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COMMUNITY AND SCHOOLS: A PROLEGOMENON

The school-community relation is a recurring theme in edﬁcational

thought, though surely not a continuing one. Dewey stressed it in 1900, in
School ang Seciety, and returned to it in 1916 in Demecracy and Eaucation
It was focal in the 19305 in the thought of the Social Reconstructionists.
But Joseph Hart sought with little success to restore it to prominence in
1951, Then, in 1967, Fred Newmann and Donald Oliver of fered a
thoughtful, still-cited analysis of discussions of comfunity and of the
educational bearings of such concerns.Z | believe énother e#amination is
due, and | Intend this paper as its beginnings, | shall be seeking primarily
just to identify the challenge and sketch a strategy schools might adopt in
response.

It seems particularly appropriate to launch this examination here
because of a number of philesophers of education have appeared to avoid it.
My suspicion is that many do so out of the liberal concerns that have
heiped generate the problem of community, Many philosophers of |
education have accepted the classical liberal's fear of the domination of
the collectivi ty,.and-have been concerned with the cuitivation of freedom,
reason, and autonomy as ways to gain d!stance and independence from

L commumty' They. have taken the two_ interests as mutual!y exciusive and
.w:'-.'choseh freedom in preference to co-r;n'mumty E
| am convinced we must look again, Certamly a great deal of
| contemporary work suggests that to be the case and urges the importance
of redesigning community for our time. This seems a theme cutting across

specialties and concerns, so that one encounters it in the work of
1




contemporary philosophers as diverse as Alasdair Maclntyre,3 Michael
Sandel,4 William Sumvan,5 and Michael 1gnat1eff;6 in sociologists
such as Robert Bellah and his co~authors of Aafiis of the Hean:7 in
Postmodernists such as Richard FalkB and Roberto Unger;g ,‘m,p‘ohticm
theorists like Benjamin Barber; 0 ang among phitosophers of ediﬁ:ation,
recently including Tom Green,! ! Betty Sichel,'2 Madhu Prakash,'> and
Victor Worsfold,'4 But this paper deals with such work only tangentially.
I is primarily an attempt to frame the problem of community, and how _ '
schools might address 1t, inmy own terms, |

I have for some months now been steeping myself in the Hterature
of community. It is an extensive literature, and a stutly of community
shades off into discussions of a number of near relations (such as
fraternity and loyalty) and vital connections that demand pursuit (such as
pluralism). Moreover, what are seen as antonyums (such as alienation and
authority) also require atiention. Each of these, of course, has a
literature of its own.

The various specialties and perspectives yieid a number of
somewhat different conceptions of the nature of community. Despite the
several concept analyses that have been._dane,.‘f’ there would surely have
been room for another; but after beginning that, | realized | would have to

forgo it if there were to be any pages left for-the questions that pmmarﬂy

concernme. Thus, | will mmply hst the e]ements and quaht}es o
attmbuted to commumty by authors ! _have read ! have nelther counted

1 requenmes for assessed these attributes or the%r logwal order and
compatability, but | have tried to sequence elements here 50 as to exhibit
first the conditions of community, then the effects on individuals
atiributed to them, and finally the resuits alleged to ensue from

community membership.



According to the analysts of community -~ including philosophers,
theologians, and four or five kinds of social scientists -~ the constitutive
features of community include the following: interaction and mutual
dependence; the intention 6f Jongevity and permanence; ex}prg‘ssive fies;
communication; common and mutual sentiments; shared beltef's‘;“' and an
ethic of individual concern and sympathy. The impacts of these conditions
on members are said to include: the shaping of individual identity;, an
acceptance of group standards and a desire to abide by them; commitment,;
a sense of place; and identification with the group, along with a sense of
consciousness of kind.  The result of these impacts is likely to be: a
sense of solidarity and mutual support, and, according to the relatively
few critics who write.of community, some degreé of group exclusivity and
aggressiveness, It is apparent, then, that community is seen to perform
functions important both to the individual and to society. It contributes to
personality development and integration, and to social cohesion and
stability.

Yet there is considerable testimony that these qualities are
currently missing ffom our fives. And not surprisingly, there is
widespread agreement that their absence represents a significant loss.
"The quest for community,” as sociclogist Robert Nisbet put it, has been
“the dominant social tendency of the 20th cemtury."]6 According to
political theorist Sheldon WOlih restating the value of community has
been the major prec}ccupatlon of the politacai thought of both the 19th and
the 20th centur‘zes 17 And pohtlcal thmker John Schaar 1abened the |
search for community "the modern mal du siecle” -- simultaneously a
ceaseless and a futile quest.18 Meanwhile, from another tradition,
Existentialist phﬂosophef Albert Levi has argued that the absence of

community, and the altenation generated by that condition, represents
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"the essential evaluative concept for personal orientation and so'c_ial
criticism in the modern world." 1 7

On the matter of whether and what kind of community now obtains, |
shall do no more than quote a single author. She is a sociologist who has
done the most extensive job | found on trying to locate and exanime the

nature of community in the form in which it currently occurs. In her book,

220

contemporary Community: Secrelogical 1ilusion or Reality s, she

acknowledges that the traditional associations of the past simply cannot
exist under the circumstances in which most of us live. There are in their

siead, however, patierns of communal association that take the form of

“social networks™ 21 .

- Each person develops a unigue and personal
network reflecting the sum total of his private
choices and his own social characteristics.
Because many of us are affected by the same
soctal factors, e.g. class, occupation, age, or
culture, it is likely that there are many overiaps
between social networks among different groups.
At these intersections, or the linking points
between difrerent persons, one can alagram ¢
commumz‘y structure.

- But author Jacquelme Scherer also has th!S to say about

these communal assocaataons '

- The: communai forms [of today] have little of the
“historical. stab;hty of ‘earlier communities, They . .
s '_;_seem ephemeral constantly changmg, _and 50 -
temporary as ~ to appear ' insignificant.. ‘my
communities aren't as  permanent as those of my
parents. I'm not at all certain that my community
of today will be the same as that of next year, and
- I'm almost certain that the community of my
chitdren will be different from mine in the future.
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The junctures of the networks at which “one can diagram a
community structure” appear, then, fairly insubstantiatl points on which to
pin much hope for fulfiiling the'individuai and societal func}_tions of
traditional communities. Thus there has been constderab}e;e;fbr’{ to
generate and develop it in other places and situations. Particularly has it
been asked whether any of those numerous "voluntary assoctations” de
Tocqueville found so prevalent among Americans could not be strengthéned
to serve the purposes of individual rootedness and of societal cohesion,
Thus we have sought to find or build community in churches, among frade
groups and professions, in settiement houses, social clubs, block
associations and other neighborhood groups, in communes, and in
corporations. We have also sought af least to simulate it in more
temporary associations such as T-Groups and encounter groups of various
types. For avariety of reasons, it appears unlikely that any of these
efforts will be generally adopted as the answer to our need for community.
And meanwhile, y.oungsters continue to arrive in school without having
experienced very much of it, ) | | |

If those who have made the pSychol.ogicai case fof the importance of
community are right -- Fromm 22 Emkson 23 Maslow, 24 _
Bronfenbrenner25 among others -~ its absence has a profound ef fect on - _7
youngsters and on schools The young are left with a lot of needs that had
prewousiy been otherwise sat1sf jed when they came to school and they

 place schoo}s in the positlon of finding it difficult to accomplish things S

that were a lot easier under the earlier circumstances. These difficulties
attach particularly, although certainly not exclusively, to the sorts of
alms we commonly associate with civic education, Under the conditions
of traditional commumtiés, youngsters could be expected to arrive in
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schoo! with a more substantial and permanent setf of relationships, a
firmer and more rooted sense of self, at least the beginning
internalization of a set of group standards, and the rudiments of shared
bellefs, sentiments and commitment. The task of the schoel Waito
suppiement this incipient ‘personhood” with knowledge and skills, as well
as with particular attitudes and values that might not inhere within their
immediate communities.

In fact, the challenge civic education confronted under these
circumstances was that of building a national community in the face of
numerous small, often tightly-knit communities. As the Civil War
dramatized -~ and as the educator resolufeness towar‘c}rthe immigrants of
the early 20th century assumed -- smaller group ;oyalties could impede
the development of national affiliation. Thus, the job of the school was
perceived as somehow dissolving or attenuating the hold of the smaller,
more parochial affiitation, and attaching individuals instead to the nation.
What was called for was a civic education that would bring commonality,
sharing, and attachment to a broader group. And this was taken to be at
least in part a matter of dissolving existing bonds (Horace Kallen to the
contf*ary notwithstanda’ng)26 in order to ma'ke others possible. Possibly
“dissolving” is the wrong metaphor. But if not a matter of joosening or
replacing existing bonds, the task was taken as suppiementing them. In

. any event, what is central to this discussion is that those to be educated :

_ wereseen to save attachments. Today's challenge may be to create them

" when there have been none —- or when they have been at best weak and
transitory. | |

That challenge is quite different from the earlier éne, and ! think we
will have to recognize that if our civic education is to be successful. The

point from which our efforts must begin is not that existing ties need
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loosening. 1t is that bonds must be developed where there are few, |
want to try in several ways to establish this claim before moving on to
the matter of how schools can and should contribute to the generation of
community within society, S

The first thing | want to cite is the prizewinning film of a—~year or
two ago, "Platoon.” It was an epormously tragic and compelling portrayal
of the fighting in Vietnam, and it displayed the atrocities perpetrated by
our men, as well as the horrors inspiring their behavior. Yet for me the
most chiliing thing about the film was not what our soldiers did to the
Vietnamese but what they did to each other. It revealed minimal
- fellow-feeling among Platoon members under condit"ibns which
according to earlier génerations inspired the epitc;me of identification and
compassion. Yet even under these most brutal of human circumstances —-
when the Hobbesian drive for mutual protection might be strongest --
there was insufficient bonding among the men of the Platoon to yield much
mutual support among them, or even to keep them from kilting each other.

Sociologists claim that individuals become socialized through four
kinds of attachments or bonds: through ties to individuals; commitment
to general lines of actton or- goals; involvement and participation in
certain types of activities; and belief in the moral validity of social
rules2?  These four basic types of attachment are thought to serve as |
the conduits through which other, more specific socialization takes place.
If any of these f our_-b_i*oad_ attachments is weak or missing, however,
socialization may remain limited. It would appear that for the men of the
film's Platoon, at least two and perhaps more of the four were missing.

Two non-fictional cases of the last several years continue to haunt
me. They concern a somewhat different kind of tie and attest to the

school's inability to inspire bonds of a rather different sort. The first is
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a situation that arose in Chicago. It invelved a young Hispanic high school
student who, with a highly supportive coach's help, had become an
Olympic-class diver. He seemed to have it made out of poverty and the
ghetto, and he appeared one of those great stories schools oouid cnte as
proof that with opportunity, even the most disadvantaged can tr}umph The
Horatio Alger bubble burst when a police investigation found that
throughout this period, the young man was also not only a member of a
gang sought on a number of criminal charges —- but that he was gang
executioner and had evidently committed multipie murders.

The second case occurred in New York. There, a young Harlem
resident and his brother decided one summer afternoori to go to the movies
Not having ticket money, they stopped by Central baf*k to mug someone to
get it. The man they picked was a decoy policeman who shot and killed the
younger boy. He had just finished Philips Exeter -- attended on
scholarship -- and would have left days later for Stanford, where he also
had a scholarship, The older brother was at Cornell, also on scholarship.

For our purposes, the sad thing about both stories -~ apart from the
personal tragedies and the waste —- is that their schools had been unable
to tie these three boys any more successfully to school and social norms.
And a part of what makes their stories so dramatic is that these young
men had not only conformed to school norms -- they had seemingly

adopted them for themselves and succeeded so well at just what the

- school represented and sought of n:s students.

Tom Green suggests a language for ta!king about the probtem f .
his discussion of weak or instrumental normation.2® 1t is the situation in
which "the school gets the conformity i1t needs,” but in which the
individual is "in the school, but not of it." Certainly this seems to have |

been the case with these three boys. There was enough of a bond that they
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learned and abided by school norms; but they obviously had not
internalized them in the sense of making them part of themselves. The
boys, Tom suggests, remained unwilling to cede the school any legitimate
moral authority over them, and as a result the moral and civic educatioh
that the school could accomplish was minimal. The schools thes? boys
attended -- some of our best -- evidently had had minimal effects on their
characters; and probably even less op their personalities. "Moral
education,” asserts Tom, "is education in strong normation. 1t is the
education of a conscience that is cultivated by attachment to a social
group."29

| suspect that the reason for a great deal of our<ailure in civic
education lies precisely here. Following Tom's stiggestion, we might
consider three degrees of normation: the strong normation that is the
model, where the internalization of school norms makes the values and
beliefs taught -- including a commitment to the importance of learning --
a part of the individual’s own attitude structure; the weak normation
situation in which the student acquires an awareness and intellectual
understanding of schoo] expectations, but does not internalize them; and
the minimal or no normation sttuation represented by students whom the
school seems hardly to reach at all. By reason of indifference or more
active hostility, those marked by minimal normation never arrive at even
superficial conformity or deference to school norms. | suspect this is the
situation with Jarge numbers of those we call disadvantaged -- urban
minorities, children of poverty - and it is probably the case also with 2
number of those youngsters we have found “disruptive” and then labelled' |
“hyperactive” or "emotionally disabled” If this is so, the situation not
only involves large numbers achieving minimal normation at best

(perhaps a third of our students); but the normation youngsters receive
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-- hence, the civic and moral education accomplished in schools --is
strongly correlated with race and socio-economic status. The ground
conditions for civic education are simply not there for éome groups.

But the problem is broader. In light of what ethnographers tell us
about the 'disengagement’ of youngsters from schools, that woui_ﬁ_ appear
to be the situation with quite a substantial number of today's adolescents,
and not just with the disadvantaged. The language of weak or minimal
normation might also cover a number of other students as well. For
instance, it seems a good way to get a deeper understanding of the two
attractive adolescents who squired Ted Sizer around the suburban high
school he describes in Horace's Compromise  Sizer's sharpest criticism is
atmed at Will, who he-found guilty of “intellectual softness’ giving rise o
inexcusably “sloppy responses Lo..simple questions“‘zo Perhaps a
better account is that neither Sizer nor the school ever really managed to
get Will's attention. School, and the school's migsion, just never made it
onto the personal agenda that will pursues, or into the iived experience
that constitutes his world. As Coleman might put it, Will just doesn't
bring his psyche to schoolS ! This makes it quite plausible that he and
his classmates have arrived only at the instrumental normation Tom calls
"weak." They do their homework, attend classes with fair reguiarity,
address teachers politely -~ but to a considerable extent remain beyond
the school's mission of transforming their understanding and at ieast some
of their sentiments and dispositions.

| am convinced Tom is right in suggesting that ultimately this is a
matter of bonding -- to individuals and to what the school stands for as an
institution -- and that our schools are simply not managing to generate
such ties. At jeast some of those dealing with disadvantaged and

marginal students acknowledge that this is the fundamental challenge in
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succeeding with this group.32 But we seem unaware of its import for
other students as well -- despite the staggering suggestion of Michael
Sedlak and his colleagues a year or two ago that "the disengaged
population ... probably exceeds two-thirds of the total nump/erwof high
school students nationwide.” Se/ling Students Short opens w"i't‘ri the
assertion that "Virtually all adolescents, especially middie class youth,
have progressively disengaged themselives from high school..."53

I suspect it is true. But why now? Were earlier students more tied
to schools than are those of today? The accounts we have of 19th century
schools and of students’ responses 1o them make this seem unlikely. The
descriptions typically portray a rather bleak and severe environment
unlikely to elicit bonding and a sense of community. But there was a
surrounding environment in which youngsters experienced these things,
and the school was embedded within it. That environment, with the
significant others who constituted it, often saw learning as important and
a ydungster‘s behavior in school as an important dimension of his or her
developing character.,

Moreover, schoo! was for many youngsters just one of the multiple
contexts in which they interacted with fellow students. Thus, even though
school itself may have failed to inspire the personal and institutional
bonds important to holding on to students, bonds generated elsewhere may
well have played an important part in doing so. In his most recent book,
James Coleman has_argued'that the superiority of Catholic schools to.
other private schools, and to public schools, lies pfe'cis:eiy-'in the fact that
the parishes from which the students come represent perhaps the last
vestige of traditional community in urban areas. They are functional
communities offering multiple sets of overlapping relationships and

intergenerational tes 34 Otherwise, as communities have weakened and
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disappeared, the external support they once lent to school affiliation has
waned, and a school's holding power has come to depend more and more on
the quality of life within the school, and ifs attractiveness. As John
Goodlad has put 1t, "The most important thing about school for the
children and youth who go there 1s the tiving out of their daily bgrsona}
and social lives.. "5

I'want to argue that it makes particular sense today to see the
school's problems in terms of the need for making the school /ése// a
strong and unified modern community. This seems desirable due Lo the
absence of community elsewhere, and the human needs that apparently are
not being met in any other way. | want to argue, in other words, that 2
soctety with such gaps makes necessary certain édaptations in the school.
These adaptations are indicated not only as an appropriate new aim for
schools —- a much needed contribution to the development and maturation
of the young; but they are also neceséar‘y as ameans essential to the
realization of existing school aims -- to enabling the school to make even
its fraditiona/ contribution, dnder current circumstances. |

But Coleman’s emphasis on the community outside the school, and on
its relation to the school, suggests 2 somewhat different possibility. If
community 1s so difficult to find in moedern Tife, and so much to be desired,
is it possible that schools might create or assemble communities ~- |
literally summon them into being -- by articulating some sort of
educational ideal and inviting likeminded parents to join in it? Sucha
possibility is one of the things that | find most attractive about the idea
of establishing public schools of choice. And the importance now
attributed to consensus and coherence as factors determinative of school
success renders such a possibility doubly attractive.

We know that modern Jiving leaves community for individuals to
12




-fashion for themselves, out of their choices with respect to relationsh;’ps.
whether one subscribes to Jacqueline Scherer's "network of personal
associations” view of community as earlier quoted, or whether one's view
is otherwise oriented, the mobility of our society makes one's community
a matter of personal choice. There seems no reason why schoolskannot be
designed to represent coherent persuasions that ultimately might enable
them to function as reference groups for the adults as well as the
youngsters affiliated with each school.

A school that began with the initial advantage that its constituents
had selected it could, by virtue of that, possess the capacity and the
groundwork for community. Gerald Grant suggests t_h'a? ultimately what
attracts families to a'school théy select is the ct:nar*acter jdeal 1t
enunciates and reflects.“®  What one holds as such an ideal surely has
enough salience for an individual, and represents a sufficiently extensive
number of beliefs and values, that its sharing might suffice as the ground
upon which to build community. In this way, schools might conceivably
come torepresent communities for the parents affiliated with them, as
well as for their students.

A slightl;/ more modest proposal was offered by John Dewey who in
different times envisioned a somewhat different school and community
relatioh . He saw the relation in terms of what schools might do to
simultaneously prepare youngsters for adulthood, and equip and dispose

them to improving collective existence. In the interests of both education

and societal reform, he adovcated that schools constitute themselves as

"minfature communities.” The fdea was that in the course of undertaking

collaborative endeavor, youngsters could experience the processes that

define adult soctety, as relieved of economic tncentives and thus purified.

AL first in rudimentary form, and then in increasingly sophisticated
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VErsions, the young might actually create organizational structures and
parficipate in thé processes and activities sustaining them  STudy and
refinement of these structures and processes were to yieid
understanding of the adult society and the wherewithal for igproving 1t.

Somewhere short of realization, the idea was derailed. Tld“day there
are good reasons for refurning to it. One of them s that schools seem to
have a better chance at creating community than do other possibilities
that have been explored for the contemporaty world. Of the necessary
requisites of community, two pose particular difficulty under the life
conditions of most of us, These are the requirements of space and time.
Community analysts ever since Tonnies have stressed the imporiance of 2
shared space and the propinquity to permit extensive interaction in
multliple connections. Schools could approach this reguirement since their
constituents do share the same space for the bulk of each day. As to the
time conditions, although few schools enroll successive generations of
youngsters from the same families, they do represent multi-year
conpections for most of their students. Thus, they can perhaps represent
a let more permanence and continuity for the individual than Scherer's
“intersections of association.”

Qther good reasons for returning to the idea of making schools
communities consist not only in the sorts of evidence to which | have
alluded, but in the recent research on the determinants of school success,
Both Effective Schools research and private school inquiry suggest that
the difference between a successful school and one that is less so is
largely a matter of the extent to which it manages to become a community,
Although this is more typically cast in the language of school "ethos” or
“climate,” rather than that of "community,” ethos is defined as "what

people ina community share that makes them a community rather than a
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group of disparate individuals. it is the configuration of attitudes, values,
and beliefs that members of the community share."3/ Hence, where this
sharing is extensive and significant, there is community among those
within a school. s

| have seen such community fairiy often in schools of cho‘iﬁée. In
fact, many of them make it the object of deliberate, self-conscious
acttvitites explicitly identified as "community-building” in intent. There
is typically an emphasis on relationships within the school ~~ |
student-to-student as well as student-to-teacher reiationships -- and it
is immediately apparent that the school’'s interest is in human beings, as
opposed to role occupants of the student role. Such an"orientation may
expiain youngsters' insistence that teachers in th’esé schools "care,” while
teachers in other schools do not. Students respond'to these circumstances
in two ways particularly germane to this discussion. They acquire a
strong sense of affiliation with others in the school -- leading many to
liken such schools fo a “family” and others to speak in terms more
reminiscent of a membership one has enthusiastically assumed. The |
second type of effect {s a difference in the student’s orientation toward
school purposes and activitites. There is virtually always a difference in
school-related attitudes and behavibr, including academic orientation. .
what these two effects exhibit, then, isbonding to school-associated
individuals and to the school's i'n'stitutional norms. Such differehces are
qmte pronounced m many altematwe schools and they make a substantial
contribution to the quality of educatlon as weli as in the qualtty of school N
life. | think that an effort to establish such schools more w idely would
address the problem of community, as well as a number of the more
distinctively academ'ic problems that continue to plague us.

My time {s nearly up. But If this statement is to be taken seriously,
IS




there remain three items which must receive at teast mention, even ina
prolegomenon. All are associated with the problem of parochialismi,
First, 1 have said nothing about the challenge we must confront once
successful at building communities in schools. If my assertioﬁsare
correct, then we suffer from the absence of community and from weak and
tenuous bonding. Were we to reselve that problem with schools that
represent successful communities, then how do we stimulate the wider
bonding that transfers and continues these benefits beyond school walls,
and which is the challenge of civic education? inthe terms in which Buber
posed it, how do we educate for a genuine "community oj coz"nmum'ties"’?38

Any former social studies teacher must see that as a serious
challenge. Certainly 1't_must become a part of the civic education
curriculum. And t don't think we can count on the somewhat mystical
hopes of ever-widening circles, or on the automatic extension of fairly
particular and immediate bonds, to people and institutions at increasing
remove. The schoot must dehbell"atew seek to bond youngsters to people
and tnstitutions outside the school. Uri Bronfenbrenner tatks about the
importance of a "curricutum of caring” which, he stresses, must be a
matter of doing, not just of studying.3g Two kinds of school activities
have been particularly useful in this regard. One is the cultural journalism
programs that have had students interviewing local aduits. Eliot
Wigginton's students formed lasting ties to Aunt Alry and other residents
of the mountain community with whom they have interacted. Foxfire
buitds intergenerational and community ties. And a similar program in
towa has had students questioning Vietnam veterans on their feelings
about the war, and the parents of severely handicapped youngsters about
what their Hives are like. Such experiences have high potential for

building empathy with others outside the school and bonding students 1o
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individuals and groups.

The other kind of program that is particutarly useful in this regard
is service learning. Carefully planned, sustained, and examined volunteer
activity can build strong ties. | am thinking, for instance, 555ut$he
‘grandchild’ programs in which youngsters assume longterm
responsibilities in relation to particular senior citizens. Or to programs
like the consumer action service run by high school students who help
wronged purchasers obtain fair treatment. Or to programs that have
youngsters tutoring the handicapped, both younger and older than
themselves. As genuine contributions to others, such programs establish
empathy and bonds to individuals and groups beyond thé school. They can
simulianeously contribute to rebuilding the “civic virtue” or “republican
tradition” whose absence Macintyre and Bellah associate with the absence
of community.

A second concern that must be addressed even in such a preliminary
examination as this has been has to do with the sor¢ of communities
schools should become, Certainrny not all communities are good, and a
school community like any other must meet certain criteria if it is not fo
resemble what Erving Goffman identified as a "total institution,” instead
of a desirable community. Jonestown, or the ward of Ken Casey's "One |
Flew Over the Cookoo's Nest” surely represent communities ali of us would

want to reject. | would also have extensive misgivings about a community

like that of the fundamentalist school described by Alan Peshkin in Eods R

Choice 4O But there have been several convinci ng efforts now at
distinguishing desirable from undesirable forms of communal organization.
Tom Green and Jim McClellan offered some beginnings along those iines
years ago,‘” ashas S, 1. Benn. 42 More recently, Newmann and Oliver

named a list of criterial attributes for positive t:c.\mrmjm‘tie‘es,‘q3 and s0 has
17



Betly Sichel 49 Surely anyone interested in community must confront the
question of what Kinds of community take seriously the concerns that have
made philosophical liberalism so wary. | do not intend Lo suggest that
some balance must be struck between twopoles, between freedom and
autonomy at one end of a continuum and communiity at the other. ~i suspect
that reat resclution of that dilemma must await the long needed
reformulation of tiberalism now under way. | find some hope in the
Postmodernists’ insistence that our dualisms and resulting antinomtes
must be recast if we are to get beyond the place at which we have for
some time been stalied -- at increasing cost. But in the meantime, any
responsible search for community must at least e}xamifﬁ-e itself in terms of
the challenges with which liberalism would confront it

Finally, for ali of us raised in the liberal tradition, no matter how
serjous the absence of community, education cannot be 1eft to consist
selely in socialization. Thus | see the bonding | have referred to as but a
preliminary step in the educative process -- a necessary condition that all
too often goes unsatisfied today, but far from a sufficient ore. As others
have insisted, there can be no neutrality with respect to moral education,
or postponement until the child is old enough to make her own choices.
Socialtzation begins long before the age of reason. But education must
provide the wherewithal for self-conscious examination of socialization'é
consequences. The context need not be a situation explicitly encouraging
students to affirm or repudiate what they have previously internalized.
But education must involve "developing a conceptuatl basis for a discourse
that allows us to consider the full interrelatedness of individual and
comnﬂsun1'1:~,;'."45 This could at the same time yield both the language
necessary for consideration of the public good and the capacity to reflect

upon it —- both of which are important to the sustenance of democratic
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community, and both of which Macintyre and Bellah find lacking. | think
the work of Chet Bowers offers the best guidance currently available on
how to accomplish this. To so suggest is a long way, of course, from
adequate response to the challenge of how we enable studeﬁfté" eventually
to assess their own socialization. But it does acknowledge my
commitment to the idea that creating such an ability must be a part of
education.

| am convinced that we must create new communities for today --
or devise other means for somehow meeting the individual and social
needs they satisfy. What makes response so difficult Ls that other
considerations of major import must also be satisfied. Yet we must find
ways to respond to the multip/e requisites of human wellbeing, instead
of continuing to address one sel of these at prohibitive cost to another.
Perhaps we might begin by going back to Buber's interesting suggestion
that we haven't got the antonyms straight: The opposite of freedom, he
proposed, s not compulsion but communion. "At the opposite poie of being
compelied ... there does not stand being free of destiny or nature or ...
[others] ... but to commune and covenant with therm."¥® 1t seems worth

considering.
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