual and inner balance

9. World community building

10. World preservation efforts

11. World health

12. World literacy

13. World human rights


We submit that the “13” are both insurmountable and manageable at the same time.  Take for instance world hunger:  as formidable as this issue seems, we have excess food supply to feed all the world’s people; we just seem to have no will to devise a distribution model that transcends our present systems.  One cannot begin to calculate the positive net effect of one successful “World 13” intervention.  But when we have examined current international programs both in the US and some elsewhere in the world, we find many conditions lacking.

If we were stunned by 9-11 events, we found ourselves even more numbed by the present shift of emphasis to an international perspective.  Our national government seemed to move instinctively to reaction formations as a response to the new (or perceived as “new”) world terrorism.  Overnight, we moved at the highest governmental levels from a policy of deterrence and multilateralism to a policy of unilateralism; from negotiation to preemptive actions.  


While our above activist behavior seems more assertive, we usher in an obviously more woeful world.  For all of our revenge and retaliatory bluster, more instability and more disequilibrium seem to follow.  Higher education, usually willing to speak from an authentic, truthful bearing, remains eerily passive and quiet, yet higher education has had major responsibility for creating new leadership or training a new workforce.  Thus, we must reclaim a new vision and responsibility in higher education that contributes positively to the creation and establishment of a new social order for the world.


The world’s organizations and agencies with their huge resources are not in timid posture to address the “World 13” issues.  Many organizations have been at their work for a long time-- the World Bank, the IMF, OECD, the UN’s huge arsenal of programs, the G-8, the USAID, and others, all at their earnest work. Unfortunately, many of these organizations have failed as well as succeeded at critical points in our history.  We could say that all such institutions need to be redesigned, recast, and redefined.


The new internationalism proposed here would foster a more engaged vision and leadership in higher education in which higher education is responsible for the core principles around which the “new internationalism” would be built and sustained:

· Collaboration and coalition building

· Authenticity and integrity

· Shared purpose

· Commitment to mutual learning and accountability

· Self and group knowledge

· Inclusiveness and listening

· Dynamic pedagogy and engagement

· Honoring and inviting diverse perspectives to transform the standard of knowledge and competence among all

· Freedom to undertake compelling initiatives for the common good

· Empathy and understanding

· Respectful disagreement and dialogue

· Community transformation

· Egalitarian identity and values

· Integration and interdependence rather than objective relativism of knowledge and study

· Transformational learning and social responsibility and change

· Taking risk and rewarding interesting failures


What could this “new internationalism” be?  We assert that it would start with less “we vs. them”--it would be built on true collaboration.  We tire of the frequency of the US government’s use of the word “coalition”; a word that is, at best, forced upon us and hardly sincere.  But to us, it means “no more solo flights.”


Our envisioned new internationalism is less episodic.  Our relationships and programs are deeper and more profound because they must be built upon real-time trust and real relationship building and bonding, and be less time constrained, indeed.  We should begin by thinking decade-long processes.


The new internationalism presupposes mutual knowledge gained.  A dominant western mental model is simply “us vs. them.”  Modern western nations see themselves as “the sender.”  This is usually perceived as the sender of resources, our expertise, and our “better” ways of governance, due process, scientific achievement, and “better” business acumen. Such mental models need to be revised. We should be more often the receiver.  A new mental model would be to think “sender <-> receiver,” rather than simply “sender -> receiver.”



Traditionally, as the primary influence and catalyst for transformation, we in higher education must also be reflective and introspective in why, how, and what we must do first by changing our worldview, our vision, and values. We specifically need redefining, recasting, and redesigning of our higher education systems. 


Those of us in higher education historically have been on the periphery of change.  We theorize, conceptualize, pontificate, and sometimes tease our communities about change and vision from intellectual or research perspectives.  Yet, the cloak of academe or intelligentsia shelters us so that we are not responsible or accountable to bring about the grand social change or justice.  We justify our separatist behaviors in the name of objective rationalism, ethics of knowledge, skill creation, reductionism, and so on.  We inspire others to change, to create, and to execute.  But how can we inspire if we know not the meaning of carrying water from canyon springs, of cradling diseased and hungry children, of fearing the nightly barrage of missiles and bullets, or of being denied, unheard or unseen. 

To create a new culture and context for peace and justice requires establishing a space for mutual trust, reflection, shared goals and values, hope, inquiry, and most importantly, learning.  This requires those in the periphery or the margins to enter the valued core or the center of learning and knowledge.  Thus, the overdeveloped and underdeveloped, or the “haves” and “have nots,” transpose so dynamically that it is more important to be present and participatory together rather than to be “who is leading whom.”  The world is a whole that is more than the sum of its parts.


Higher education can claim the responsibility of social change to convene and educate faculty and students to address real problems within the core of controversy, not from the margins.  As learning becomes affirmed as our central value and our view of the world is one of 
inclusiveness and blurring of boundaries, we can seek a new vision for higher education that is more expansive and meaningful to all.  With the aftermath of 9-11, like much of the world, higher education has to change, or we fail to participate as global citizens. This is the grandest transformation of higher education since community colleges were created in America.  With diverse voices and vision, faculty would mold the new internationalism curricula with a spirit of commitment and social responsibility.  The evolving “new internationalism” curricula would foster a continuous discourse on World 13 issues and solutions, as well as possibly establish a more systemic, dynamic, and respectful global society.  This faculty-led, collaborative process would engage authentic and broad-based visions and truly meaningful participation in addressing World 13 issues in places like Jamaica, Berlin, South Africa, Bangalore, Thailand, and elsewhere.  Faculty participants would learn and participate within local communities, and local communities would learn and participate with the faculty.  For example, within three years, one-fourth of a college’s faculty would be situated in communities across the world, and that college would be inculcated with a fourth of its faculty from other countries.


It is our hope that we can adjust the marginalization of such programs to become integral components of our institutions’ core curricula that imbue deeper and more genuine engagement in world issues.  We are pleased to have as many people as possible join us in perfecting this work in progress.  We anticipate that the acceptance and spread of the “new internationalism”--like most profound ideas--will be highly complex, slow, and unpredictable.   However, we believe that this difficult journey is well worthwhile. 

