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* EXPANDING ENVLRONMENTS FOR LEARNING:
THE MAKING AND BREAKING OF LEARNING BOUNDARIES

©

There is a sense of urgency building as educators join in a

search for the changing role of the school in ccntemporary saciety. N

Throughout the éountry educators are sté;tinq to take inventory of

what schools can do and shoufd do. Th]S effort is p1ck1ng up

¢

momentum and what has a1ways been known is becoming more Yead11y '

acknow]edged--schools are a necessg;y yet s1ng]e part of a larger

network of - 1earn1ng environments that are 1mportant for effect1ve

“education.

We believe that American édncation is entering 5 "period of
inclusion®, characterized by increased use of,nonschooi environmenté
for encouraging desired learning. In simple terms, more attention
will be given fo)jnc]uding what happens to learners outside of school

as part of the curriculum. Building a coordinated curriculum that

spans several setfings may prove to be one of the persistent problems’

‘in the"future. The major purpose of this paper, then, is tn suggest
directions for deliberate and constructive collaboration between
schools and other educational agents. Professional educators know
that learning takeg place through dirgct experiences provided in and
beyong schoo]lsettings. We think the challenges of the next décades&
will be met by a productive system of educational environments that

better connects school and nonschool learning.

o
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Societal Conditions -

The tension calling for a re-thinking of tha .school's

.~ responsibilities is generated, in part, by societal conditions that .

are likely to have an impact on altering the reality of schonl A
"programs. The aim here is not to conduct a comprehensive analvsis L
'wgf¢ai] societal demands. Rather, the intention is to make clear that
fthe current concern about incorpo;éting the gducating potential of

; nonschool environments as a deliberate part of the curriculum is a

PR - x

.

result of pressures from outside_tﬂé school. Six societal conditions -
that encourage a spirited dialogue about. the school's tchanging role
are now considered. ‘ '
@ Fragmented Association Among. Educating- Institutions- - - . . ______°
The primary educa£ing°institutions of contempor§§y life-- = , .1
fhe family, the média, the school, the peer group, the Zglig;pus
setting, the workplace, and so on--do not seem to work togetﬁér in

a coherent, organized 1earniﬁg system. Indeed, the configuration of - K
edgcation that ser;ed us adequately and, in some way, admirably for '
a century (Q%th the schpo] at its center and the family, church and
local community as its supporting branches) is now fragmented and

in some disarray. The parts of the system too often function at

éo

cross purposes. Further, the position of the school in this
configuration is obscured by the rise of different agents for learning
and sources of knowledge. For example, popular literéture,lnewspapers,_

magazines, radio, movies, telephgﬁ;s, records, and expanded travel

3]




opportunities opened up more ways of gainiﬁg information; skills
and attitudes thaﬁrwere praviously qyai&able in a self-contained
community in the early-pérf of this century. Service professions 5 f
also pro]iferated,-providing ins%ruction-in every conceivabigxaspect |
of daily life that dupl}cate or supplant the offerings of traditional

schoois: Also, with the advent of te]eQision, the peer group, and

the workplace as active agents providing opportunitites for learning, -

the démands for cﬁangg within the learning system are acpelerdted.

Tnshort, tﬁe-rééu?géﬁéé—of—inte;eéi in theziekponsibiIitggs of

schools has emerged when the role of the school within an expanding
. \
\iponfiguration of educating institutions was gradually changing-.'

-

® <Criticism of the Sc@oo] As An Institution

[

The quéstioning of what schools are for is taking place in -

response to criticisms—that come from varied quarters in society:
. conservatives, humanists, neo-Rousseauian "de-schoolers” and neo-

' Marxists.z The combiﬁed criticisms carry a freight of ‘unmet
expectations, bringing again to the fore the school's symbolic role

|
in the American dream. Americans invest so much hope in the ﬁ
|
\

institution to which we send our children. We delegate increasing n 4

responsibilities to schools that conflict with and prevent completidn
of other educational responsibilities, then criticize the institution
for not fulfilling all our wishes. The séhool‘s successes and failures
do not occur in a social vacuum. As Cremin poipts out. where the

public school has succeeded, it has functioned as part of a network ) s

e

6 _
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© .
of education that usually included family and church, all committed

to ‘Similar or complementary values, all functioning'with agreed-upon
divisions of responsibi]itiés 3 Hence, the source of #Fiticism that
unm1stakab1y surrounds the schoo] s search for_its role in society

is responsible for much o”%ﬁé tone of this quest.

® Shrinking Financiai Resburces Available to
Support Schools

,,,,, When funds &re short and cuts have to be made, educato;s and
citizens must think carefully about what educationa1\§o1e shou]d be

- - filled by schools. Faced with the prospect of higher taxes to
support schoo]é,°taxpayers also inquire more.deéply into the va]ﬁe

of the educational product they receive for their investment But

¢ A —— [

that added value to the local school are disappearing. As the

i e S PP S

mobility of famiiies and school staffs increas;s, the schqo] can no
longer turn for financial support to the multi-generational family .
thaé used to live in the same community, attend the neighborhood
schoo],\énd support trusted teachers. Shrinking resources, then,
force the examinations of purpbdses in a particularly ﬁncomfortabTe

fashion for the §chools.

® Fluctuations of Student Population
The contraction of the student population, as_&he‘c?ésts of
the last baby boom cohorts passed, called the cards of those-who

promoted expanding the responsibilities of the school. The previous
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growlh of the student popu]at;on seemed such a sure bet that éducators
and legislators tied funding levels to it. After al{, schooling
expanded sceadily through the first three quarters of the.present
céntury. Unfortunately, growth assumptions about g;tting bigger, ) .
not necessarily better, pervaded the planners' thinking. It Qas
{rrésjstib]e, then, when the population decreased and the funds grew
short, not-to think ﬁp‘term; of “decTine" in a qualitative sense,

as well. What were the purposes of education, many asked themselves,
if additional programs and services could no 16ngé%"bé crea@éd?

® Limited Success of the School As Serving
Formerly Marginal_ Groups -

The school's purposes are challenged by the fact that educators
- % .
are only partially successful with students’ from the margins of
society--those who -d*iong-beeniheldlat,a_djsiancg‘bx_pgligjcal and -

social means, those who suffered from a variety. of physical, mental

or emotional handicaps, or those who for a variety of reasnns were

'3

* less ready for what the scnool had to offer and- hence more difficult

<

to teach.4 Although an initial reaction_is to blame the people

forced to the margins for the problem, inevitably the organization

and ultimately the purposes of the school have to be investigated

in light of the school's avowed commitment to provide equal educational
. . ]

opportunity for all- T T e = e
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\ ~ ¢ Changing Nature of the Labor Market | . )
Se]f-questioning:by educators was méde unavoidable Qy the _ -

3 S

inexorable direc;ioﬂ\of changes in the organization of production.
e With increasing technological complexity, growing automation ;nd
.\contiqual conso]idétion of smaller f{rm§ jnto.mu]tﬁ-nationa] concerns,

the unski]ied and seif—emp]oyed labor markets ﬁave~negr]y disappeared.
- This makes the old educational “outs" of ignoring, failing,  or -
«xpelling particularly those at the margins look like cruel courses

‘of action because it is increasingly more difficult to leave school .

. . o
and enter the labor market. Hence, the so-called sorting function
of 'schools became obviously problematic in 1ight of the dead-end
alternatives facing those who complete schooling but do not have

an opportuhity\to join the work force.

.

These six societal conditions, ambng otheré, demand that we

= - — - —.—.reach a clearer understanding of what schools are for. Of course,

s - -
C o ——
e

cracks in the configuration of education follow fault-lines appearing

throughout American society and culture.» For when the purposes of
sc%oo1s come into question, fundamental issues are being raised about
our shared images of a good life and our hopes for our children and
- society. Yet, as these problematic issues come into focus, it,is )

- alsoa promising time for the’reforhulation of practice that must

accompany institutional improvement.5

1
7




Improvement and Shared Responsibility = . .

-

Improvements'in educational practice can be gained.during
these times of uncertainty and reduced resources. As noted above,
concerns about ends of education resurface as social conditions ° S

change. Thése concerns will generate a series of decisions throughout

.

the-next decades, but their long term consideration and far-reaching —~ ~-

-

nature should not inhibit us from-beginhing to formulate plans to ' .{
put irto practice. ' ) o

What direction will school imbrovement take in the 1980's? -

“It. is our position that public elementary and secondary schoels can
\\\ . - c
become more _effective by strengthening their relations with other
~ i
{ . institutions that are educationally important. This is part of the

.

- answer to determining the d??eetjpns for reconstruction of schools . ' o

—~ .

i- in the United States. Like a person\EGping‘with identity issues whé
- " creates a more coherent personal direction by turning resolutely to
fora deliberately chosen relations and Eommitments with other people
and enterpr{sé;:\éducators in schools should develop a more effective '
curriculum by }orming more purposeful associations with other. educating
institui{ons now poorly coordinated with the learning agenda of the
school. 1In 65?‘viey,‘this period of asking what gchools are for

g— .

should merge into a period~of.inclusion and experimegtation in which .
) -~

- o . . . ;‘ N P - . \\ .
. . educators form partnerships with parénts, -community leaders, media

L]

—

representatives, business peopTe‘anng1ected officngET“\These

partnerships would combine in a more_powerful way the educational
' T ” . . \
processes and resources that are influential in the 1ives of learners.

[
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As consensus grows concerning the approprinte distribution of . ) .

. 7 | . ce s o B
educatio.sal responsibilities among institutions, a mdre compelling

¢

and better cogrdinated arrangement of educatioral envirorments can

../ be constructed. - . .. o
v N . . e . « V‘
: The boundaries between educating institutions must be permeable . .

) D £, o+
. rather than c]og\p and educators should ﬁead in estab]1sh1ng the .
ronnectxng fibers between schools and other institutions tHat can
share the réspons1b1]1ty for promot1ng Tearning. Constructive

~ aseoc1at1ons aneng educat1ng .nst1tnt1ons will, help more people by v(/}(”’,,
opening optional avenues for learning other than those provided by
the over-extended schools. For example, some adolestents impatient ..
with abstract classroom learning might fearn wfthQE greéter sense of
‘ ?'reéponsibility and pride through on-theljob apprenticeships. Also,-
communication and conetructive action across boundaries can build
continuity between what is 1earned in each setting. In Tanguage
’ aevelopment where children haVe the1r first and- poss1b1y most -
persuasive learning in a family setting, it may be that teachers
have to more direct]& engage‘the parents as instructors and seek to
eitend, conp]ement or refine what is being taught in the nome.\iFurther,
'by developing with their students an awereness of adnitional'environments
for 1earning and ‘an ability to benefit from these other sources of
instruction on their own, educators can empower individuals to choese
* and design their ownfprograms of continuqus learning across various “
?nstitutions. Finaliy, by estab]ishing more constructive assocjations,
educators can contribute to improvement of their own and other

, institutions. If'this-stage of mutual responsibility is reached,
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-institutiong] renewal thnoughout the society. ©
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ot
1 4

consideration of the purposes of education and the responsibilities

*

of multiple institutions for learning will have contributed to
. ¢

B . ~

' The First Partners: ?ahi]y,.Media, and Workplace.

*

We suggest that outreach by educators beg1n with -thrze key
educating institutions: the fam1?y, the media and the workplace. .
Within each type of institution are specific cond1t1ons that must

be respected, yet general reasons for selecting each stanting p]ace

- cam be identified. ¢ .

As the pr1mary educators,, parents, relatives and siblings
‘\’! .
create together a sustained .and 1ntense ‘family learning env1ronme:¥&

3
which 1nf1uences the young ch11d S deve]opment during formative

sfages of growth Even as the school, the medna and the peer group
1nteract with the home sett1ng, member's of the family continue to
filter and interpret these other educat1ona1 influences, mediating
their impact on the’ learner through actions that are_reoeated or
elaborated. dai]y Parents typica]ly seek a controlling ‘role in.
selecting and orchestratlng outside educational 1nf1uences for their
children. The interest of parents in their ch11dren s growth and

NG
deve]opment is'intense, creat1ng a natural po1nt of entry for educators

to 1mproye family decisions about 1earn1ng opportun1t1es at home , \\

or in the community. ﬁhen educators can ut111ze the w1sdqm taught in

families to chalicnge young minds, and!ﬂl¥1f3m111es can turn their .

considerable interpretive and screening powers to support and extend
. ~ O

;the social and academic teachings of schools, a powerful force for

¢hildren's learning will have béen created.

»

o 12
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- " As potentially our next most important partners,crepresentatives

7 _ __of-the mass media (including cinema, television; radio, newspapers,

magazines) also must be approached by educators. After all, television
alone currently outranks the schools "in terns of size of operation

and audience, in the\amount»of time and intensity of interest devoted

3.‘ A w _by that audience, and in the diversity of its course content."® e
§$‘>'_ N have much to-learr from the media professionals, as well as much to
! D teach them about our cratt.' _ .
. N As;a'partner with schools for attracting a Tearner's attention
" to agreed-upon content, the med{a would bring undeniable strengthsT

Partioipation with media is voluntary, whereas school attendance is

e

-

curreht]y compu]sory unt11 s1xteen. The med1a emphas1zes drama and .

humor exc1t1ng v1sual and aucntory ETTECts, snnuu.arreu

.

r of current events, and sensat1ona] exploltatlon of taboo top1cs,
whlle at present the schoo]s empha51ze pr1nted materials; a limited

range of verba] teach1ng techn1ques, and conventional, somet1mes outdated

content Further med1a requ1res a m1n1mum of soc1a] restr1ct1ons

(for examp]e te]ev1s1on requﬂres-no "one e]se to p]ay and costs less

Y

. than a penny per hour to operate), whereas _thé. school env1ronment

requ1res most]y group or1ented behav1ors. B

« s ¢ ’ ‘\~
3 .

These troubling compar1sons sugge;f/strengths the schools can

. /
incor orate “through successful partnersh1p w1th cable TV-.companies,

~ ‘.

rad1o networks and movie houses. Media Yepreséh(gt1ves, however,

> f. . S

+.150 need to learn from educators about the dangerpus human consequences

of’pleasures ga;ned through enterta1nment rece1ved w1thout effort and

P
Ve e

PReaal

RS TURLE LY

oy ey s,

transmission———M————

R

it '-- o

The @ed1a must also consider the

e g e %

’accepted w1th0ut gu1ded thought
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“commitmeént to participation in cﬁmmvn—Ehterprfsé§§;—¥et%—when—the~media
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-

experience educator%phave with children to understand the impact of
exposﬁre to taboo topics -like violence, comb1itated sexual and

emotional relationships, or the effect of idealized material féntasies
on unprepared or inexperienced youth. Further, ihe media can add to its
repertoire much of what educators have learned about active learning,
the process of inquiry, or theuexp1oration of alternative explanations.

For just as the schools need lessons in making learning more exciting,

so the mediiiheeds Tessons in stimulating social Fesponsibility- and ‘ ' it

Ly :

RV -

_are brought more carefully .nto the educationaland socialization

systems employed by families and schools, another -powerful force for C e

children will have beeh created.

Further, educators and vepresentatives—of-various—workplaces—can—— . - :

probe their existing relationships to identify points of productive
collaboration.. As Cremin notes, "Every employer has a curriculum which

he teaches deliberately and systematically over time. *The curriculum

includes not only the technical skills of typing or welding or reaping

or_teaching, but also the sotial skills carrying out those activities

in congert with others on given time schedules and according to
established expectatiqns{and routines:"7 In our view of the relationship
between schools and work, the schoo1§ have increasingly overemphasized

a ‘narrow vocational themei Indeed, Americans have been witness over

the last 7S‘years to an emefging coﬁﬁensus "that pup1ic schools aré.

important as economic instrumentalities, deriving integrity and meaning -

from-the-ways—in-which-they-prepare students. for participation in the..
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v

labor market rather than from the ways that they inform the exercise
of critical intelligence or moral and civic consc‘iousne'ss."8 |

The preference for.technical over intelléctual learning has
_created a false standard for judging the school curriculum in terms of
its contribution to the learning of marketable skills. Paradoxicai]y,
this has occurred at the very time that bus{nesses and professions- are
recognizing that .they can do a erten%job of training employees than
fhe schools. Xerox and McDona]d;, just ]ike hospitals, assembly [ines

and the military, develop their own colléges or training programs -for

N

efficient training of employees.™What_these workplaces—require-of

ottty e st st o

schools is to provide the human ingredients, ‘the intellectual.and social

* real world of work); some learning that can best take place in the

structures on which training in theégorporate and techno]oéica] world

[}

can build. : :

It is our position that schools éha Wéékplaces should- examine
their_respective_curricula and interests to identify-parts of the
curriculum that would be desirable for the school to relinquish and
for“tﬁe~workp1acemtouabsénbfmfIhisNdoes_not imply a complete either/or

relationship. It means that there will be some learning that can best

- take place in the work setting (study and practice of tasks from the
4 N . - .

schoo]S;Gfundanenta] read&hg and writing skills); and some 1eaﬂhing‘

that sﬁould be collaboratiyely qttempted (honing of communication skills

or practice in pfobiem-solbing). Of course, this is the same balance

that must be sought with other institutions that educate. The point

is that we are proposing the educators as_initiators of this neQ

B P -




Ty

-13-

configuratiofi of educad%on, and the family, the media and the workplace

%—¢w~‘ - ) as the~most~compe111ng!partners'for learning.

Making and Break1ng the Boundar1es for Learning

The respons1b111t1es of schools are difficult to redef1ne or | .

. transfer to other grouas, and distressing to e11m1nate entirely. - o 1'fj
. Responsibilities are often accepted as goals (both apbropriate]y and E

inappropriately) in reaction to the efforts of many d{Jerse groups
whose intefests prevailed over others, and then persisted on the.

566ﬁda.9 Tt has proven—nearly impossible to\clear]y:Eonceptua]ize the

total range of existing— responsrbw}1t1esw—because—of_ihe_Oyerlapplng
~

e __and somet1mes 1ncons1§tent nature of these respons1b111t1es and - ‘ A

because of the ongoing 1deo]og1ca1 efforts of their various advocates. T
e = = - Yet, in -this period of our history major institutions like the schools
{one cou]d'easiiy add the government, the health care system and the
;- A ' cr1m1na1 justice system) must. rethink their purposes and red1str1bute
~‘the1r functions if the quality of life is to 1mprove This reconstruction
;.ﬂ' - °. of the schools will again be a sociopolitical proces§.' We adVance-here
three Qey topics on wdich a consensus shouid be spught to gquide purposeful
reconstnuéfion of public education in schools ahd community. The‘three'_
. topics fo head the agenda are: definition of education, priority goals
for schools and for other institutions that educate, ‘and the nature of é
- the curriculum in various institutions. ’ : S
. First, there can be no serious cons1derat1on of what schools are |
for w1thout s1mu1taneous]y considering what educat1on 15.10 ’Ie w11] not
l

Lt be easy to reach back to first pr1nc1p1es here, since (as I1lich warned) ‘ f

many have 1dept1f1ed eduqat1on with schooling and in the process defined

M .
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educatlon as a commoduty produced by books, teachers and.schools. 11
s : :
The fata1 temptation is simply to examine -the existing norms and tools e

of the school and extrapolate only from these regularities to the goals -
and definition of the educational enterprise. The circular nature of

this reasoning is evident, as are the constraints such reasoning would ) ¢

. . 5
[ 4 . i

place on the reconstruction of public education.
\

Def1n1nq educat1on without reference to the image of ‘the_ school

-

is qu1te difficult. Cremin has found it useful to define education as ‘ é

the "deliberate, systematic and sustained effort to transmit, evoke or

1

acquire know1edge att1tudes, va]ues, “skills or sensibilities, as well

s,

i b__,-,'....__ st i e

.ﬁS the ongoxng reconstruction or reorganization of experience. Dewey was

as_any_outcome of_thateeffort n12 His def1n1t1on stresses an intentional

effort and 1ncorporates cognitive, affective and psychomotor 1earn1ngs.

A]so, it is narrower “than the processes ca11ed soc1al1zat1on or
encu1turat1on, although inclusive of several of the same elements. His 4\.¢;

definition suggests that education is conducted in many settings, and

” _does not preclude the fact that 1e§rn€ng can occur in incidental ways. -

John Dewey defined education in related terms, but shifted the
emphas1s from the paint of view of the provider to the experiéences of & . :%
the 1earn1ng 1nd1v1dua] For,Dewey,_educat1on was a process of becom1ng,

/-—“4\

l “one with the rhythms of 1nd1v1dua1 growth. Education was conceptua11zed

interested (as is Cremin) in fostering the learner's desire for further

educational growth, and in empowering the individual to know and to o
13 > i 7

Do

. seek what is required for ongoing growth.

; This rewiew of two related definitions iliustrates the importance

S P b P SUCp. = el
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#4F developing an overall definition_of education as a starting point

-

for dec1d1ng _how toredistribute educational

esponsibilities. An

pr——— -

energ1ng Qefinition of education might include: -consideration of the °
nature of the."transmission" efforts (instruc ioh) as vwell as the
"acquisition" efforts (learning), consideratio /éf:types of content,
and consideration of the balance between un1qu‘\y,4hd1v1dua1 growth and
common social needs.: The wider the definition .of eabcat1on op?ns,

the further it moves from any_naatAends-means purposes for schools or,
other ihstitutions; As for Dewey, the individual 1earherigggld ecome
the focal point for a broad array of educationa] institutions. The
narrower we define education, the more likely it will be that
respons1b1T1t1es will be converted into obJect1ves that w111 predom1hate
what we permit ourselves to seek for our children. The.school is likely

-a

to remain the madd} institution for encouraging others to Tead in

responsible directions for quality education.  Yet; on a community by -
community basis, we will have to ask ourselves with renewed urgency,

"What is the gducation we want for our children?" While it is unlikely

. ..that a simplé and neat academic definition wi]lzbe agreed upon, the

- pursuit of the question is a more productive enterprise,than simply

chastising the schools-for not providing it.
- A second topic for dialogue is to consider which educational
goals should be accomplished by the schools, which goals by other

1nst1tut1oqs(fam11y, media, the workplace, etc. ), and which goals .

o

~should be shared. A reasonable start1ng point for the
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; T~ . selectjon of goals would be to develop a list based on a definition
of~e&ucation. The 1ist would -be in a form not unlike that prepared
by John Goodlad and his.colleagues in the -early stages of A Study of

14

Schooling. They synthesized.gdals for schooling articulated by state

and local boards of education, various speciaT cdmmissigng, and others
ipto a list of twelve general goals and sixty-five descripiive bbject{yggf
The twelve goals stated in topical form %ncluded:

1. Basic Skills ] 7. Citizenship

l

2. Career/Vocational Education 8. Creativity and Aesthetic Perception

!
3. InteTlectual Déve]opment 9.. .Self-Concept

4. Enculturation /, 10. Emotional and Physical Well-Being
5. Interpersonal he]ations 11. Moral and Ethical Charaqfer

6. Autonomy 12. Self-Realization -

C]eariy, the§e goals (which represent a useful summary of current

— e
e

go&?% for schooling in the United States) could be analyzed in terms
of the responsibi]i%ies of various institutions. For aqument's sake;
let's extend thig aﬁalysis in a hypothetical way, continuing to assume
that these twelve goals are associated with a definitfdn of education.
After deiibera;e discussions, a particular community mfgh; construct

‘a chart 1ike the-following:

s
i

Fnd -
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-ECUCATIONAL GOALS AND -RESPONSIBILITIES IN QUR COMMUNITY

Basic Skills
CafgéF/Vocationaf
~ntg]1ectua1 Development

T
Encul turation-.__

"~

Interpersona Re]ati§ﬁ§hip\}k\

Autonomy

_ Citizenship

Creativity/Aesthetics
Self-Concent
Emotional/Physical
Mora][E;hicaT

Self-Realization

-SCHOOLS

»*

/o

FAMILY
MEDIA

0 0
* 0
0 *
* o0
»:}* o
e
N * T
-
- %
0 *
0 *
* o
*
* *
*

INSTITUTIONS
=3
w N’ =
2 3£ &
3 oL < = pe o
a D o (&)
X [¥Y) o
Y S0 > >
o Duw o x
=. O [X5] (5]
[
* : 0
0
0 %*
%* 0" %* N
* -
— 0 0
—
0 T
*:.
0 0 *
% * 0
0 0 *
%* 0 %*

Major Responsibility.
Minor Responsibility

*
0

-

J

On this chart, all goals.are shared in a major or minor ‘way

across institutions. . The primary institutions which educate are the

family, the church, the workplace, the media and the schools. The

20

school has fodr major priorities (Basic Skills, Intellectual Development,
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"

Enculturation and Creaiivity/Aesthetic Perception); whereas the

- family has eight major go%1s. The church and the workplace each has .
five major goals, while the media assbmes four.

- Our purpose here is not to debate this &ivision of responsibilities,
but to advance this topic of shared responsibility as a key one and
to illustrate constructive results of dialogue about this issue. In
the course of this dialogue, the §a1idity of propositions'such as the
fo11dwing two Good]adghas su§gested could be scrutinized: "Schoo1s
should concentrate solely on the'kﬁbw1édge, atti tudes, va1ues; skii1s
and sensibilities that require for their cu1tivat;on in the individual
geTiberate, systematic and -sustained-effort. . . The §choo1 . . . should
take on only those social purposes that can be convérted easi1y'and
naturally into educational goals and'activities."15
Thirdi the nature of the curriculum in various institutions is -

a worthy topic for dialogue. For once people consider the possibility
of the schoo1?sharing major educational responsibilities, the ﬁaturé

of curriculum could be Tiberated from tha current overer:phasis on

~~spec1‘f1’c subject matter organized in courses with Tists of objectives

andxbf(jc1a11y aﬁépted content in the form of printed materials. - Too

often cuﬁ?iqglg: was created for an information-poor §ociety;.where
- I\

children obtained most of their information from direct exposure in a

» 9 N .

relatively small family, neighborhood and community context. Tre

curriculum was the'communrtxlihgateway to information and schools were

" the source of, monitor over, a d\gfjde to books.

Increasingly, children grow into an information-rich world,
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2

in which a competﬁtive and wide-open communicztive structure can
undermine or'strgigthen most attempts by the family and school~to

shape the chifd:; tOQnitive world and values through a careful selection
of curriculum content. The world of youth today is increasingly action-
'_poor, and the experiential groundwork for deveioping résponéibility
that once came from he1p1ng run’the household or other productive~~
family enterprises has eroded\@;amat1ca11y 16 Under these conditions,
curriculum emphases must sh1ft\toward providing more opportunities for

young learners to reflect upon,/probe and reinterpret their perceptions

of the information they receive from many sources. Learners will also

need a curriculum designed to integrate their experitnces through active *

participation in soc1a11y producF1ve rolés outs1de the family and: the

school -and to develop coping sQ ﬂ?s appropr1ate to the complexity of
¢

problem-solving and decision-making in an information-rich, yet resource-"

limited, gociety. In a way, the "curriculum™ will become synonymous
with a deliberately shaped environment for 1earnihgl7 designed for
various community settings, rather than a predetermined_content or
"style".18 .Similarly; in the future, "school" may come to include the
. education received by learners in variousiipstitutions, rather than

. S e Nk
simply connoting a single pldce where youth are: segregated to be taught.

e - B

. Closing )

© .
The forces of society that resulted in proliferation of purposes

ﬁfor schools also b}ought about a re-examination of what school. are for.

he argue that educators are entering a period of.introspection marked

22 .
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by spirited and constructive dialogue about what schools do and what
they should do. This paper contributeg to the mountiﬁh dialogue by
’suggesting that the burden of societal résponsibi}ﬁties delegated to
the schools be increasingly questioned and the educational role of )
- . other institutions in the community be acknow]edged Now the search
— is for ways to build a truly "public" education system. This system
.wou]d be a network of purposeful learning env1ronments, designed for

" the accomp]1shment of desirable objectives, each with clear

» responsibilities and each int fre]ated in productive ways with the
others. -
The expansion of Tearning environments into other institptions‘
~hould not result in schools heing forced to the margins of the newly
o ; _ formed education enterprise. e-believe that schools will be at the
" center of effective éducation. Yet, the identity of the schools is
being challenged by t%e movement toward a more educative society. A -
- " defensive posture at this time would be counter-productive. Rather,
we think it necessary to encourage a qua11ty dialogue by working to
f . _ insure that important concerns bout expanding environments-for learning

head the agenda. This d1alogue &pd eventual~decision-making.demands an )

\ - .understanding of the concerns addressed in this paper:]9 namely, the
forces that are enco.raging a retexamination of the purposes of schools,
the pogé'bfe benefits of shared esponsibilitiek, and the possible

ways institutional boundaries can|be altered to expand environments

for Tearning—

%
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Buildiné a coordinated system of public education to span several ‘< t

settings\may prove to be the educator's greatest challenge in the

futuré. Indeed, both the theory and practice of education is likely

to be advanced by §tngggthening the relation of various educative

20 e think the

1n titutions to one anofEE?\and to soc1ety at. large.
examination of the purposes of‘zzﬁbols w111 result in the rea11zat1on

that constructive collaboration can Lacome a“necessary and rewarding -
way of 1ife for educators and for thosé they serve. Oun\\§shools

have been thrust into a time for 1ntrospect10n One mean1ng;;T\W5y\\\\\\\\
to emerge is to enter a period of inclusion by expanding environments ‘\~7\\

for learning. What remains to be seen is what Jeédersbip educators

will provide to the formation of the comihgoeducative society.

LA
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