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I would like to use the excuse of.three-qugrters of a céntury gone
[} by to talk generally and impressionistically aBout: philosophy and educa-
tion in retrospect and prospect. I will offer a kalaidoscopic reflec-
tion on the genesia of the field of education and qhe.evolution of phil-
osophy of education withip it. Simply put, ny theé}s will be that in ‘
the 20th céntury, thé/ﬁorld of education has g;own ?ery complex and we
must treat it as such if we are to be effectiQe"phiLOQOphgrs and educar

. . !
tors in the last quarter of this century.

Througboht my discussion, I.will be concerned mainly with two parts

i_‘ . - of the educational”cbmplex: the field of education.as}h'general branch

of research; study and professional training, and the field of philoaobhy
of education within it as a subject matter for teaching and scholarship.
My plan of attack is quite simple gndlstraightforward.i First I will of- -

- ..
L t

fer a brief clarification of my concerns, then tqtn'to draw a ‘impres- o f”

Spoos 478

sionistic sketch of developing and changi;g concqptiona[of the field of

education and philosophy of educatiop over the past éevénty—f VF years,

and finally; I will offer my readipg of the complexity of both the field

of education and philosophy of cation and what this _complexity may

L

~ 00002 S




e -2-"

¥ -

mean to the effortas of philsophers of education as they close out the

last quarter of the 20th century.
Q

I'm glad I'm speaking to fellow philosophers because there is much

-

 we have in common -that is not the dominant'currency'in other fields. By

[

our very nature and tréin%ng we are fefle;tive'and critical, ' Moreover,

we have the penchanf for/églg refl;ction and self critique.. bne of our
own number a-long4£ime go said, "The unexamined 1life is not worth 1liv-
ing," and we take thaﬁ/admonition to heért..‘Each of us, I'm aure;,has
seriously asked the qﬁéstions: what should I teach?r what should I write?
what function shqéid;l serve in the educational enterprise? Part of what
I wiil do-here today will bé.to récall gome of the dominant ansﬁérs,given
to these questions‘by philoéophers.of education in this century. But
more than that, I will try to highlight the complexity of thg context in
which such gueations are asked to show that simpié anawers will not suf- )

fice. Nor will simple'interpreta;ions of complex answers do the job.
. ! Iy -

Putting aside the rhetoric of "thesis" and "argument," my simp;e& :

purpose is réaily‘to invite you to reflect with me on our collective past

‘and shared present in an attempt to refocus our. critical skills on our

field* on our work, and on our future. I will be s;tisfied if i do- no
mo;é than turgiyou heads and minds in that direction even though I aléo
hope to suggest areas in need of fuller thought and keener definition by
pﬁilosophers of education in the last quarter of thie century.
Let me begin with a sketeh of what only a philosopher would dare
call histbry. I will assumeiyour general knowledge of American political,
) : .

secietal, and economic affairs since'the.turn of the century. These

should serve as contextual backdrop and a stream of consciousness recounting

»
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of them would include: industrialization, immigration, urbenizarion,
At

j?r; proSperity, depression, war, internation&l influence, economic af-
- fluence, television, computers, space technology, Vietnam, Watergate,
recession. This is also the century that witnessed the development of

(academically'respectable behavioral and social sciences ... psYcholOgy,
‘ C. N ’ T .
-anthropology, sociology, economics and political science. Through it alf}\\

the curve plotting numbers of people in school and years of schooling com-
‘pleted climbed upwerd dramatically until one tourth of our nation is now
in school.. We each have lived through a piece of that seventy-five years
and as educators studied, did graduate work, and taught in a field that
~didn't formally exist at this time one hundred years ego. |
,During the last quarter of the 19th century, the education of teach-

ers began to move frome"normal\schoole" into universities and the first
professorships in "education".were established.

By 1891 profeasorships in.education were reported'&n thirty-
one institutions, chairs of pedagogics combined with another
subject (usually philosophy) in forty-five more, and lecture-
ships in education in seven universities. [The historians
Edwards and Richey report that] many of the courses introduec-
*ed were poor in quality and probably no more advanced than some
found in normal schools. The courses, the chairs, and the in-
structors filling those chairB were generally looked upon as
something which evil times had foisted on the-university. Fac-
ulties were inclined to keep the work in education as meager

as outside pressure would permit and keep the relationship of
the department to the university as distant as possible ...

The reluctance on the part of the 'university to provide in-
struction and opportunities for research in education may be
attributed in part to the fact that until the end of the 19th
century the science of education had developed only a meager
content.l ’

!,

The dominant philosophy of education was Herbartian, a blend of rational-
igtic psychology, moral philosophy, and . derived directives for educational
tice. All this was to change rapidly in the three—quarters of a cen~

tury that lay.ahead.
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At the turn of the century the field of education was ready to begin
its developqgnt.on the ugiversity level. It was no accident that Déwéy
and i;mes were both philosaphers and ;sychoiogiate. The philosophy of
mind was on the verge of conversion toAEmpiridal paychology_g;g the cat-
alyst of "gcientific methpdf"' Beliefs ﬁhat discovery of laws of the mind
c&uld unlock the gates to effective education'and‘experiment'"prove" the
best ways to educate were easy;to come by. Boldly, the Herbartians re-
grouped and established the Nat;ohal Society for the Scientific Study of
Educa;ion in 1901. Although the word "Scientific" was to drep out of
that title éometlme later, it was precisely that ent;cing idea of develop-
ing a science qf education which engaged some of the Best mind: in uni-
versifies during the first ﬁért of this century. Men 1like Thorndike and
Judd led the movements in educational testing, measurement, and experi—
meﬁtql psychology. The develqpiné ability to count and measure education-
al phenomena led to a sufge of major school system surveys in‘the second
decade of this century. Altﬁough the intent of any particular school
systems in ordering surveys was self diagnos&ic and prescriptive, the re-

sult was a. gathering of data about the schools of the United States on

a scale which had never been done before. In 1918 Judd wrote ambitiously

and optimistically in his Introduction to the Scientific Study of Education:

. The science of education aims to collect by all available
‘methods full information with regard to the origin, develop~
ment, and present form of school practices and also full
information with regard to social needs. It aims to subject
present practices to rigid tests and comparisons and to
analyze all procedures in the school by experimental method
and by observation. It aims to secure complete and definite
records of all that the school attempts and accomplishes ...
And in the light of such studies the science of education
is to suggest such enlargements and modifications of school
practices as seem likely to provoke the evolution of the
education system.

-
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" This quotation encapsulates'quite neatly the dominant view of the

form and function tnat the field of education was seen to possess. It
. “ . : : v
would gather all the data required and experimentally test for appropri-

. ) i b
ate means of education and then let those who would do the daily busi-

o

‘ness. of educating proceed on their course with the sureness of.an en-

\

gineer building a bridge; informed, of course, about their final des-

tination by the philosopher. By the late 1920's and culminating in the

work of W.W. Charters, the belief that by means of a reductiod of school

objectives to their smallest parts one could "engineer" the perfect curric-

DR 3

" ulum reached its pinnacle. This was "scienfism" if not science at its

‘base level. Little more than a decade)laﬁer, in 1941 the Encyclopedia

of Educational Research was published containing the distilled results o

¢

of over 100,000 "scientific" studies of educational phenomena. An inter-

. A B - o \
esting appraisal of that effort is given by Brauner in his .stylistic -

’ : : ‘o

tracing of American Educational Theory:

Included [in the Encyclopedia] were g@nly detailed factual stud- ¢
ies - the more quantifiea, the betteﬁ\ Thelr inclusione seemed
to be quite .in-line with the kind- of research going on in the
behavioral sciences generally. What was not 80 apparent was

that such a collection of minute information, lacking a general
framework for coherent interrelation and interpretation, bore

a greater resemblance to the accimulation of a million fathom
readings by Mississippi river boat captains than to any care-

ful scientific investigation. Taken without reference to longi-
tude, latitude, time, sun, stars, or fixed positions on the
shore, some of the facts resembled marks on the side of the boat -
and others were as useful as crosses painted on the water ...
piled up like fathom readings out of countless logbooks, the
reported research in the Encyclopedia documented the state of
education as an intellectual discipline at the close of .pre

World War II....3 :

In a very fundamental‘way, i do not think that this shotﬁgun, eclectic '
approach to educational research has changed’ very much since 19414 as

an examination of any recent annual program for the American Educational -

A
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‘Resgarch Association will quickly attest. ‘In fac;?\ht‘én N.I.E. invita-

[

tigonal meeting last summéf of almost one hundfed educational scholars con-
‘ LI - . .
cérned with research on teaching, the dominant and recurring plea:was '
: ' e poearw

i : - T
for some common :conceptual or theoretical framework which would alléﬁ*iqs( C

cumulativauand intergrated research to be ddﬂe.ﬁ/ In all faiinessr‘how—

N . P : . . E
ever, one should recognize that there are parallel problems in other ac-\_ .

ademic fields'directed-at the study of human behavior and interaction.

Moreover, one should not discount the very real efforts on the part of

educational”hscientists"jto'regroup and set the sciehtifie study of :edu- ' K:}

3

catfon on firmer fédti@g in this lastﬁquarteg century. Names like Cron-
bach, Gage, Flanders, Bellack, .R. Thorndike, B.0. Smith, et. al. should -

bring tb‘nind serious and succeasgul recent efforts in this 'direction.

Buf this éffort to "sciéntize" fhe field of education 1s but one strand b

—

.in the weave of this story. ‘

‘ v Do
. -

Let me return to.the turn of the century and look more closely at
R . ; s

*

o ( .

philosophy of education writ large and small. There were Herbartians as
- . : . . . t
we have mentioned, but their numbers were few. There were also other and

genuine philosophers who }anged over all of the universe to find the prop-
. {

er directions for man and the educational prescripéions thaﬁ followed *
therefrom. :These two types we;e essentia}ly in thévminority. Far more

prevaleﬁt at th;.universities and col}eges in the teaching of courses in
"géne;al pedagogy" or "general principles of educatibn;" (seémingly in-

terchangable titles with no ‘guarapitee that the subject matter would be

L
the same) were more ordinary men.
. )

Brauner refers to them as purveyors

of "rhetoric and opinion, at best [deliverers of] cracker barrel social

philosophy, ... [at worsty journaliéts,] ... men not. professionally train-

»

ed.in philosophy,"6 but ‘seemingly quite willing to éngage "in speculating

z
2
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‘about life and instruction, [and] in practice-centeééd talk of question-

. 0 (‘-
able utility."’ of course, we all know that Dewey pablished Dem emocracy

and Education in 1916 and that that book grew out of his lectures in phi-

_ losophy of education .at Chicago and Columbia. But in 1975 at least, it's"

L]

-

beginning to look as if there is only one Dewey to a century and we can
be fairly sure that such fare was not commonly to be found in courses on
the philosophy of education taught by others. ]
In'roughly the first quarter of the century, then,fthere were proB—
ably three general modes of coming at the teaching of the philosophy of
education. 1) rare, but rigorous original philosophical thought some-
times merged with the "scientific attempt" to test in the crucible—of

-~

practice the principles' advocated; 2) less rare attempts t0'derive from

"1he,philosophical'stances of Herbartianism; or realisn or‘idealism prin-

: ciples and rubrics for educating, and 3) more often’ what Brauner devas-

tatingly calls "mere journalistic thought" and cracker barrel philosophy.

Summing up the aituation,—Brauner remarks that "by 1930 the issue
had become whether education as a research discipline and as talk for pro-
fessional training would emulate either the tortoise, by attempting the
careful-observation and description-of thevexisting gonditions, or the ‘
hare, by building speculative utopias of how things should be. It was

>

8o’ difficult to be literal and extensive in inquiry that the temptation
to be iiterary and comprehensive held great appeal."8 The way of phi-
losophizing_about education,seemed to be set.

The oft told tale of the progressive education movement need not be

repeated here, but we should note that it roughly spanned the first half

of this century and was the dominant mode of attack on the formalism and

rigidity of 19th century schooling. As a general movement in American

| 00008 S
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, (8 . ,
education, its demise ia\}robably best explained by the dominanc% in its

ranks of?harespover tortoises and "band wagoneers" over concert’ﬁastere.
Nonetheless, part‘of what it meant to be a philosopher of education 1in
this period was taken up with the.task of defenqgﬁg or attacking the "pro—‘
gressive doctrine." It was a rather illusive philosophical battlefield
for as Boyd Bode remarked in 19;8, "the fact that the progressive move-
ment has never come across with an adequate philosophy of education war-_'
rants the presumption that it does not have any."9 Suffice it to say here
that indeed theibattles were real between pragmatists, idealistists, real~
ista, perennialiéts;,essentialists, traditionalists and any other "ist"
we might add to the 1list. Teaching, writing, and functioning as an edu--
cator took complete dedication of one's being to a view of man and the -
universe which was True. )

I would contend, however, that - the real change in our field, philos- |

5

ophy of education, came not with- progressive éducation, but with the ad-
‘vent of the invention of the foundations couries in the 1930's and the
move by some philosophers of education into the realm'of "social recon~-
struction."” Many factors converged to bring the foundations approach about:
The conception as well as the clientele of the American high school had
changed radically. Not only were more students in attendance, but ‘a newer

view of high school as a terminal education for the general student was

developing and chailenging its less "practical" singular college prepara-

tory function of the past. The ideal of education for all beyond literacy

- and toward good citizenship, general cuiture, and sound vocation was com-

ing of age. And, in the field of education itself, as it attempted to

0

become a“scientiﬁic discipline, it became more highly specialized and the

. P“

—
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-praliferation of courses andfesearch~findings in the various schglizéy
- -~ \ . w .

approaches to the study of education demonstrated the great need forﬁj)_

some broader conceptual framework within which to locate thé masses of
data being collected. Mogeov;r, thé promise of fact upon which,to base
prescription was not‘fully‘kept and it became clearer and ‘clearer, given
the massés~o {teachers whéwheeded to be trained, that they required an
opportunity jto form a compféhensivé’ﬁelief systém which Qould inspire them
to direct their best efforts toward the terminal goals of general sé;o;dj
ary education. 'Finaliy, and not the least important and ﬁefhaps the most
precipitous, was the Géeat Depr;ssionlitselﬁ.which rent:the sogial fabric .
and forced social conscie;ce on everyone,éhd was togched by if;”ﬁut mos£ '
especially by those in the field of eduéétion who took: seriously George
Counts' guestion of 1932, "Dare The'School Build a épcial'Order?" and

answered resoundingly, "Yes!"

A‘quarter century later, in 1957, my colleague the historian R. Free- -
3 N . .

man Butts replied to a query regafding the origins and dgveldpment of the

foundaeidns idég at Teachers College Columbia University during this peri-

P

od with the following reflections: -

The social crisis of the depression led to the belief that we
needed courses that would deal with gocial issues and education.
[But also] course offerings in most higher institutions had be-
come highly specialized ... so foundation courses were designed
to overcome the specialization represented by separate ‘courses
in history of- education; philosophy of education, psychology of
education, sociology’ of education, comparative education, and
educational economics. This effort drew upon the survey or in-
tegrated course ideas that were being developed ih‘Coanmporary
Civilization at Columbia and .elsewhere. Some courses were actu-
ally tauﬁht by panels of instructors representing different ] -
fields.! | _— -

‘But, 1t is'not Just the development of -a very different format for

teaching philosophyfag education iﬁ the 1930's; it was also an important

- 00010 - -
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indicator of a reconceptualization of the field of education itself. To

r

~the two dimensions of scientific research and philosophical description
- of ends was added the tasks of interpreter of scholarship and rebuilder
of soclety. The role of the educator was not merely to be the university

scholar and researcher, teacher of teachers, removed from the world. He

)
7

was to be an active social agent infusing the teacher-to-be with the vi-
sion of the proper social world needed to overcome the ugly realities of
the moment and reach the promised land of the future society of Man. 1In

its strongest formg this meant" social engineering and an initiation into\

the democratic tradition which some just might call "indoctrination and

did!

A 5 ' i :
The:story of this movement and the major philosophers who were in-

4

volved in it, Kilpatrick, Rugg, Childs, et. al., is beautifully told in

C.A. Bowers' book, The Progressive Educator in the Depression: __The Rad-

ical Years. He argues that the early efforts during the depression at

social reconstruction culminated in the writing of the book in 1943, The
-

Improvement of Practical Intelligence, co-authored by four former presi-

\ B

dents of the Philosophy of Education Society. Bruce Rapp its first presi-

dent, George Axtelle, Kenneth Benne,' and B.O. Smith. ' .
Like the early reconstructionists these men started with the
thesis that the growth of science and technology is the "chief
dynamics" of .social change. These forces had made society a
highly interdependent, specialized, and delicately balanced
system. The reconstructionists .believed that such a society
could not tolerate individuals who are not aware of the .
social implications of their actions. Continual contest
between private and public interests threatened to slow the
advance of technology and to ultimately lead to the disin-
tegration of society. The only way to avert the social -
crisis that would result from the ability of individuals and -
gFEhps to reach agreement on social issues was to find a
method for solving problems in a truly, democratic manmer.

- The problem, as a reconstructionist saw it, was primarily

~

[l{[lc | 00011
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one of education. People would have to be taught new meth—
. ods of thinking and new techniques of cooperation’ and more
- o effective communi}ation in groups. In short, people would
' have to learn,the method of what the reconstructionists
called "democratic deliberation" ... The new society was tb
v v be a "uncoerced community of persuasiOn "1 . .

Once again, philosophers of education had offered the "final solu-

1

" tion,” the aim of a proper democratic education. They. fearlessly-assert
ed that through the schools a new social order could be' built! "Their
o dream has a tempting and timely ring to it today, but it remains largely
. V/m£ﬁ R .

Before moving to the last 25 yeers, we should recapitulate in cap- ~ -

A

a ' sule form some of the choices available-to-philosophers of education which"

an unrealized dream unfortunately.

b

will be reflective of the state of the art at mid century. The first half
'~ of this century providedvlicense for philosophers of'education to teach
or preach Dewey, question or attack "the doctrine," or develop other phil—
s osophical views from which principles of'education_could be derived,'or ‘
use philosophical.systems to classify, interpret and understand'varietiesf
of professional practice, or talk hare-~like about: educational issues in
a foundation course or reconstruct éociety~or +++ remember,’ there always ’
will be a Plato? Rfusseau, Pestalozei‘and froebel to talk about .... etc..
Ifuthis'variegatedifielder's choice was available to philosophers of edu-

* . « : 4 . o

cation at mid century, then is it any wonder that the 1956 Harvard Educa-

tional Review symposium on the aims and content of philosophy of education

should read like a patchwork quilt of these possibilities and- many more.,
(Some even raising_the question of whether philosophy of education was a

£ .
legitimate field of scholarly ‘inquiry.) ) 2

The'Harvard Educational Review symposium contained the thoughts of .

25 well known philosophers'and philosophers ofveducation and was a reply

' . 00012
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of sorts to two earlier papers on the topics: "How Philosophicsl Can
Philosophy. of Education Be?" by Harry Broudy and "Is a Philosophy of Ed-
ucation Necessary?" by K%ngsley Price. The symposium is quite'fascinating.
on msny counts not the le&st of which gseems to be the emerging agree-

ment on the part of some of[the contributors following Broudy and Price

in the. belief that the analysis of distinctively educationsl ideas
vprobablx would be an important task forlthe philosopher of education to
perform in the future,(among Other things, of course) Beyond that there
seems to be little aggeement about anything' in the discussion of aims and
fcontent of philosophy of education except, perhaps, it should be done with
real philosophical rigor and even that point is not made by most. An
interesting missing element was any serious tslk about the "isms" of- phi—
losophy ‘of education and any ‘battles of different schools being waged.»
From the perspective of _twenty yeats later, it appea;s to this observer,
- at least, that this might be- accounted for quite simply b f%he fact’ that
) philosophy of education had been pretty well dominated bxgébe prsgmatic—
social reconstructionist camp for the proceeding twenty-five years and
there was an emerging recognition in the 50'8 -for the need to make phi-
losophy of education legitimate by grounding it firmly in philosophy. The
move to make philosophers first and educ¥tors second rath@r than the

other way around was clearly underway. For many trained in this field
since 1960, the effect of thisgsubtle movement will be understood as it
.will also, I am sure by those who were trained prior to 1950.

In fact, in all the sub fields‘;nd speclalities of education, the

last dozen years orvso have witnessed the move towaﬁd more "academic re-

spectability" via the route of study and grounding in established schol-

arly disciplines. The‘curriculum reform that Sputrnik brought and the

[N
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thrust.for the acquisition of basic knowledge was not eonfined to secon-
dary‘edueétion alone. In'graduate education‘genermlly, more and mnre re-
finements were‘made in'academic specializations and aharéer tools honed
to do the echnlarly job. Meanwhile, 5uet as normal echoole had turned
into teachers colleges in the early part of this. century, the 1960°'s _
found them in the process of metam;iphoeie in:o mnore reepect&ble" liberal
arts state colleges in name if not in. fact. No matter how one nnewered

‘. A .

.Walton and Kuethe's question of 1961, "Is education a discipl:lne?"12 it:

wag clear to everyone at their conference that education was a firmly eg- .
tablished university subject worthy’ of serious study and offering doctor—

~—

al degrees in 3 vast array of specialization. Over the last dozen years.

" at the graduate ecnool I know best, Teachers College, Columbia Univergity, - 2

I saw a major and sustained recruiting effort reeult in the attraction |

to the inetitution of a large number of first-rate scholnrs in the behav~ o
loral and social sciences and in other disciplined based fielde.' Their

| contribution to the aubstance, science and policy making-of education

has been quite impressive and it is just beginning.

»There were changes in.philosophy of education during this peridd al-
eo‘ﬁith which many.of us are quite familar. Five years ago I presented a
peperl3 at the annual meeting of this Society eketcning the development

of linguistic and anal&tic'wqu in philnsophy og education through.;he
50's and 66'8. Admittedly it was a very narrow view of what happened in

our field during those years, dealing only with the growth of linguistic

analysis, but as one of my respondents, Jim McClellan summed it up in his

incredibly subdued style as he referred to his own role in the movement"
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e in retrospect; we were trying to draw a line and deéénd
it: the line was marked: Beyond this point no more bull-
shit! Perhaps it wasn't the most daring or politically sig-
nificant stand ever taken by a self-conscious group of phi~-
losophers of education, but it was ours dnd we were proud
_of it at the time.l4 ‘
A broader én& more inclusiye view of the development of philosophy of edu-
cation during the 1960's would have to recognize the attempt of most of
our membership, regardless of their persuasion or age, to make pﬁiloebpﬁy
of education wmore ph;losophical in tﬁe acadenic cense. In one importmn;
senée, the "position" or "echoold or "tradition" that one came from or
stood on didn't‘matter as ﬁ;ch as the rigér with which one philoeophi;ed.
Reépect for philosophicaliy sound argument re&ched‘beyond the base of
alignment with existential, phenomenological, pragmﬁtic, analytic of.ahy
'qther "philosophy" as lbng as it was philosophy and recognizable as such
by‘people rigérously trained in the philosophical traditipn, .Another line
was being drawn: no amateurs allowed! ' .
® .

I saw a whole cadre of worried professors of foundations of education
at the American Educational Studiéa Aaéociﬁtioq 1974 fall meeting recently
held in New York. This contingent came to Teachers College to hear a nuﬁ-
ber of profesgsors from what had Seen the Department of Socimi and Philo-
sophical Foundations of Education.speak.about "Foundatiéns Then and Now."
Essentialiy my colleagues reported that we had done away with foundationa
at Teachers College as evidenced by our new mame, the "Division ofiPhilos-
ophy, the Social Sciences, and Education." And in the place of founda-
tions we have‘individual philosopﬁefﬁfﬂii;torians, anthropologists, econ-

omists, political scientists, and socidlogists, whom we urge to do serious

and scholarly stﬁdies in their corner of the field of education. ' In al-~

most an inhumane and certainly insensitive way we were saying that in effect

“
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Teachera College-had done away with the fieldiwe had inVQntei,.diaaeminat-
ed acrogs the country, and trained people in;.and now‘we were yreporting
to those whom we had grmntei our benevolence‘either directly or indirect-
ly that they‘nere obsolete. Though I publicly'éhaotizen my .colleagues,
I'n afraid t;:re was little I could do to help thooe[oho stood there in
need of'juetification for amateurism in the pursult of educational wisdom
and the tj&ining of teaohfé%ls The way of the futurg secems not to be the
way ofhthe generalist; '

lhie leads us by a rother circuitous route to assay the current state
of affairs in the field of education and in philosophy of education. I

e

apologize for the sketchiness of my drawing of the past, but I wanted to

5

be impressionistic and let you f111 in ard find your own place in the fluid-
[\ v

intellectual development of the field you've chosen for your'life{s wark.
I know I ve left out iany things, not the leaat of which are some major
problems and issues in the minds of- many.right now, i.e. the job market

or lack of it and the threat of performance based teacher educatiou. I've

>
done this because I wanted to avoid the_reaI but narrowing concerns of the
............. Cfe :
present 80 that I could float before your ooneciOuaness three things at

N

"‘\1 T
once: the dYnamic growth of schooling an& education on all levels and

of all sorts in this century, .the, development of the field of education
as a field of soholarly study, and the formalizing of a snbject called
philosophy of education. They need to beibefore you all ét once if we're
to have a sound sense of where we are at and where we might be. I turn
now to the present and what I take to be an adequately representative
perception of the sense and feelings oﬁ most of us.

" N
t
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< Like gho field,of education itself in thio lagt quarter century, we
0
philoeopherd of ed cation ave been "regrouping." We have eearched for

a more regponsible and eepectable view of philoseply of education. We
.8eem to be less willing than thermajorityrof our predecessors in the
‘firot half of this century to £¥y to chart _the course of education by

describing the universe and man'e place in it. We algo seem less willing.

“

to don the armour of the Knighthood of the Democratic Society ond re-

construct the aocial vrder. «Aa?our views of what we ehould be about have

!

changed, it hean t helped in’ thia last quarter century that ‘the world and

o

our colleagueﬂ from the other parta of the field of education still look g? :
. LI .?::«:}

to us to do these thinge. ,“ ' e
538

‘ “In thesge Iaat years we have eought responsibility and respectability
;by/fuller iﬁmersion in andlmerger with'general academic philoeophy. ‘But

pe haps unlike the philosopher of history who writes no history or the

p ilosopher of science who does no ecience we often feel separated and SN
alienated from the down to earth business of education as if somehow we

have let the practitioner down by . doing acholarly philoeophical work.

We feel guilty because we are decla;ed philosophers of education and we

have a -sense of responsibility to education to make a difference not Just

‘in philosophy, but in education as it is prﬁcticed.‘ We want to have Bsome

effect on the field.of.education‘and these are noﬁ?e and proper feelings.

- But to be able to link -our feelinge to appropriate actions, we need

. ¢
to better‘know who we are, " where we came from, and where we might go.
' :&

We need a reasonable view of what constitutes respectable philosophical

A activity. We need a role analysis which untangleplthe mix of our major

‘\v\b

functions and gives some perspective to our choices, and finally, we

need a way to think about the field of education which will help us locate

L o001y
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ourselves ag cotworkers in”that field. To these ends, my final remarke

are addressed. - .
If we have learncd anything in this century, I hope it is that there

9

is no eimple an_.er to,the question wbat is philosophy over and above

Tow 9 r < * - '

the obvious that it 15 a rational, reflective, critical activity which

_can‘be done well or podrly and hopefully is carried on by open;mindeﬁ

and good willed people. No "achool" has all the answers; no approach a
direct path to the Truth; and no single feature identifies philosqphy and

separates it from all other modes of inquiry.

.
»

~1 think that Clive Beck boldly sums up what we all should know when

he tells us that "philosophy's distinctiveneasfaa an inquiry lies not in
a few unique features which are common to all instances of philosophical

&

activity, but in a unique configuration ofvtypical interests, emphases,

* and approachea, displayed over a wide range of philosophical activities."16

He identifies a number of these typical features of philosophizing and = %

~ includes such things-aa: qoncerﬂ’for "abstract questions" and "intellec-

e
tual puzzles," fbr 'generality and perspective,' concern with "deVeloping

and employing strategies of cognition" and ' analyzing what goes on in
other disciplinas, "clarifying meaning, developing concepts,'esta%%isﬁ:
ing frames of reference, and in general providing the intellectual tools

for the thought and observation involved in answering substantive ques-

' tions,'_gg.;gl.17*-uis list could be added to, modified, and more fully

developed, perbaps, but his point is well taken. It 1s with the shared
family resemblances of the many things we do and pay attention to'in'our
inquiries and arguments and it is our shared standards of logical rigor
and reasonable’argument that mark us as philosophers first and last no

matter what'phenomenon‘intrigues or engages us. Hopefully, we also have

. 00018 . o
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learned that one of the surest roads to learning how to be a philosopher
1s to train with and apprentice oneself to first-rate philosophers either
in person or through their works. The second-rate won't ever do; nor w111.
.amateurism, pseudo.scholarehip, or eloganeering. |

Though we may perform many functions and play other roles, we know
we are philosophers first and that the respect for our work directiy’de-‘
pends on our integrity as scholars, - But‘he'are aléo teachers. Sometimes
we seek to instruet the public, sometimes our colleagues,‘and sometimes.

our students. Should the Harvard Educationel Review run another symposium

today on the same topic as ité,195§£§ensiderat10n1of aims and content of
philosophy of education, I would expect a-eimilarﬁﬁide range of divergent
views from the contributors. (I would expect the same also from an issue
devoted-to the consideration of the‘epprOpriate aims and content of teach-
=ing eesthetics. ﬁaybe that tells us something!) We might, however, ex-
trapolate from Beck's broad view of philosophical inquiry and argue that
. there are a number of typical pdrposes for which instruction in the phi=-
lpsophy of education might be given and in eny'particular segment of euch
instruction, any number of these might be operative.» Among such tygical
aims might be: provision of general ph11080phica1 perspective or what
Broudy calls "interpretive" knowledge, development of criticaiﬁlogical-
analytical skills, appreciation or construction of "cognitive maps" or
conceptual frameworks for viewing and‘ordering the edfchtional process,
nurturing the develo;ment of a'reflective disposition, creating an aware-
ness of value questions and developing techniquee_for deeling with them,
etc. I could go on as all of you well might, but it_seeme to me infre-~
quen£ if not imposeibﬁe to Fbach an}ene philosophy of education without

trying to achieve a number of such purposes. Furthermore, I submit that

/J
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1y, we also play the role of "educationist," co=worker in the field of

.of the field in its current state of development: Many:models, metaphors

its complexity and hence suggeste the fecundity of a Eield in need of a

this is a more accurate reflection of what we are about in our teaching as-

.

philoeophere of education than would be any eimple aim—goal-purpgee state-

ment that anyone has yet written or will write. And, except when the- ‘ L
learning of specific content is our goal, the variety of content we night

choose to achieve our multiple purposes is copilous and-ae different as

differing modes of tranepottetion whichk can be used to carry one‘to the

same destination. We could hope for the development of a better map of

the options, but even if we get one, we should never abdicate our respon-

sibility for choosing destinations and the Vehicles as well as the routes'

e
o

to travel. This 1s not to preach eclecticism, but to accept legitimate
complexity and pluralism and to put the burden of making good philosophi-
cal and pedagogical sense where it belongs, on the indiVidual who would

teach philosophy of education to etudenta, colleagues, special publics,

or to the world at large. *© ﬁ '

=,

I have touched on our function& as scholars and teachers, but clear-

&
educati@hal research and profeseiodbl training. We need a sense of what

Ve . o
we mighﬁ do in such a capacity and we also need a more adequate conception

i“
gt

+ ' ' s - b
and analogies have proved useful in the past in highlighting important

features of education both as a social pr0cese and as a field of study.
Yetlve &now.full,well that all analogle81treak down at some.polnt and
that'on occasion_euch comparisons can do mere harm than good. Nonetheless,
I would like to use the analogy of architectute to sketch eoge aspects

.

of a view of educatjion which I believe reflects our growing aﬁareness of

00020 - = -



* variety of philosophical inqqiries.v' ) v

Architecture lends itself most readily'to the suggegtive drawing out

S
-~

of a description of a complex field vhich 1% neither simole~art nor be-
A

coming precise science, is both like and unlike engineering and medicine,
and is beyond the simple—minded view of applied fields being essentially

the direct use'of previously acquired knowledge and skill invpractical
situations. The aesthetic dimension of architecture goes‘beyond the sin—

gularly means-énds, instrumental application of knowledge and skill re-

quired in such fields as engineering and medicine. It makes room in a
. ¢
very important way for style and congern with form a§ well as fﬁnction.

It makes room for the critic and for the cultivation of good tastel It

Y

. puts a prehi on. imagination and creativeness and use of what is. known

and available/in the design of what might be both useful and beautiful{[
The architect does not seek one perfect form to serve all functions and o

all clientsu He seeks the best fit of environment, material client needs

' b

and desires nd’ ther creates an appropriate form. The client literally

E

lives in the ‘space designed and constructed for him by\the architect much
as the educated person "lives" in the mind-space provided by his culture
‘and schooling. .

As a social institution, as a hunsn°process, as a field\of study and "
professional traifiing, education is a highly complex -affair not simply

rendered "clarified" by distinguishing between these three senses of the
\\
use of the term. There 18 a curious and complex mixture here, convoluted

<

and interwoven much like the elements of architectyre are, I euspect, and

! :

much in need of reoonceptualization and clarification beyond any simple three- |

‘ fold~dinstinction. Is thére a dimensien in education like the aesthetic
s =

00021
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dimension of architecture which forces fundamental-gonsideratibns beyond

N &

tﬁewinétr ental? Perhaps it is the gultural-humanistic.or the socidl-.
ethical or, as the Neo-Marxist would have it, the political. Is the un-

derlying roncept of "design" fundamental to both flelds? Herbert Simon

: , . i
hink 8o when he 'says "everyone designs who devises courses of !

ed at changing existing situations into preferredAones... de-
A 3 R | ’ 3 - 4
;ign, 80 |construed is the core of all professional training; it is the
principl

mark that distinguishes the professions from the sciences. =~ = -

,ucation, laé,~énd medicine are all eésentiallyiésncerned with the process -

A~

of desig M8 Are the. "mind-spaces" we help people construct more like

to . » , PR -
Phil Phenix's Realms of Meaning, "ways of knowing" developed by mankind - : ,

reene's ekfhten;%al,;nd subjective multiple realities and multi-

o PR3

'pleAuni‘ersés of"meaniﬁg?,

the redl complexity of a field thch grew like topsy in this century. It

is not{so much that older phiidéophical queétfons have been anéwered by

enomena. . : o co ® : .

Fortunately, as the field of education has‘becomé‘ﬁofe complex we

00022 '
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fyl - issues and problems as well as having better training and better tools -

. - , _ ‘
to deal with them.’ For example, the Commisaion to Analyze Education es-

meeting on  the philoeophical dimension of "such diverae contemporary topics

ag: accountability, individualization of instruction, deachooling, career

A +

f« ) education, reverae‘diacrimination, alternate schools, systema approaches

to education, a taxonomy for education innovations, ﬁ@rformance based

teasherAeducation, and humanistic education. “.And, just 5 few years ago
’ : N " ) . K 2
- _ you will'recall ‘the 1972 NSSE Yearbook (Part I) was devoted to.a large

‘scale attack on “the problems of The Philoeophical Redirection of Education-

S - al Research. Here- at this meeting a glance at your programs will ahow the
divérsity of»topi@aato be-given serious philosophical;treatment by our o
memberahip over the next few daya; In a word, we have~become .,. quite
properly ... autonomous gadflies; forcing philoaophical thought and cri-

: tical reflection wherever it mAy'be néeoed in the complex arena o?‘educa—

. tional theory, practice, policy and reaearch at this the three_quarters

_ mark of the 20th century L _ '
Thus, it is nice to end.at the beginning. My purpose in all this
you will'recall was tb'turn your head both backward‘and'forward ... getting
. a sense of the past by léafing through old photo albums, filling in much
of the immediate‘past'with your owntekperience, and finallyklooking.gtl.
the present realiatically ...vrecognizing its complexity and its demands
K e ‘-aa we face the task of building a future diféerent from the pﬁé&. If my
. perception of the present 1is accur&te, we begin this last quarter as pro-

ST “feesional gadflies. The role is an old and noble one which makes skill

* and ability as well as intelleJ::al honesty'and a willingness to accept

00023

‘tabliehed by vote of this Society two years ago will be reporting at this -
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\. ones ignorance as a starting point. Where or what we,shall be at the end

'ofjthis century 1s impossible to orecégt,but at least I'm sure there will -~

have: been a good many real and efulkphildsophical questions asked along:
the way [by the likes of us] tonmkgfihé journey through educational fields
. both interesting and worthwhile! -
. oo ’! .
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