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e litscroturce of contvemporory Jowich cducoticn containg
ruc. writing dcenoted as ';hilocophy of Jewich cducation'.
forcdcexically, however, thic literciure contoins feow, if
ttempts to onalyticslly focus on the nosurce ond
mean iy of the redivity ond conecept 'vhilogounhiyy of Jow-
ish e¢lucotion'., Cur coxncern in thic ezuoy ic with that
q
ok

pegl.oeted cubjeetT In the fivet part of she ecocy, w2

digccucs goneral choracterictices of contenporcry mhiloco:hy

&

of Jowich cduenticn, oo well oo alitcerantive meoninge of
thie conccept 'philosorhy of Jowich cducotion' operctfive
in contenporory Jewich ccucation. In thic cccond part of
the eiroy we propoce cnd crzuc Ior a new focus ~nd dircction
for cuileocothy of Jewich cduca tion.
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deoeribed in terme of thnrce predoniiiont chor-ctericstico.
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Fircs, the term ':zhilocophy of Jcowich cedu dgoco 1ot

2t ¢ll roefer to o cingular or monclithic mhenomcnon, bus

in fr¢v 1s wecd to aenote geveral phonom: n:‘ fat ig,

the phrase 'philogopny of dewich ciuention' doec not rcfer
0 o clecrly Jefined cubjeet or corpus of writing, nor docs
it coint to one clenrly recognized ond agrecd upon cetivity.
In foet, there ore four meonings ~nd octivitics coisnonly
cogocizted with this concept in Shc literciure of Jewicl

c uca*' ncl thouvgnt ond _TSCtiCLB. ihe firct of these

acvivitico, which we thell denctce ac historicrl-doccrintive

onilsconhy of Jowrish cducoti

oty ic the curvey -ud;descrip-

i
tion of inocrtont historicrl thoushts and cycteme vis &
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vis Judaism, educntion, and their intcr-rolationship.

The ( minimal) concern of such on a.proach is to zannlyze
nd clsrify important historic~l positions. In muay caces
this cetivity alco includes the attemnpt to apriy or chow
the relevance of historicnl pesitions Tor contempor ry
Jewigh cducation. Examples of hictforical-descriptive
philosophy of Jewich cducasion are studies of the educn-
tional thougnhts of such figurcce as Lainonides, the fnhoral
of Prague, Roshi, ond the educational implications of cuch

-

syctemz s Hosidicm, Zionicm, Concervative, Orthodox,Ro-
form Judnicm®. , :

A sccond octivity which ig called 'philogophy of Jowish
cducation' is the building of comzreh.ncive sy:tém: ~1d
world-vicws of Judaoiosm and Jewish ecducation ( we sholl

call thisc zetivity norm~tive-cynthetic mhilocovhy of Jovich

wdueation). The subject of this avoroach is Jewicn exicisonce

aand Judaicm as . whole, cnd the ouvjoctive is to crecnte on
all-cncompancing cystom which explainc ond gives meaning

to ths grend quections of huann ond Jewich exiztoencce.

One zopeet of cuch cystems ic cducation, snd normotive-
synthetic philosophy of Jewish education is usually alco
conceriied with precscribing the meoning and gonls of Jdowich
education., In some cascs, the lotter cctivity ~lone -i.¢.,
the dircuccion a::d projection of the goalc of Jowich couco-
tion - has becn trioted og normative-cynthetic philoso-

ohy of Jewish educaiion . In both cases, normative-:yn-

thetic pnilocorthy of Jowich cducntion hog becn characiorized
by o dircet zond ismcdinte concorn with practicalitys
with the prescripition of immedizte and opecatvive objoctives
and behaviors Tor Jewish schools ond educational institutiont.
Three thinkoers oftcen denoted as the normative-cynthetic ohilo-

sovhers of coatemporory Jewich educaticn arec: iortin Tuoor,
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Abroham Joshua Heschel, ond Mordcecai Laplaon.,

A third co-called activity of contomporory 'philosophy
of Jewish education' has been the developmont of hypotheses,
theorieg, and principles for ile guidance of the practice
of Jewich *ducatidn._This cetivity, which chall be denoted
as Jewich educational theory, is conccrned with the fornmla-
tion of <inmtelligible, empiricnlly verificble, ond practicglly
operative educationol principlec for the guidance and Jirec-
tion of Jewich cducational practice. Jowish educational
theory ics different from normotive-gsynthetic philocophy of

Jewich education in that the former igc: 1) inter-diceiplinary-
i.c., rooted in geveral spheres of discourse, such as peoychol-
ogy, history, sociology, cducntional practice, §hilosophy,
rather th;n in one discipline 2) more immedi:tely concerned
with the develeopaoent of operative educational vprinciplco

and practices, rather than gith the formulation of zeneral
cducational aims ond idecls®. That ig, the fuunction of

Jewish educational theory is not the clarification or conctruc-

tion of comprehencive philocopric gyotems, but the formaula-
tion of educational theorics, principles, and procticecs, for
specific cducotional gituations ond on the basis ¢f ceverol
theoretical courcces. Cue of the central examples of Jewilsh
gducational theory is the cownunity theory of Jowich educa-
tion, rspecially as enuncilated ond implcment-d by I. 3.
Berkcon, and FPrefeccor Alcxonder Dusnkin7.
A fourth nctivity often includcd in the 'pailogsophy of

Jewish cducation' fomily is the populor diccucoion - by
educztors, school board ciairmen, porents, rzbbis, toochers,
ctudents - of the woes and virtucs of Jowich education ( we
shall call this aprroach ideas on Jewich cducntion). This

o+

cctivity includes discussion zand rexction to the wide cnec-
trum of icsucs relevant to contemporary Jewish educationnl
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practice, from the problem of relevance and meaning of
Jewish schooling, to iisues of model sedorim  on Pecach
and proccdurec for Bar-iitzvah porties. This approcch ic
usually ch“r cterized by: 1) great fervor and emotion
2) reo ction %o clready implcemented - elther su ceosful or
unsucceosesful - programs 3)non-syLtematic ond "common-
sense" approaches o prescing problems <) precceription
of i.mecdiate correcctive or alitrrnative ceducavionzl gro-—
grams and proctices., fhis fourth activity ic different fronm
Jeowich educationzl theory in thot it is not 1ntr1“~10 A1ly
rootcd in theorctical cpherecs, but tokes p‘wcc excluzinely
within the sgphore of coveryday educational activity., The
objective s not to develop on educationzl prrctice rco.cd
in cducational theory and principlos, but to golve limzcdint:
proolpms; ‘he most apparent examples of whis op.rooch iy Do
found in popular comrunal ond congregationsl publicatic:i,
in cchool beard -nd cducation commistce mootings, ~nd occo-
ionally in profcescional cducational journnls.
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Thus, we have scen that there ic no cuch

s
-

meoning of the concept 'phnilogophy of Jowich cduction!
in the l-nguage of contemporory Jewish educaticon si
the term 1ig used to deszeribe at lecst four activit
‘his Doinf, of courcc, is merely descriptive of wha
the situation in conteumporary Jewich cducation2l thougsnt,
and ic not to be regarded oo 2 legitimizotion of curront
linguistic oraectices. In fact, we shall cnortly azrgue thot
two of the four neanings of the term 'philosovhy of Jowich
cducation' ore ianzccurcte and illogivimate usages of thnt
concent.

The cecond characterictic of contemporzry vhilocoephy of
Jewizh cducation ( o8 revezled in the anclysic of the first
charascteristic) ic thot it is frequently not 'pniloconiy 'or
thilocophy of cducation!® The thrust of thi:z elaim is not
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normative nor cvoluative (i.e., we arc not cloiming thnt
contcmporary rvhilosotshy of Jewich education ig not zood
'philosophy' or 'vhilocophy of cducation'), but annlytic ~nd
formzl., That ic, our claim ic that much of contcmpor vy
philogsophy of Jewish cducation is non-philogsophical cr

not 'philosopny of cducaticn' in thot it docs not conivrin
the fcrmal or logical criteria which constitute thoic two
phenomeons,

The claim that mveh of contemporzry rhilocosnhy of Jowich
cducation is not philocophical ncréning csiontially to e
cetivitics "denoted ng 'Jewish educat.oncl theory! ~nd fide-s
on Jewish education'!. 'Jewish ecducaotional thcory' iz rel-ted
t0, —nd to 2 ccrtoin extont rootod in, 'philosopiy', dut it

is not cauive-lent to 'philocophy of Jewich education!
fhe relationshivn consicts in the fret that Jewich eduvca-
~tionzl theory cmploys 2 method of 'philocophy'y, i.o.

synthecis - the omalgamation of scoveral eloments into onc
unificd whole, in thic cnose, oper~tive educational prirci-
ples. The two spherces are 2ico related in that one of the

theoretical cources of 'Jewich ¢duentionnl theory' ic
'*vhilosophy!' ~nd philocophic cocumptionc. Thoere nre,nov-

J

ever, two importsntdiffecrences betwooen 'Jowish cduciition-—
a2l theory' ond 'philocephy of Jowich cducation'. Fired,
the former zctivity ic inter-dicciz lin:ry, lrowing on
severel theoreticol and proctical gthoeres of diccouroc,
guch as : psychology, hisctory, sociolog] ,Jn11c cnhy,

educational pracvice. Jewish cducational theory is nol 1imith

to the uwethodology or conclusicns of one diceipiinie, but
reprecents o compllation ond amalgam of zeveraol dicpor- e
sourccs. 'Pnilocophy of Jewigh c¢ducation', howercr, 1ic not
inter-disciplinory ond inter-methodologictl, ciunce it
stitutec a spceific diseipline defined Ly o cpecific msiho-
dology. Thnt ig, 'Jewich cducationnl thcory' ic o brosicm
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activity than 'philosophy of Jewicsh education'. The sccond
difference between the two Npheres ic in tcrms of odim.
'Jewish educastionnl theory' is directly concerned with uhe
development of principles wnich moy guide cducational proc—
ticec and Ech:v1oru. Its funection is to develep operative
theories Jnlch noy be tected, refined, and assumed as
legitimate guides for education-l practice ( until furiier
theories are egs stabliched). 'Philosophy of Jewish cducation'
(at leost logically) is not immediately and directly con-
cerned with speecific educationol nctivities und behavicrs,
but with the'mesning of idesse Thus, 'Jewich educctional
theory!' is not ‘*philosophy! simoly becnuge itz choracter-
istics ore not identicsl with those of 'philosophy!
Again, thiv 1s by nc meo2ns to c¢laim that 'Jewish cduca-
tional theory' is'"irrelovonty"inferiory or " unimporicumt”.
On the contrary, 'Jewish cducational theory' ic moct .likely
the mogt valuable theorctical activity of Jewich cducaticon.
'ITdcoc on Jewilsh education' reflecti cven more striling-
1y the non-philosorhic, nature of aspecvs of contemporary
philosoghy of Jowish cducation. thig activity 3 vhich iz .
escentizlly an exXprec.:ion of feélinge, atftitudezs, ond rcactioc:i.
to_specific acpects of Jewich guuowtlon, ig non-philosozhic
for the folloewing reasonc: 1) it is not at 211 critical, bub
simply azccertative 2) it is escentially praectical, prescrip-
tive, and immedintce in nature 3) it is often predominctely
emotive 4) it is usually rooted in local situations or
pfiVﬂto experiences; di.e., it 1s not geonercl or univercali-
zable 5) it is not conccrned with the elucidatlon of . der-

72

lying accumptions ond meanings, but with the recction o

or projcction of surfaece behaviors. It nceed not be implied
from thece coxz.oents that the philocopher of Jewic.: edusation
must be cold, ncutral, non-involved, cmoiticnlszs, and de-
tached from reality. 3ut it iz true that the term 'philosoyhy!

(or 'zhilocezher') implics a steoning back from the hoeort
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and heat of a local situation g0 as to be able to carcfully
and critically underctond underlying pssumptions and
meonings. The reason why 'ideas on Jewish education' have
been confuced with 'philosophy of Jewich education' is
fairly clezr; both dcal with 'ideas' rather than pencils,
itippot, or filmstrips. However, it is cert-inly inaccurate
to denote any reference to 'id:as and Jewich education',
irregardless of objective, method, or subject, ac 'philo-
sophy of Jewish education',

Up to this point we have claimed that many aspecis ol
so-callied contempornry rthilocorhy of Jewich cducation are,
in faec*, not 'vhilosophy'. How we wish to note the sccond
part of the. cecond charscterictic of contemporary philo-
sophy of Jewish cducation;the foet that it often is not
'philecophy of education'. ‘he claim here ic that when
'philocophy of Jewigh cducation' igc 'philosophy' ( or ot
lcast resembles it somewhat), it often docs not rescmble
'philocopny of cducation'., Thc basis for this claim ic the
foet vhat contemporary philogsophy of Judaicm ~nd Jewish cdu~
cation do not philoscvhically focus on koy sducetional
concepts. Conceptc such as 'God', 'Torzh', 'Israecl', 'mitzvoh!
are analyzced; concepts such as 'teoching', 'mornl cducation!
'spiritual education','the Jewish cducational situation!
are rzrcly ireated. The most that contemporzry philoconay
of Jewigch education dces do is to precent ond defend o
certoin conception of Judoism (s.g., Judaism is g) cnd then
to define 'Jdewich educotiont' as the tenching or tronomicoion
of that conception (e.g., 'Jewish education' is the tenching
thot: Judaicm ig 5). ?hilosophv of Jewicsh c¢ducaotion in not
simply the tacking on of o paragreph or few poges as to
the "irpvlications for =ducation" of o certain concentiong
it also includes o direct pnilogophic confrontution witr
educational terms ond iscuez.

Je have scen, then, that the term 'vhilosozhy of Jewish
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education' has at least four ucsugés @ in the language of
Jewish education, 2ll of which are not consistent with
the logical meonings of 'vhilogophy! or 'philosophyof
education?. A third strilking choracterictic of contem-
porary philosophy of Jewish cducotion is its negleet of
two otler logically legitiumate meonings and activitics of
the concept 'philocophy of education'; i.c. znoldlytic and
meto-philosonhy of cducation. Lot oanly has there been an

~acecerance » of two logicolly dillogitimate u.ages of

the concept 'vhilogsophy of Jewich education!' in contem~
porary Jewich educotional thou ht, but there has alco

been a ncglect of two logiczlly lcgitinmnte and cducationally

important meanings of the term.

Analytic philosophy of Jewish cducation refers to tho
explication, clucidotion, ond clarification of basic words,
concepts, ideas, systeoms in Jewich educction., With o few
exceptiongs, this activity can be goid to be non-exictent in
the liternoturc of Jewich educationg. Acadcmiciong, princi-
pals, teachners, parents, rabbiz have repcotedly uced cuch
terms as 'curriculum', ‘'Jewich values','ritunl', ‘'reicvancce!
without adequate clarifications of the meonings -ond iwm iico-
tions of cuch terms. the serioucncce of cuch 2 neglect is
apparcnt, for it is oxn the basis of underctandingc or mis-
understondings of such concepts that much of Jewich cduca-
tional practice is based. In additvion, there is often con-
fusion snd lack of coimunicatica in discussions on Jewish
education simply becouse the particinonts hove no clco
conception of the meoning of their terms or the way in
which the tierms are used by others.

The zecond ncglected activity is meta-philosophy of
Jewish cducation - the cnalysis of the n-ture of 'thilo-

-SRI
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sophy of Jewish cducation' and of 'the study of Jewich
educationt'. Contemporary philozophy of Jewish education haos
told uz 1little about its own nature and contribution tc¢

the realitics of Jewish education ( i.e., its aims, methods,
subject) as well as zbaut the nature of the zcodemic study
of Jewish education. The absence of a meta-philosophy of
Jewish edaucation has had two unforstunate results: 1) the
“very confusion and inaccuracy vis X vis the nature of
'philosophy of Jewish education' which we have noted

2) confusion ond inoccuraoey vis & vis the study of Jewicsh
education in teacher-traing zchools, collegesc, ond univer—
sitieslo. Ag we sholl shortly sce, onalytic and neta-philo-
sophy of education are partial ond in come cases tcechnical
aspects of 'philosophy of cducation' (they certainly do not

(3]

supply the ultimate philosophic angwers which cre usunlly
gought). Hevertheless, they ore important aspeets and foun-
dations of the brozder aspcets of educational vhilozophy.
In addition, cnalytic and mesa~philosorhy of educaotion rep-
rescent the gencral dircction and orientation of ruch oz
the contemporcry effort in general philosophy of cducation
In light of that frct, the absence of an analytic ond wmcta-
philosovhy of Jewish educot.on is cven more striking.

It is our coantention that these three characteristics

11.

generally describe contemporar hilocophy of Jewieh educo~
& y D Yy P by
tion. It is 2lso thece three choracteristics which legitvi-
mize the use of the phrase," the criscis of contcmporary
-philosozhy of Jevich eduction'.
TOVARS AW ANALYTIC AND LETA-PHILCICIIY O JEDUISH LDUCATICH
In the second part of thic es.ay our concern is to clari-

fy the conception of on analytie ond meto-vhilosophy of
Jewish education 2néd to 2rgue for their importance for con-
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temporcy Jewish edueantion,

The essence of an onalytic philosophy of Jewish educa-
tion is the goctivity of expleining ond clurifying important
Jewich educoational concepts. Such a 'philOSODhV of Jewich
education' is not a corpus of integrated idcoec cbout how
onc cshould educate, nor is it a syntietic world-view zbout
the mcsning cnd nature of Jewish life and education (in
this senss/it is probably comewhat stronge and even mis-—
leading to talk about'on anclytic philosophy of Jewilsh
cducation,zsince the indefinite article an moy indeed
imply the notion of a dorpus or body of knowledze). Rath

it is an activity of rationol reflection, critical an”ly igc

of crgumcnts ~nd ascumptions, and systematic clorificotion
of fundamcnt2l ideag. In short, analytic thilosophy of

Jewich cducet.on is the activity of applying rhilosophic

method to the onalysic of fundomental Jewich cducoation:sl
COLceptSlg} The objcctive of such on activity ic not to
dircetly 6han§e educaticnal przctice, but to to improve
our undcrgstonding of Jowish education by clarificat.on
of our "conccptual a;paratus"n Conceccucntly, this form
of philocovhy of cducaiion is not guilty of the chiarge cf
not angwoering the grand cucstions of _hilcsorhy ~ﬂﬂ rhilc-
gophy of cducation, siice guch ic not ot all 1to cbjeetive.
As we hove alrendy ninted, the quustion of thie meonirnc
or nature of '"hilosophic method' {{ boyond the catehphnroses
'rational® and 'critical') is complex and complicoted, ond-
we sholl not discuce it here. Heverthlecsc, we chould like
to merely note four types ¢f mothodological annlysis
sonctimes n-gociated with 'analytic pA1¢O oy of ecduca-
tion' to clorify our diccuccion further 3.
Tho firct method of analycic, called the "otructural®
by Profcuzsor Scheffler, ie concerncli with the logicol

or forma ﬁtru%furo of an orgument. Thot is, zuch - methiod
71ie
1s concerned e pattern of cn arsument in terme of the

£

typece roasons precented, the nrecedurce for meoving from

Py



certain r§§cnc to conclusions, cnd the concistency of the
argum.nt in termc of odherence to necepted axiomz and rules
of proccdure, Another type of method is the "contextual®.
In this cage the concern is with the examination of the
use and meaning of o term within o specific educationzl
situation or cnvironmcnt., hile this method may be limitcd
becauce of itec varticulariity, it iz cspecianlly valucble
for cp cific cducational problems ond situations in helyping
to clorify the spzeific problem or ciftuation in question.
Scheffler calls the next conctellation of m.othods "tho
semantic"; i.c., the conccrn with the uses of terus in
ordinary longuoge. The concern here ig not with the thilo~
logical I origins of words nor with porticulor meaningc,
but rother with the accepted meonings of terms and with
the grammatical ( in a brood scase) opportunities and
limitotions ascocinted with words. That iz, thiz method
indicates the type things which can and cannot be caid,
and the type inferences wihich con and cannot be made in
terms of the rules of logic and groammer which we have
aéceptcd in comron gpeech., A fourth type of method, '"the
explicotive" is concorned not ~wsrely with cxploiring
stondard usages, but with charpening -nd even precceribing
usages dnd votterns of linguistic ucoge 20 28 to make
"huhan communication more precico. |

There are two objections which nmight be raice agoalinot
analytic vhilosovhy of Jewish ecducation in any of thecs
forms Just diccucced. Pirct, 1t might be claoimed that
such o conception is, neverthelcosc, mcrely scemantics or
"word gemes"j; sccond, it might be elaim:od that guch o
approach is vaoluelecs or morally neutrol, aord iz not
concerned with and docc not affect the realiticc of
Jewich education. The mistoke of the first objcction is
the accumption that analytic philosophy of education is
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only interested in words qua words. The analytic philo-
sopner ic int.rected in words as on expression of ideas

or thoughts acccecpted and acted npon by people within the
educational sphere. His concern with language is to under-
sitond the widerlying conceptual zcisumptions and meanings
which are cxprecced by cveryday lansuage. In addition,
thic objection cither limits or »urverts the nature of

the anolytic philogopher of cducation's task. As we have
just scen, the onalytic pnilosorvher is also concerncd
with the structural noture of philogophical crguments,
with the me-nings of tcerms within porticulor contexts,

and with the clarificavion of langunge ¢o as to foecilitote
communication and conscquently encble more cfficicnt
‘educational nractice.

The cecond argument, tho "neutrality" or "ir:elevoace™
position, iz, at vest, o hozy or mis-guided claim. If by
'nevtrel! it is mcant that the cnalytic philosooher conz:c
toxclarify and indicate certain accepted or common mconings
and'uf;ges, other thoan enunciocting nis ovm particular
bias, then the analytic philocapher ics indocd nzutrol
(2lthouzh this would not eoven be true in the case of %he
explicobive analytic philosophor who does in- fzed engos
in come sort of linguistic legislaticn). If by 'neutral’
it is meont that the analytic philosopher ic a cold,
non-caring, and non-involved person, this ic false. I
ig clcnarly the cace that the anclytic philesopher's par-
ticulzr coantribuition to Jewish cducntion is corcful —noly-
siz,cxplication, ond clorification, rather than preccrivtion,
world-building, or actioz. But vhic does not mean that e
analytic philocovhsasr does not paisionately -~nd normatively
believe in sihie importance znd centrality of his achiviity
to the improvcment of Jcwich education, nor doeg it meon
that o5 an individuzl or cducator he hos no volue perepoc=—

tives on Joewish coducation.
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It ic true that an analytic cpiroach o philosophy of
Jewish cducotion is 2 more limited enterprisc thoan the
notion rf'philecorhy of Jewich cducation' as ancwers to
the grand questiong of Jewich life and cducation. On the
other hand, if any cuch grond notion of 'philosophy of
Jewich cducation' is conceivable ( 2n acssumption about which
there is some doubt),it is only atsaincble when bosed in '
o coreful anclysig of fundomental concepts. The onalytic
philocsopher of Jewish cducation camnot provide "Koaning"
(with a capital m} his contribution iz more reslistic
( and 4o our nind, important) - he can help us understaond
"meaningsst., A

Yeto~philosophy of Jeowish education ic concerned with

. |
two cetivities: 1) the clarificnation of the mer nln“(o),

t

asks, ond contributions of 'philosophy of cducotion!
vis & vis the proctice of Jowish cducation 2) +the clari-

o

fication of the nature of the acadomic study of 'Jowich
educatvion'. Je chall not comment furthcr on the firct
activisy beyond the brief suidelines diccucosced, cince
this ccoay in itself any hopelfully cerve as an cxample
and juctification of thoat acpect of meto-philoccedhy of
Jowish education. Je mey, however, simply roisc «nd agrec
with the potential ¢objection that meva-philogophy of
Jewish ecducation in thig firstsense iz alco a limited
and techniczl octivity. The validity of thic argument,
howcver, in no way mcang that such o conception of
philosophy of Jewish education doec not have its parti-
culer - even if limited - contridbution to moke to the
im rovement of widerstonding and activity in Jewich educ~tion.
Zhe cceond aspeet of meto-vhilosophy of Jowich siuca-
tion, the clarificotion of the naturce of the siudy of
Jewich education, iz zspecially immortont in light of

the incre~cved conccrn with the occdemization and profec-
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. . . - .1 . .
sionclization of Jewich -—ducation 4. This topic, of cour:ce,

is not particuloxr to Jewish education, cond, in foct, it
is a subject of much discussion in gencral oducationl .
Such discuscions are concerned with guestions of the
foliowing cort: ic 'cducation' an autonomouc or dcpen-
dent discivpline, or is it a discipline at all? are there
gspecial methods for the ztudy of 'cducation'? how exactly
is an acadcmic study of 'cducation' related Ho pr-ctice?
is an ecademic gtudy of ‘'cducation' at all relevant to
cducational practice? Clarificationg of e icoues ore
especially relcvont for Jewich education which tends %o
néglect 211 digsciplinary boundaries vis & vic tno\study
of Jewish educction, =nd to opercte instend with a
Jhodge—-podge or melting pot notion of 'the study of
Jewich cducation', Thus, we find, for excmple, books,
coursesz, and lecturcs "on Jewish cducation" without any
delinecotion or concern for a poriticular mcethodological

or dizciplinory approach to the gubjecet of Jowich educqo-
tion.{ in 2 gtrict sense, there cre no such things as
vooke, courcez, or lectures "on" Jewich education, only
books, courses or lectures on of Jewich cducation,
where thz blank is filled in with come methodologioal or
diceciplinary word, c.g. 'cociolegy', 'ciotistics','hic-
tory'). Agoin, the problem with cuch an apprcach ic thot
it deczo not incure the optimum contribution ¢f zn ccendecie
study of Jowish education to Jewich cducational procticce.

In terms of this tacgk, then, meta-philocophy of Jewish

education certainly hos important--cnd direct implicotions
for Jewish educational proctice.

CORCLUSION
In the fir:zt part sof thic e. ay we were concerncd with
delinecating some gencral chorocteristics of contenmporo:y

3 FR

prilogophy of Jewich eoduecacion; in the ccocond, with sug-
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gesting new dircctions for the philoéophic enterprice.
e must, hovever, 24d one finel clorifying commont. The
arguncnt for an analytic and mcto~philocovohy of Jewigs
educotion is not o claoim for the substituvtion of zuch

activities for other legitimate concerns of 'pnilosophy
of Jewigh cducation'. Roasher, our position is that oncly-

i

tic and meto-philosophy of Jewish education zre eciential
2dditions Ho contemporary philocophy of Jewish cducation
and to contcmporaory Jewich edacational proctice. The
argunent for such new dircctions in philozophy of Jewish
educosion ic neither a retreat ( in principle) Trom
world-vicwe or thcory-building, nor is it on attempt

to emulate cecular philosophy of educntion o ;sxto be
"k'chol ha'goyim". Rather, cuch un crgumcnt ic b-ccd on
the bclicf fthot Jewich cducation it cuch on imporiont

cnd worthwhile cetivisy thot it wrhrraonts the rigor on

.

ceriousnesg actocinted wish importeont and wortihivhile
:ctivities; The "zrend questions™ of Jewich cducation

arc indecd importont concoerns of contemporcory Jewish edu-
cational thoughit. Rut thc recl ~ontrivution of covtinm-
porcry philosophy of Jewich cducation lice not in tlhec
answering of She grond queltion., but in encnbling uc

'

to ok ond undercitond thicm betser.



NOTE

lThis artvicle ic on abridgement of 2 chapter on
"The Naturce of Contcmporary Jewich Education” in An
Introduction to Philocoph7 of Jevicn =duccotion now in
Prepoarstion. 14io voiule incitdos cxscondod accwstintusion ond
bibliozraprhy for i:icucc diecuwcued here.

2For a discuczion of "philoscpnic pluralicm" ond
other asnockh: of the fterm 'philocozhy of cacucotion',
Barry Chozon, "The Limits of 'Philosorxhy of Zducation,
Education.l rﬂllO“O“LJ ~nd Ttheory, (Jinter, 1971).

3Amon“ the dmporiant Jjournsls in this cocvhere arc:
Jowich sducation, ghoviloy X

Inchiuuch, ond Roligious
sdvensisn, Lol wlM ohw'folloving Two ontholosice:
Judch Pileh ond Leir Ben-Horin {(-ditors), Tnd Acm ~n
the JONl h School (ifew York: Rloch Publicning Comp ny,
1066) 3 onvid [-instoin ond iichnol Yizhor (cditors),
Iiodcrn Jorish Bduca thlTl Thousht (Chiccogo: The Collbgc
of Jcwisn ctudice, 1964).

“toe for oxample $he following: T. Tievsky,"Plato,
Arictotle, —nd iinimon apc,"( cor“vi chovil oy “Czl““”ﬂ,
4y 1,2, 3=22, £3=112 (1C44)3A. Zicinbir,cr, LnRC —uuc -

:10'“"1 Shoory of the wohir-l of Pr--us (Hoorow) (J;ru—-

Colom: olncS PTCLO, ju2); e R AR fisld, "Rochi-
the Teacner of Icracl,” (Hobrew) in Shove-h V'Hinuch
B'yo h“dath Amcrica (7 0l Aviv Touman }Tcu:,l,oq,¢o3-
174); A. woviv, "nosidicm ond Bdoeation (Tchroew)
Shoviloy ﬂﬁoﬂlruch, 21, 4, 188-~12 (: unmcr l 161) ;

Judon Pilcn ond weir Ben=Horiu («ditors), duawlum o
the Jcwich School, op. cit,.

DSee the Pilch-Ben Horin volume, op. cit.
5 ol

°For a discuccion of distinctions botween: toimet,
'goals', 'ddcodo'y'objoctives!', cnd 'endeo—in-vicw' in
educa tlon, ceo thn General Introduction to: L.... Browm,
(cditor;, Aimg of Education (ilew York: Toachers Jollcuge
Presc,1970, ix-xix) .

‘Ceoe, for cxnmplc: I.3. D;r;;oh, "The Community
Theory and the Jewich Schcol Curziculum," Jowizh Lducaticn,
30,1, 24-33 (F211,1559); I.B. Jor “son, i ohe Coirmunrity Ldca
for JCWlxﬁ Zduca ulot,” Towich Edvc- tion, 24,35-33 (¢Wll
1653); Alcxandor Duchkin, ”Ehc uo_MaMLUJ ¢r1“31*lo in
Jeviich ZEducation," Juvich Bducation, 17, 2, 17-23 (Fall,
1946); Alcexemder Ducinicii, "ine Foosern of Community Jhisking
in Jcwish Zducation," Jowish Educntioxn, 35, 3, 136-147
(spring,1865).

C“or 2 dizcuzsion of the lozicel crit.oria of 'iphilo-
cophy' ond 'yﬁllo ovhy of cducation' zcc: Borry Chozon,
"The Limits of Enllouuphy of Bducotion'" op. cit.




C=17=

9Soc the onalyscs of the following concepts: 'indoc-
trination', Joeck Cohen, Judoizm in Democr - vic Socicty
(New York: The Reconsiructionict ireoc,l 964,rort 2; Chou-—
ter 1); ‘community', I.B. Berkson and Alcexarder Duchiin,
op. cit.; 'klal Yiscraoel', Simon Crocnbers, "ihe Role of
the Concept L'lal Yicrnel in Jewich Educcotion,'™ Jowich
Bducation, 32,3,137-146 (13562)

' OFor 0 digcuczizion of contemporary Jewich teacher
training ~nd zome of its problemc, ceo: Alixonder Duch-
kin, Comrorntive Ssudy of the Jewich Iooclhior Iroining
Schoolg il thac Jingoora, (Jorucalcns lnsvitute Of Coilbel-
porory Jewry, Hobrew University, 1970)

11, . . . .
for discuscions of analytic nhilosovhy of ecduca-

tion, sne: Israel Schelflcr, Phnilosovhy ond Zducation
(Boston: Allyn ond Bacon,Inc.,1080, lntroduction, pp.
1-11); Von Cleve llorriz, Lodorn iovemente in Education—
al Philocophy (Boston:Hougnton :ifilin Compoay,1G69, 17 3-

175).

121t mast be noted that the terms 'rotional rofloc-
tion', ‘criticcl analysis', 'philozovhical method! are
themaelves concepts whieh must be clucidated to be
truly ncecaningful., S

13Thcso four methods are discucced by Israel sSchefflor
in . hic Insroduction to the volume Fhilogcenhy ard Educnilon,

0p. cit.
14 S . . -
4mco ny comsents on this subjzct: Barry Chozon, "For-
srectives on the Profeciion of Jowich Tezehing," Jowichn -
Educztion, 40,1,24~29 (Lzrch,1970). _
5Seo, for cxample, the discussion of "the Itudy of
Bducation" in Scheffler'c Fniloconhy ond Educnt on,on. cit.
47-95, and J.7. Tibble (cditor;, suc study of saucoticn
(London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1966).




