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schools, calling for greater use of volunteers and non-
credentialed instructors. Pursuing a goal of self-directed and
independent learning, it tends to place greater responsibility on
the individual to control her or his own learning processes, and
to “learn how to learn.” It may call for greater student and
public roles in educational decision-making; increased
cooperation between schools, business, industry, and
government with respect to technical training and educational
content; a re-allocation of funding for out-of-school educational
opportunities; and greater emphasis placed on the need for
young people to be flexible in adapting to a range of occupations
throughout life—among other ideas (Apps, 1985; Unesco, 1973).

The framework within which lifelong learning and
education are situated is obviously not restricted to adult
education, nor would it be likely to co-exist peacefully with
present formal systems. Rather, this is an orientation which
profoundly challenges current conceptualizations and systems
of education. In addition, its emphasis on weakening the
credentialing authority of schools clearly raises the issue of de-
schooling, to be taken up next.

Lifelong Learning and De-schooling

What is interesting about the notions of lifelong learning,
lifelong education, and de-schooling is that they can be viewed
as growing from either progressive or conservative agendas. On
one hand, they can be read as signs of a general disenchantment
with rigid and undemocratic practices which, through the
respective privileging and exclusion of dominant and non-
dominant groups, reproduce the social status quo. Apps reminds
us of the influences in this paradigm of notions of emancipatory
learning and social action, and argues that the age of technology
must be more about searching for meaning than the accumulation
of information. Alternatively lifelong education, and the pressure
to assume the need for it, can be interpreted as driven by
conservative economic forces bent on shifting control of
education away from systems of schooling and into the hands of
business and industry, perhaps in response to incessantly
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changing technology, global competition, and the need for a
perpetually flexible and unstable worker.

The “threat” of de-schooling which tenets of lifelong
learning pose can also be read as revealing progressive or
conservative values. Wexler et. al (1981) explain this puzzle by
suggesting that although support for de-schooling initially grew
out of charges that schooling served the interests of a free
market economy—as in Illich’s (1977) radical critique of
schooling—the kinds of skills that are now required by the
North American workplace are changing. Now the requirement
is for a worker who is not only technically skilled, but flexible
and knowledgeable about the full process of industrial
production. The authors argue that at this level of critical
awareness and analytic skill there can be no guarantee that
workers will also be docile, and may even seek increased control
over the production process. In this scenario, business and
industry may argue for de-schooling so that greater control over
the training process and the worker can be achieved. In addition,
the authors suggest that, in times of economic restraint, the
society in general—including schools and teachers—becomes
more critical, and ideological assumptions begin to break down.
If schools become sites of greater critical awareness, they also
represent a risk for industry and may not serve as efficiently in
accommodating the needs of the workplace and of the economy
for amenable workers and consumers.

All of this means only that the education agenda will
continue to be, as it always has been, a focus for struggle and
negotiation. In this sense we are naive if we assume that moving
into lifelong learning modes can be done neutrally. It is perhaps
more useful, however, to think of education not as a pawn
caught between dualistic interests, but as an active player on a
field of shifting ground. Further, as education changes and
evolves, so do the arenas surrounding it. Apps (1985) cites
Ireland (1978) on this issue, arguing that lifelong learning is
about taking on
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a new approach to a whole concept of education [and
to consider] the relationship between education and
work, education and leisure, and that between the
individual and the collective needs of man [sic]. (Apps,
p-7

Art Education and Lifelong Learning: A Summary

If we think of the lifelong learning framework as implying
a reconceptualization and shifting of relationships between
education, work, and leisure, then finding how art education fits
into the scheme means considering its link to each of these
realms. What emerges from this discussion is not the need
simply to convince others that art is “work,” but to consider
what kind of work we wantart to be. In addition, I have suggested
that if we want to promote a conceptualization of artin Feldman’s
sense of personally and socially satisfying work, a
conceptualization which would reposition art as valued
knowledge, then we need to change the nature and structure of
work in our society. (The discussion concerning dichotomous
notions of art/leisure and education/work also implies adanger
inblindly embracing technological forms of art education because
they are more readily perceived as traditional forms of “work,”
as well as the danger in the emphasis our literature places on art
as a special kind of “play,”because of the misconceptions it
tends to perpetuate.)

My understanding of working realms that approach art
work—in the sense that they merge conceptions of work and
leisure, personal satisfaction and social obligation is one in
which workplaces offer increased voice, empowerment, and
cooperation and less obedience to hierarchy. The use of
knowledge—in this case art knowledge—as power, and a more
equitable distribution of power—are interconnected. May (1994)
argues eloquently that we can begin by examining our own
working worlds, the worlds of schooling and education. And I
will extend her challenge to those who work outside of schools,
conducting art education in recreation centres and art
institutions. Do we have the courage to make all our working
worlds personally and socially satisfying by empowering our
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students and communities, creating more equitable access and
cooperative structures, and breaking down hierarchical
relationships in our organizations and our society?

Because this, in the most positive and progressive sense, is
also what a call to embrace lifelong learning can mean. It means
breaking down structures that have disempowered—in both
work and education—and creating new structures which are
more egalitarian and which provide opportunities for a balance
of personal satisfaction and community commitment.

In this view, neither a territorial stance nor a simple call for
cooperation between art education agencies is very useful in
considering issues of non-formal art education. A call for
cooperation among existing agencies ignores the troublesome
conceptualizations and competitive strands out of which
different institutions grew in the first place. It may further
naively encourage non-formal agencies to solidify and perpetuate
commonsense notions of art as non-work and non-school, and to
become complicit within a traditional conservative economic
agenda. Especially where an increase in non-formal art
programming takes place simultaneously with a decrease in art
within school curricula, such programming clearly threatens
the fundamental value of democratic access to knowledge. If
non-formal art institutions do choose to take on more art
education, they cannot ethically abdicate the responsibility that
goes with it, to provide truly equal access to all. This is a huge
challenge, for the market-driven programming of most non-
formal agencies is dependent on patrons that are able to pay.
Further, these organizations must be prepared to endure the
kind of scrutiny and evaluation that claims to doing “education”
justify. (Trend [1992] and Giroux [199]) offer some assistance in
suggesting that those doing social and educational work in all
realms think of themselves as “cultural workers” working toward
a more equitable society through critical pedagogy.)

_ Alternatively, an argument that art education should move
entirely under the wing of formal education, as in the call for
certification of non-formal practitioners, may miss valuable
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critiques of schooling by writers on lifelong education. A call for
certification of non-school teachers, for example, may be seen as
a contradiction of certain understandings of lifelong learning
goals, which emphasize the non-credentialed resources of the
community and shifting roles of learners and teachers through
recognizing the expertise of learners and the capacity of teachers
as learners. This implies a recognition of amateur knowledge
and an empathy with non-expert values which art educators
need to consider in moving into varied art and education contexts.

In terms of considering a future agenda for education and
art education, it may be simplistic to say that the notion of
lifelong learning is neither inherently good nor inherently bad.
Itis a concept which must be infused with social and educational
values by the people who embrace it, and it is these values that
must be agreed upon if formal and non-formal organizations are
to form a collective net for art education. In light of this
discussion, those values must centre around a concern for
democratic access to education. The only certainty is that both
school and non-school organizations will become targets of
change as conceptualizations and institutions in our postmodern
world shift. Art educators need to be reflective, however, about
forces which may underlie our choices and be careful not to
pursue many of the commonsense understandings of art, work,
education, and leisure in building new relationships in the art
education network.
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