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i n  a long poem called An Expla- 
nation of America, Robert Pinsky 
writes: 

A boundary is a limit. How can I 
Describe for you the boundaries of 
this place 
Where we were born; where Possi- 
bility spreads 
And multiplies and exhausts itself 
in growing, 
And opens yawning to swallow it- 
self again? 
What pictures are there for that 
limitless grace 
Unrealized, those horizons ever dis- 
solving? 

This is a moment  of s t r ingency 
and limit, of grace unrealized, of 
horizons receding fur ther  and fur- 
ther  away. If it were not for images 
of possibility, however, it would be 
difficult to describe what is lack- 
ing, what is wrong. Without some 
"explanation of America," without 
a sense of a bet ter  order of things, 
we would not be moved to break 
through the limits or to repair the 
insufficiencies we see. But we are 
educators, and education has to do 
with new beginnings and reaching 
toward what is not yet. Whatever 
our locations, whatever our van- 
tage points,  we cannot  help but  
lean into the future.  No ma t t e r  
how specialized we are, how tech- 
nically oriented, we are bound to 
think about remaking and repair- 
ing. We wonder- -and how can we 
help i t?--how best to renew. 

What  are the cr i ter ia  for re- 
newal? Where are we to turn? We 
are continually reminded that  we 
can no longer assu'me the exis- 
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tence of a consensus where  the 
purposes of public education are 
concerned; nor can we assume con- 
sensus when it comes to profes- 
sional expertise. It is obvious that  
fa i th  in the  promise  of public  
schools has  eroded,  a long wi th  
confidence in what they can offer 
to the young. We are all aware of a 
cacophony of demands,  most of 
t h e m  focus ing  on i n d i v i d u a l  
achievement and on an assumed 
connection between achievement  
and mobility, acceptable perfor- 
mance and success. We hear spe- 
cial i n t e r e s t  groups  express ing  
mul t ip le  discontents ,  call ing for 
new kinds of conformity, or for ac- 
quiescence to parochial ideals. We 
see people in their  enclaves, people 
b r e a k i n g  off  f rom wha t  John  
Donne called "the Continent," re- 
fusing to be "part  of the maine." 
(Thinking of the fundamentalists  
and the creationists and the book- 
burners  and the segregationists, 
we might  well ask ourselves: "For 
whom does the bell toll?") 

Most  s i g n i f i c a n t l y ,  however ,  
there is little talk today about the 
connection between public educa- 
tion and freedom, or about  the 
ways in which schools might pre- 
vent what Thomas Jefferson called 
'~a pervers ion into ty ranny ."  Yet 
this is a time when what we think 
of as civilization is being ripped 
apart  across the planet by terror, 
torture,  and total i tar ian controls. 
It is a moment  when we are in- 
structed daily in the fragility of 
human rights, in the tenuousness 
of both freedom and democracy. To 
speak of freedom is in no sense to 
speak  of s e p a r a t i o n  f rom the  
many, from the ~'maine." Freedom 
is an achievement within concrete 
s i tua t ions ,  an ach i evemen t  by 
h u m a n  beings  involved in the  
world and with others. To speak of 

it is to speak,  as John  Dewey 
(1928) did of "someth ing  which 
comes to be, (of) a certain kind of 
growth" (p. 280). It is to hold in 
mind the human capacity to orient 
the self to the possible, to posit 
alternatives, to look at things as if 
they could be otherwise. The op- 
posite of freedom is a type of alien- 
ation; it is stasis, petrifaction, fix- 
ity. It  would seem to me t ha t  
educa tors ,  on pr inc ip le ,  would 
want to take a stand against what 
threatens  our way of being in the 
world; yet the matter  seldom en- 
ters educational discourse today. 
And with rare exceptions, nor does 
any notion of the social good. We 
protest, of course, the withholding 
of funds from remedial programs 
and school lunch programs;  .we 
work to mainta in  support for re- 
search intended to improve what 
happens in our schools. Now and 
then someone comments  on the 
l ink between effective schooling 
and national defense or industrial 
productivity; literacy is talked of 
as if it were par t  of the gross na- 
t ional  product.  Almost never is 
there an expressed concern about 
the public realm; there is silence 
about renewing the common world 
and  a b o u t  w h a t  t h a t  common 
world sho.uld be. What is it that  
lies in between, that  holds us to- 
gether, that  we can cherish and try 
to keep alive? Where,  when we 
ponder it, are we to turn? 

Questions like these move me to 
explore  the  role tha t  migh t  be 
p layed by publ ic  educa t ion  in 
bringing into being an authentic 
public space, one that  might  give 
r i se  to a s i g n i f i c a n t  common  
world. I believe tha t  our funda- 
m e n t a l  d i f f icul t ies  spr ing  from 
what  Dewey (1927) once called 
"the eclipse of the public" (p. 137). 
In The Public and its Problems, he 
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wrote: "There is too much public, a 
public too diffused and scattered 
and too intricate in composition. 
And there are too many publics, 
for conjoint actions which have in- 
direct, serious, and enduring con- 
sequences are multitudinous be- 
yond comparison, and each one 
crosses the others and generates 
its own grasp of persons especially 
affected with little to hold these 
different publics together in an in- 
tegrated whole" (p. 219). The point 
was made more than 50 years ago, 
but it still rings true. So does Dew- 
ey's suggestion that  the eclipse of 
the public was in part  due to the 
lack of a symbolism appropriate to 
the emerging technological age. 
As he saw it, the symbols avail- 
able, like the ideas and ideals cur- 
rent at the time, stemmed from an 
earlier, far different period in his- 
tory. There was a dissonance be- 
tween them and existing socio-eco- 
nomic conditions, as there is a 
dissonance today between the pri- 
vatist, voluntar is t ,  laissez-faire 
ideas that  now have such official 
sanct ion and the  rea l i t i es  of a 
troubled mass society. 

Dewey's remedy was the "search 
for the great community," some- 
thing he saw as "a life of free and 
enr ich ing  communion , "  whose 
seer could only be Walt Whitman. 
The g rea t  c o m m u n i t y  would 
emerge, he thought, only if face-to- 
face c o m m u n i t i e s  were recon- 
structed. Viewing such commu- 
nities in ever-expanding relation- 
ships, he saw them as the only 
conceivable ground for a public 
that would finally "find and iden- 
tify itself." This vision, haunting 
as it is, seems to be a function of a 
culture far more stable and inte- 
grated than ours, for all its lack of 
an ar t iculate  public. The tradi- 
tional nuclear family was still the 
norm; demographic shifts, com- 
pared with those we witness at 
present, were minimal; shopping 
malls had not eliminated neigh- 
borhood s tores  and  g a t h e r i n g  
places; television had not been in- 
vented, and the impaci~ of the me- 
dia was relatively small. Neigh- 
borhood, more or less homoge- 
neous schools were still common. 
Technocracy had not fully taken 
hold. Dewey rejected outright the 
probabili ty of a ~government by 

experts in which the masses do not 
have the chance to inform the ex- 
perts of their needs," something 
that  sounds ironic when read to- 
day. Also, sadly enough, he as- 
sumed that "the problem of minor- 
ities" was solved. There is little 
evidence that  he was aware of the 
diverse languages and the multi- 
ple perspectives (or the repressed 
languages and the hidden perspec- 
tives) marking what was coming to 
be. 

The problem of const i tu t ing a 
public space today is of a different 
order, and not solely because of in- 
creased f ragmentat ion.  Richard 
Sennett (1976), like a number of 
other social scientists, is convinc- 
ing when he points to the deadness 
and emptiness in the public do- 
main, and when he speaks of to- 
day's pursuit of intimacy as a sign 
of narcissism and escape. To cher- 
ish close community for its own 
sake, Sennett suggests, is to be a 
refugee. People are withdrawing 
from a public culture perceived as 
meaningless;  they are building 
barricades around their  private 
spaces rather than engaging in the 
expanding  associated relat ion-  
ships Dewey described. If this is 
the case, it is exacerbated by the 
distance from the centers of power 
people experience in these times, 
by their alienation from the con- 
text-free, technical language pres- 
ently in use. Ordinary, contextual 
l anguage- - the  language of face- 
to-face interchange---now sounds 
ineffectual against the clicking of 
simulation games and the whir- 
ring of computerized projections. 
Many persons find themselves in a 
s t range ,  a lmost  unrecognizable  
new world. This has intensified 
the alien quality, the perceived im- 
personal i ty  of what lies outside 
the private realm. It has drained 
ordinary meanings from the pub- 
lic domain. 

The vacuum is filled by the mes- 
sages  coming  f rom the  med ia  
which, more often tha t  not, en- 
hance the sense of givenness and 
objectif icat ion.  Popular  assent ,  
once sought through public meet- 
ings and dialogue, is now gener- 
ated by various kinds of media pro- 
ductions: by the manipulation of 
images; by what is presented as 
socia! scientific certainty, or stark 
~rationality," or the results  of a 

policy analysis so t ight and logical 
it cannot be questioned by the 
layperson. The layperson watches 
spokespeople watching telepromp- 
ters, reading scripts, not knowing 
what it signifies for his or her life; 
not knowing what precisely to do, 
he or she is prone to turn away. The 
layperson is spectator, consumer, 
audience, and audiences are not 
consulted, anymore than consum- 
ers are. The point is to sell, to ren- 
der the product attractive enough, 
necessary enough to be taken off 
the shelves. If the ordinary man or 
woman feels impelled to say some- 
thing, he or she is most likely to 
save opinions for close companions 
or family members who see things 
in the same way. He or she is cer- 
tainly not tempted to inform t h e  
experts of his or her needs. Indeed, 
when an individual is moved to 
articulate desires, it is ordinarily 
done in an e x t r e m e l y  pr iva te  
space. In fact, much of what can be 
called communication takes place 
in such a space; the public, there- 
fore, becomes increasingly inar- 
t iculate; the sense of powerless- 
ness deepens. Much of it is due to 
the endless watching and to the 
fact that ,  when one customari ly  
talks with those who share one's 
views, there is no particular need 
to l i s ten ,  to pay heed.  Dewey 
(1927) once wrote (as if in anticipa- 
tion of all this) that  ~the connec- 
tions of the ear with vital and out- 
going thought  and emotion are 
immensely closer and more varied 
than those of the eye. Vision is a 
spectator; hearing is a participa- 
tor." If we do. not take this  se- 
riously in education, we may well 
become accomplices (unless we al- 
ready are) with those in tent  on 
m a i n t a i n i n g  a society of quie t  
ones, of mere ~'job-holders and con- 
sumers." To rear a generation of 
spectators is not to educate at all. 

Nor is it to attend to the moral 
dimension of education, to what  
might  be called the life of con- 
science. It is painfully evident to- 
day that  the ongoing mystification 
and the passivity to which it gives 
rise have affected the ability to re- 
spond to moral demand.  On all 
sides we find the networks of obli- 
gation beginning to unravel. De- 
prived people, distraught people, 
victims of fire, unemployed work- 
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ers, women in need of day-care 
centers, abused children, Hait ian 
refugees: all appear on the nightly 
news--to be seen. Like the wars 
fought in our living rooms, they 
become mere incidents in a con- 
t inually unrolling pictorial scroll. 
The sense of injustice, the compas- 
sion that  once might have moved 
people to speak out in their own 
voices and even to take  action 
along with others, have given way 
to mild pity and a bland indif- 
ference. Pity, compared with com- 
passion, dis tances;  indifference 
deadens inclinations to respond. 

Alienation and fixity come to 
mind again,  along with the ab- 
sence of a public space. There is no 
space where human beings, speak- 
ing and acting in their plurality, 
can appear before one another and 
realize the power they have simply 
in being together. And there sure- 
ly is no such space in most of the 
schools. Nor is there the freedom 
experienced when young persons 
discover that  they have the capaci- 
ty to reach out and attain feelings, 
thoughts, and ways of being, hith- 
erto unimagined--and even, per- 
haps, ways of acting on what they 
believe to be deficient, ways of 
transcending and going beyond. 

There  are ana logues  for this  
that  spring to mind, more than I 
can recount. Think of what we saw 
happening in the Gdansk shipyard 
before the enactment  of mar t ia l  
law: men and women speaking in 
their own voices, saying what they 
had never dared to say before; 
steel-workers, writers, television 
camera people, moviemakers, stu- 
dents appearing before one an- 
other, taking action in the open, 
allowing something common to 
emerge. Recall some of the mo- 
ments  in the civil r ights  move- 
ment: the afternoons in Reverend 
Martin Luther King's church, the 
speaking and acting on the march 
from Se lma  to Montgomery .  
Ponder what occurred in the vil- 
lage of Le Chambon, where (as 
Philip Hallie, 1979, l~uts it) ~good- 
ness happened" under the Nazi oc- 
cupation and all the citizens decid- 
ed to hide and help refugees. One 
woman says, ~You know? Saving 
refugees was a hobby for the peo- 
ple of Le Chambon!" And Hallie 

writes: ~'She meant  a hobby in the 
sense of something done by an un- 
t ra ined amateur,  a lover of the 
thing d o n e . . .  She meant  that  the 
people of Le Chambon saved refu- 
gees on the tide, so to speak, as an 
avocation, not as part  of their voca- 
tion, as a way of saving lives, not as 
a way of making a living" (p. 195). 
What those ordinary people did, 
you see, was to create their own 
common world. And then there is 
the fictional analogue, in Albert 
Camus' novel, The Plague (1948). 
You may remember  the town of 
Oran, where everyone was bored 

"The public space . . . is 
defined by principles that 
enable diverse human 
beings to act in common 
and to be recognized for 
what they do." 

and devoted to cultivating habits, 
and how it was afflicted by the 
plague. People responded in their 
own ways, most often in solitude, 
and, at the start,  they had only 
commonplaces to say. Then Tarrou 
organizes ~'sanitary squads"; and 
these groups "enabled our towns- 
folk to come to grips with the dis- 
ease and convinced them that, now 
that  the plague was among us, it 
was up to them to do whatever 
could be done to fight it. Since 
plague became in this way some 
men's duty, it revealed i tself  as 
what it really was; that  is the con- 
cern of all" (p. 121). It became the 
concern  of all  because  it was 
brought out into the open where 
they came together  to create a 
public space. 

It is undoubtedly because they 
were together in speech and action 
that  Tarrou and Dr. Rieux could 
take an hour out for friendship to 
talk about the plague. Tarrou ex- 
plains that  anyone at all can give 
way to p l a g u e - - m e a n i n g  pas- 
sivity, indifference, abstractness; 

in fact, he knows that  everyone in 
some sense has the plague, 

And I know, too, that we must keep 
endless watch on ourselves lest in a 
careless moment we breathe in 
somebody's face and fasten the in- 
fection on him. What's natural is 
the microbe. All the rest---health, 
integrity, purity (if you like)--is a 
product of the human will, of vig- 
ilance that must never falter. The 
good man, the man who infects 
hardly anyone, is the man who has 
the fewest lapses of attention. And 
it needs tremendous willpower, a 
never ending tension of the mind to 
avoid such lapses. (p. 229). 

To "fasten the infection" on some- 
one else is to distance that  person, 
to make him or her an object. To do 
otherwise requires clarity, Tarrou 
says, the abil i ty to use ~'plain, 
clear-cut language." Moreover, it 
requires the abil i ty "to take,  in 
every predicament ,  the victims' 
side." I would highlight the stress 
on language and on mindfulness, 
as I would the concern for atten- 
tiveness. To be attentive is to pay 
heed to the concrete situation in 
which the th inker -ac to r  is en- 
gaged. The point of ethical think- 
ing, after all, is to take appropri- 
ate action in response to moral 
demands. But Situations have to 
be attended to in such a fashion 
that  the lacks, the deficiencies, the 
inhumanit ies  are disclosed--and, 
once again, disclosed in a public 
space. Moreover, they have to be 
posited as s i tuat ions present ing 
alternative possibilities of action, 
openings th.rough which people 
can move. What Tarrou does, in 
effect, is to choose to be ethical in 
the life he lives with others. This 
means remaining wide awake to 
suffering as well as to the princi- 
ples (~'health, integrity,  puri ty")  
by which he has chosen to live. 
There is no other way to fight the 
plague. 

It is important to see that  Tar- 
rou is speaking in his own voice, as 
who and not what he is. When 
H a n n a h  A r e n d t  (1958) wrote  
about  the public space in The 
H u m a n  Condi t ion,  she placed 
great emphasis on those who come 
together  being free to tell their  
stories, to speak from their own 
locations in the world. The public 
space, as she saw it, is defined by 
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principles  t ha t  enable  diverse 
human beings to act in common 
and to be recognized for what they 
do. (~Responsibi l i ty  rests  upon 
recognition," says the narrator in 
Ralph Ellison's Invisible Man, 
" a n d  r ecogn i t i on  is a form of 
agreement ."  He, too, s t ruggl ing 
for his own visibility, is striving to 
appear in public as who he is; and 
his tale ends with talk of a window 
opening and the words, "I must 
emerge.") Fundamental to this, for 
Arendt,  is the notion of human 
plurality which has ~'the twofold 
character of equality and distinc- 
tion." Without equality, persons 
cannot understand one another or 
plan for a common future. If they 
are not distinctive individuals and 
recognized in the i r  d is t inct ive-  
ness, there is no need for speech 
and action, since simple sounds 
would be enough to communicate 
identical wants and needs. Nor 
would there be the likelihood of 
mul t ip le  perspectives,  the per- 
spectives that  derive from the di- 
versity of locations in the world. 
As Arendt put it, "the reality of 
the public realm relies on the si- 
mul taneous  perception of innu- 
merable perspectives and aspects 
in which the common world pre- 
sents itself and for which no com- 
mon measurement or denomina- 
tor can ever be devised (pp. 57-58). 
For her, appearance const i tutes 
what we think of as reality, and 
appearance must be understood as 
~'something that is being seen and 
heard by others as well as our- 
selves." Crucial to this view is the 
realization that  all those involved 
are seeing and hearing the same 
thing, albeit from their distinctive 
perspectives. Any particular phe- 
nomenon--a tree, a text, a class- 
room, an epidemic--is  bound to 
present diverse aspects to persons 
in a plurality. But the tree is there; 
the text is there, as the refugees 
were there for the people of Le 
Chambon and the idea of soli- 
darity for the people at Gdansk. 

The implications for classrooms 
seem to me to be manifbld. For one 
thing, we have learned from much 
of our research that, in effective 
c lass rooms,  y o u n g  people are 
moved to choose to learn. When 
they take their own initiatives and 
when they care about what they 

are doing, they are likely to go in 
sea rch  of m e a n i n g s ,  to begin 
learning to learn. We understand 
also that  they are most likely to 
pose the ques t ions  with which 
learning begins when they feel 
themselves to be speaking to oth- 
ers, speaking in the first person to 
those who are different from them- 
selves. When they can articulate 
what they have to say against the 
background of their own biogra- 
phies, they may well be in a posi- 
tion to listen to others--and be lis- 
tened to-- i f  those others are also 
speaking for themselves. Tarrou 
has to tell his own life story to Dr. 
Rieux before he can explain what 
he has learned about the plague. 
"I've had to dwell on my start  in 
life," he says, ~since for me it was 
real ly the s ta r t  of everything."  
Virginia Woolf begins A Room of 
One's Own by saying: ~I'm going to 
do what I can to show you how I 
arrived at this opinion about the 
room and the money. I am going to 
develop in your presence as fully 
and freely as I can the train of 
thought  which led me to th ink 
t h i s . "  I shmae l ,  t a l k i n g  of the  
"whiteness of the whale" in Moby 
Dick, says (probably to his imag- 
ined reader) ~But how can I hope 
to explain myself here; and yet, in 
some dim, random way, explain 
myself I must, else all these chap- 
ters might be naught." 

To be able to do this, even to try 
to do it, is to be reminded that  all 
reflection (including scientific re- 
flection) begins in lived situations. 
Maurice Mer leau-Ponty  (1964) 
once wrote: "If we actually reflect 
on our situation, we will find that 
the subject, thus situated in the 
world and submitting to its influ- 
ences, is at the same time he who 
thinks the world" (p. 57). Not only 
is this a way for young people to 
rouse themselves from passivity, 
to begin thinking about their own 
thinking. It may be a way of ena- 
bling them to realize that  what are 
called the forms of knowledge are 
modes of structuring, modes of in- 
terpreting their lived and shared 
reality. Paul Hirst (1965) has said 
that  the forms of knowledge may 
be conceived to be "the public as- 
pects of the ways in which human 
exper i ence  has come to have 
shape" and that  "the various forms 

are firmly rooted in that  common 
world of persons and things which 
we all share, and into this they 
take back in subtle as well as sim- 
ple ways the understanding they 
have achieved" (p. 137). Put  an- 
other way and from another philo- 
sophical perspective, it may be 
said tha t  things themselves (in- 
cluding those appearing things 
Hannah Arendt had in mind) and 
what we think of as the common 
world have come into view over 
time by means of the understand- 
ing that  has developed and the in- 
terpretations that  have been de- 
vised. The history of each disci- 
pline,  a f te r  all, is a h is tory  of 
provisional perspectives. Think of 
Giordano Bruno, Galileo, Newton, 
Einstein; or think of Locke, Rous- 
seau, James,  Dewey, Freud, and 
Piaget. Michael Oakeshott (1962) 
writes about education as an ini- 
tiation into an age-long conversa- 
tion, going on in public and at once 
within ourselves. Richard Rorty 
(1979) has recently described phi- 
losophy as ~'a voice in a conversa- 
tion" begun by Plato (p. 391). 

Consider the atmospheres we 
might create if the growth of un- 
derstanding is linked to the  bring- 
ing into being of a common world. 
Consider what it would mean if 
s tuden t s  could be provoked to 
stand up against what is opaque 
and objectified, what  is ~'really" 
and inal terably  there. Consider 
wha t  it  would  m e a n  if  they  
grasped the notion of incomplete- 
ness, the idea that there is always 
more to know and hear and see. (In 
Moby Dick, Ishmael says, ~God 
keep me from ever comple t ing  
a n y t h i n g . "  And,  when  he de- 
scribes what he calls his "cetologi- 
cal System," he insists that it can 
never be perfected and tha t  he 
must leave it '~standing thus un- 
finished, even as the great Cathe- 
dral of Cologne was left, with the 
crane still standing upon the top of 
the uncompleted tower. For small 
erections may be finished by their 
first architects; grand ones, true 
ones, ever leave the copestone to 
posterity.") Young people must be- 
come acquainted with the lower 
levels of the cathedral; they must 
claim them somehow as their hab- 
itation. At once, they must be en- 
abled to develop a critical under- 
s t a n d i n g  of the  h e r i t a g e  into 
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which they are moving and which, 
in dialogue with one another, they 
may be t rying constantly to renew. 
To complete it, however, would be 
to cut short the life of the common 
world, to take no responsibility for 
what  Arendt  called its " ea r th ly  
immortality." There is, after all, 
an ongoing cultural story, of which 
the individual stories are a part; 
the making of it began before we 
came into the world; and, if we 
cherish it, if we render it valuable, 
we will  t ake  respons ib i l i ty  for 
keeping it alive. 

Again, responsibility derives in 
par t  from recognition; and I would 
summon up once more the image 
of distinctive persons engaging in 
the speech and action tha t  may 
cons t i t u t e  tha t  common world. 
Sar t re  (1953) wrote often of action 
being the meaning of freedom, of 
t he  p ro j ec t s  by wh ich  h u m a n  
beings  choose themse lves ,  and 
surely this is related to the ways in 
which persons may come together 
to learn to learn. Indeed, learning 
itself may be thought  of as speech 
and action, entai l ing the taking of 
initiatives, the projection of pos- 
sibilities. When we th ink  of di- 
verse perspect ives  and personal  
stories, we cannot but think of new 
beginnings as individuals appear 
before one another to make sense, 
to interpret,  to renew. From the 
vantage  point  of beginnings,  all 
sorts of things are possible; no one 
can, with any cer ta inty,  predict  
the end. So it is with action as well; 
what follows from it can nei ther  be 
predicted nor controlled. 

I am quite aware that this is at 
odds with our present notions of 
what we do in schools, where be- 
havior ra ther  than action is the 
matter  of concern. Behavior, un- 
like action, conforms to cer ta in  
statistical laws. Considering it, we 
th ink  in t e rms  of tendencies,  of 
probabil i t ies;  we aggregate;  we 
compute,  measure ,  and predict.  
We focus our  a t t e n t i o n  on end 
points in our classrooms, on objec- 
tives. That, we insist, is what the 
so-called public seems to demand. 
We are compelled, we tell our- 
selves, to respond to expectations; 
and present expectations, accord- 
ing to all official and conventional 
wisdom,  a re  for m e a s u r a b l e  
achievement, not for risks and pro- 

cess and open possibility. So we 
orient ourselves to outputs, to end 
points; we talk about how impor- 
tant  it is to have a clear idea of 
outcomes if.curricula are to be via- 
ble. Many of us find it unimagin- 
able to take the risks of discovery 
learning, even to allow for multi- 
ple perspectives. ~The Kingdom of 
Numbers is all boundaries," W. H. 
Auden said in one of his poems. We 
are  accus tomed to func t ion ing  
within the boundaries, in the light 
of delimitations. Doing so, we feel 
ourselves to be benevolent  and, 
yes, pragmatic; we are responding 
to need, enabling at least some of 

"1 cannot imagine a 
coherent sense of purpose 
in education if something 
common does not arise in 
a publ ic space." 

the  young  to mee t  m a r k e t  de- 
mand. It is no wonder  tha t  the 
mat ter  of freedom is so seldom a 
mat ter  of educational concern in 
times like these. Freedom inter- 
rupts  de te rmin i sms  and order ly  
cause and effect  sequences ,  as 
choosing cuts  across necessi ty.  
This can be unsett l ing for the em- 
pirical r e sea rcher  and the mea- 
surement  specialist, as uncertain- 
ty is unset t l ing in the sense that  
anything goes. It is conceivable, 
though, that  such persons too may 
come to regard their  own perspec- 
t ives  as provis iona l .  They  may 
come to recognize that  there can be 
no single, dominating perspective 
if there is to be a public space. I am 
convinced that  they, too, want to 
keep the common world alive, that 
they also see the need to renew. 

Gerald Grant  (1981), writing re- 
cen t ly  in Daedalus, ef fec tua l ly  
chal lenged the dominat ion of a 
single perspective when he argued 
against  the way we operate %ur  
public schools as if they were facto- 
ries for learning in which the only 
value is increased cognitive out- 

put." As he sees it, education "by 
its very nature" must occur in a 
c o m m u n i t y  and produce  some- 
thing the participants feel has val- 
ue. His language is different, but 
it seems to me that  he has in mind 
s o m e t h i n g  r e s e m b l i n g  a publ ic  
space. He believes, as I do, that  it is 
not enough to emphasize efficien- 
cy and achievement, certainly not 
in impersonal and bureaucratic at- 
m o s p h e r e s ;  mora l  v i r t u e s ,  he 
th inks ,  as well as i n t e l l e c tua l  
ones, should be taught. Then he 
made the important  point that, if 
the schools continue as they are, 
more and more people may send 
their  children to private schools, 
which do provide communi t ies ,  
limited though they may be. Oth- 
ers may select a contract-learning 
system in which skills are learned 
through individual contract. The 
remaining option is %o regenerate 
a dialogue about moral education 
in an increasingly technicist soci- 
ety." He went on: 

We cannot return to a golden age 
that never was, nor can we put 
McGuffey's Readers back on the 
shelves. But we need to reinvent a 
modern equivalent for the 
McGuffey's Reader, a provisional 
mora li ty that expresses some of the 
common beliefs of a democratic plu- 
ralist society--which means that, 
although we respect differences of 
opinions on many issues, there are 
some salient or core beliefs to which 
all subscribe. Pluralism is in fact 
not possible without agreement on 
some kinds of values: the minimal 
order required for dialogue, the 
willingness.to listen to one another, 
respect for truth, the rejection of 
rac i sm. . .  , as well as those tran- 
scendent values that shore up the 
whole society--a sense of altruism 
and service to others and respect for 
personal effort and hard work. 
Without such agreement, one does 
not have a public, but a kind of radi- 
cal relativism; not pluralism but 
mere coexistence (pp. 147-148). 

This way of putt ing it helps make 
clear the fact that  the diverse per- 
spectives that  create the reali ty of 
the public space cannot  include 
those that  reject dialogue, encour- 
age sexism or racism, insist  on 
one-dimensional  cer tainty.  And 
the talk of "salient or core beliefs" 
su re ly  re la tes  to t ha t  which is 
~'seen and heard by others as well 
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as ourse lves ."  The  idea of a plu- 
ral i ty,  l ike the  idea of p lu ra l i sm,  
al lows for d iverse  and  dis t inct ive  
ways of see ing  and  hear ing .  I t  al- 
lows for the  sounds  and  tones of 
voices se ldom l is tened to, even to- 
day: the voices of women,  immi-  
g r a n t s ,  c h i l d r e n ,  m i n o r i t i e s ,  
s t r a n g e r s  of all kinds.  Bu t  the i r  
be ing  toge the r  in a public space is 
for the  sake  of coming  in touch 
w i t h  t h e  c o m m o n ,  of  m a k i n g  
s o m e t h i n g  audible  and  visible in 
between.  

T h e  " i n - b e t w e e n "  for H a n n a h  
Arend t  is the  root m e a n i n g  o f" in -  
te res t , "  and  she wrote  abou t  the  
worldly  in te res t s  tha t  b ind people 
toge the r ,  ob jec t ive  r e a l i t i e s  l ike  
(in our  case) research  and  g r a n t s  
and  school ing and  cu r r i cu lum and 
sense  m a k i n g  to which our  words 
here  and  our  deeds here  refer. Bu t  
she also said t ha t  th is  worldly  in- 
be tween m a y  be overlaid wi th  an- 
o t h e r  i n - b e t w e e n ,  c o n s i s t i n g  of 
deeds and words and  owing its ori- 
gin to our  ac t ing  and s peak i ng  di- 
rect ly  to one another ,  in our  own 
voices, f rom our  own places in the  
world. ~'This second, subject ive in- 
b e t w e e n  is no t  t a n g i b l e ,  s ince  
t h e r e  a r e  no t a n g i b l e  objects  in 
which it  could solidify; the  process 
of ac t ing  and  s p e a k i n g  can leave 
b e h i n d  no such  r e s u l t s  and  end  
p roduc t s .  B u t  for all  i ts  i n t a n -  
gibility, th is  in -be tween is no less 
real  t h a n  the  world of th ings  we 
vis ibly have in common.  We call 
th is  rea l i ty  the  ~web' of h u m a n  re- 
la t ionships"  (Arendt,  1958). I f  we 
can use wha t  C a m u s '  Tar rou  called 
~'plain, c lear-cut  l anguage ,"  if  we 
can l is ten to one ano t he r  and ap- 
pea r  f reely before one another ,  we 
also have the  possibi l i ty  of af f i rm-  
ing  a n d  r e n e w i n g  t h e  c o m m o n  
world. 

I do no t  b e l i e v e  t h a t  we can  
m a i n t a i n  public educat ion  in th is  
coun t ry  or res tore  its s ignif icance 
for pe r sons  if we do not concern 
o u r s e l v e s  in th i s  way. I c a n n o t  
imag ine  a coheren t  sense  of pur-  
pose  in e d u c a t i o n  i f  s o m e t h i n g  
common  does not a r i se  in a public 
space. I a m  not t h i n k i n g  abou t  or- 
gan iza t ion  or abou t  some official 
f r a m e w o r k  in w h i c h  e d u c a t o r s  
m u s t  t ake  the i r  places. Nor  am I 
t a l k ing  abou t  a n y t h i n g  tha t  is pre- 
dictable,  a n y t h i n g  tha t  is sure.  I 

want  to see a t m o s p h e r e s  c rea ted  in 
which wha t  m y  colleague,  Free-  
m a n  But ts ,  calls "civic l ea rn ing"  
can  be r e v i v e d  ( B u t t s ,  1980). I 
want  to see . imaginat ion re leased 
and  openings  found for the  ar ts ,  so 
t h a t  new l a n g u a g e s  can  be ex- 
p l o r e d  a n d  new p e r s p e c t i v e s  
opened,  and  so t ha t  young  people 
will be enab led  to look out  beyond 
the  ac tual  and  the  given and  sum- 
mon  into be ing  a l t e rna t ive  worlds. 
I wan t  to see a l i ena t ion  and  fixity 
g i v e  way  to p a r t i c i p a t i o n  a n d  
m o v e m e n t ,  the  free play of move- 
ment ,  the  free play of thought ,  all 
for the  s ake  of the  common  world. 

And, yes, for the  sake  of life it- 
self. J o n a t h a n  Schell  (1982), wri t -  
ing on "The  Fate  of the E a r t h "  in 
T h e  N e w  Yorker ,  d e s c r i b e s  t h e  
h u m a n  world, in H a n n a h  Arendt ' s  
sense ,  as a c o m m o n  wor ld  dis- 
t i ngu i shed  f rom the  pr iva te  r ea lm  
tha t  be longs  to each person indi- 
vidually.  He says: 

The creation of a common world is 
the use that we human beings, and 
we alone among earth's creatures, 
have made of the biological circum- 
stance that while each of us is mor- 
tal, our species is biologically im- 
mortal. If  mankind had not estab- 
lished a common world, the species 
would still outlast its individual 
members and be immortal, but this 
immortality would be unknown to 
us and would go for nothing, as it 
does in the animal kingdom, and 
the generations, unaware of one an- 
other's existence, would come and 
go like waves on the beach, leaving 
everything just as it was before. In 
fact, it is only because humanity 
has built up a common world that 
we can fear our destruction as a spe- 
cies. (p. 60) 

I t  is th is  common  world, he means ,  
t ha t  is t h r e a t e n e d  by nuc lea r  de- 
s t ruct ion,  our  h u m a n  world, our  
future .  We educate  because we ex- 
pect  a fu ture  and  have t r u s t  in it; 
we educa te  because  we refuse  to 
a l low the  g e n e r a t i o n s  s i m p l y  to 
~'come and  go l ike waves on the  
beach,  leaving  eve ry th ing  jus t  as it 
was before." How can we focus on 
a c h i e v e m e n t  only, in the  face of 
holocaust ,  in the  face of nothing-  
ness? 

"We m u s t  l ea rn  to live in the  
world," Rober t  Penn Warren  once 
wrote,  and  the  sen tence  hangs  in 

m y  memory .  The  only way to learn  
to live and  to empower  our  chil- 
d ren  to l ea rn  to live is to choose as 
d u r a b l e  a n d  p r e c i o u s  a v i s i b l e  
common  world. Each of us, f rom 
his or her  own specia l ty  and  van- 
t age  point ,  has  a dis t inct ive  p a r t  to 
play. We have the  power, he re  in 
our  space of appearance .  And our  
power  will  be s i g n i f i c a n t  if  we 
speak  wi th  one a n o t h e r  in our  own 
au then t i c  voices and  disclose real -  
i ty  as we do so, if  we act so as to 
e s t ab l i sh  wha t  holds us toge the r  
anew. We have the  power because  
we a re  t oge the r  in speech and  ac- 
t i o n ,  a n d  b e c a u s e  p o s s i b i l i t y  
s p r e a d s  be fo re  us, and  b ecau se  
t h e r e  a r e  b o u n d a r i e s  to b r e a k  
th rough .  
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