International Meeting
Education for a Responsible, Plural and United World
June 12th and 13th, Buenos Aires, Argentina


On June 12th and 13 2001, in the City of Buenos Aires, the 1st International Meeting “Education by a responsible, plural and united world.” was carried out. The objective of this Meeting was to discuss the draft document of the Proposals Notebook “Education: an international perspective for the debate” that will be introduced for its debate during the Global Assembly of the Alliance for a responsible, Plural and United World, to be carried out in the City of Lille (France), between December 2nd and 10th 2001. The meeting took place in the local of the Confederation of the Education Workers of the Argentinian Republic (CTERA) and the document of discussion was the fruit of the work carried out between October of 2000 and April of 2001, by representatives of numerous organizations of base of the CTERA itself, the School of Pedagogic and Union Formation "Marina Vilte", and other guests belonging to different institutions and organizations. 
Representatives and organizations of numerous countries participated of this meeting: Algeria, Argentina, Benin, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Spain, France, India, Senegal, and Uruguay. 
There were two workshops whose objective was to reflex about the document trying to interpellate those order questions: conceptual, formal, methodological and structural, besides some critics that could need its later reelaboration. 
In workshop 1, the work was centered, fundamentally, in the discussion of the Introductory articles and Education and Culture. In the first case, the following observations, critical and suggestions were presented: 
a)	They have not been kept in mind references to the racial conflicts, or "illnesses of the poverty", so it was suggested the convenience of doing mention to them every time that the ideas that present the issue of the discrimination are treated, that appear today as a typical manifestation of the application of the neoliberal policies. 
b)	In relation to some sections of the introduction it is suggested the convenience of not only mentioning determinations of economic order that describe aspects of the neoliberal ideology, but, also, to display another type of problematic, as they could be those of cultural order. 
c)	It is recommended to make explicit that the development and consolidation of the national States along the XIX and XX centuries, as consequence of the decisive paper that the public education played, is not extrapolable to all the regions of the world. It is noticed that the idea makes reference to a situation that, by way of example, in Latin America it was only decisive in countries as Argentina and Uruguay, since in the rest of the countries there was a bigger weight of the private education, fundamentally of confesional type. This intends to reflect the heterogeneity of the political and cultural processes. 
With relation to the article Education and Culture, the discussion rotated, fundamentally, around the resignification of the State, this is, to the approaching of the monocultural character of the States, trying to reflect the possibility that from a project of intercultural education the way toward a pluricultural State will be facilitated. Although this situation is reflected in the document, it was understood that this is an issue of such a complexity that is suggested to only present it so that this debate continues in the Global Assembly to be carried out in Lille. 
In relation to this section, it is recommended to reorder it so that the diagnosis, conceptual and proposal issues are sequenced.
Lastly this workshop suggests a writing style in the entire document that allows the visualization and to approach to the issue of the gender or genders. 
The Workshop 2, through the relatoria and as a conclusion of the work we observed the importance of interpreting the sense of the document. A writing style is proposed that takes the occasional reader to feel the text before consuming it, with the objective of incorporating it to an active dialogue through its reading. The idea is that the reader of the text makes it of  its own. It was observed that the text should be simple and agile for its reading and, at the same time able to cause questioning and inquiry before answers. 
It was affirmed the fact that the document should have a clear political sense, through which debates, discussions, participation ways and processes could open up. This is to say that it served as a tool for the intervention, as an instrument for the reconstruction of public spaces. 
The text should allow readers to be able to think it together, beyond the situations, problematics and struggles of local character. It was thought to be a text that should help in the task of intervening on the reality, able to capture the different experiences, struggles and expectations, of the different actors in any region of the world. 
Another of the senses that should be reaffirmed in the text itself is the commitment with the reality, an open text that works as trigger for proposals for the debates or discussions. 
As for its content, it should be directed, fundamentally, to the action or educational intervention in every sense of the term, without giving recipes since the realities are different, but contributing strategic principles in the immediate and concrete issues. In this point there was agreement on enunciation of the document, this is, about the political, economic, cultural, etc. issues described. However, there were the following criticism: weak in pedagogic questions; use of different terms to mention the same concepts; reiterative and writing styles that makes it visible that it was elaborated by different people, reason why the writing should be make more coherent. 
As for the structure of the document, it was considered that:
a)	It should contain a topical index; 
b)	It should contain an opening manifesto, like teachers' accounts, where the possibility of the metaphor shows the creativity; 
c)	A description of the context should be done so that it allows the better understanding of the local and regional issues;
d)	Methodological proposals and guides for the action and/or intervention should appear, for example: to Include the curriculum as a social construction; to include the different between public education and state education; to state the permanent formation of the teachers from a perspective that allows to act on the culture for the democracy and the social mobilization; to link school with the community and with other spaces so that new social networks can be created articulating educational actions; to include the social movements as educating agents of rupture with the traditional outlines of the school culture; granting importance in this way to the non formal education; to affirm the necessity to debate and to agree an ethics "of minima" that shows some universal values (aspiration to the peace, to the love, the cooperation); to show that school is a resistance and rebelliousness space in front of the hegemonic culture as dominance. 
e)	The document should contain a space for questions in order to reaffirm the idea of an alive text. In this sense questions of the following style are suggested: what can and cannot be modified with the education?; in what spaces is education done?; the school: can it create culture?, can it recreate spaces of democratic co-management?; the school: as a question or as an answer?; are teachers the only involved actors?; how are the subjects related with the knowledge?; what educational paper do the social movements play? 
f)	It is suggested that the document contains a registration of educational experiences of different regions. 

The following theoretical axes were thought, that were discussion object: democracy, enlarged democracy, debate around the currículum and the role of the social movements in linking to them previous axes. 

As refund to the plenary the writer Eduardo Rosenzvaig, one of the tellers of this workshop, wrote and read the following: 
“Multiplicity of educational ideas, strategies and actions from the plurality of worlds, territories and different cultures. In front of the financial power that seeks to be the unique voice, sacred of a deaf, silent, blind God to the people; the voices of this Babel. We are building a second version of the biblical legend. We in fact understand each other because we speak different languages. We should build the tower to break the curse of the man that is not able. We are forced to do it.
In front of an economic prototype that says: the school is nothing, we put an array of bricks that says: the school is a scenario of the combat for democracy, justice, solidarity, responsibility, knowledge, imagination and beauty.
We understand each other in every language because we don't speak of all the answers, but of all the questions. In these two days we passed hand in hand the questions as if they were bricks. The Public issue, The State, the Culture and their relation with the School. 
Beyond the personal convictions there was a physical attention, perception of the responsibility, the responsibility now, today, already. An ethics for a responsible world: from and with the education. There are no stairways to build the tower, there are scaffolds. It can give vertigo looking down, to look up invites to fly.
The bricklayers of our workshop came from Senegal and Algeria, Brazil, Canada and Uruguay, of the white Argentina or indigenous Argentina, of a Spain that is anti-Iberia. Bricklayers that speak of the personal experience with the genesis of the knowledge.
Two of lime and one of sand: knowledge and sensibility and one of action. Here it is the mixture. Each one of us has in their head a different image from the tower, and the work that is resulting is something different to all of us and at the same time each one leaves its mark in each brick.
What we are doing is the corrected and increased version of a legend and it congratulates us that CTERA has had the pasional modesty of getting up the hand and to say: I can collaborate taking a wheelbarrow.” 

