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It is no longer as diffcult to lo-
cate reading matter on the Jewish

day school in the United States as
it used to be. The various media of
information on Jewish education

were frequently permeated with
prejudice against the day school or
at best impregnated with ignorance
a bout it. Only rarely was there any
effort on the part of the Jewish edu-
cational profession or the commu-
nity to issue informative, objective

analyses of a type of school which

made its way in the face of overt
opposition and determined denigra-
tion.

This peculiar, biased posture to-
ward the Jewish day school, which
stil penists today in the face of
evidence and logic, stems from a
variety of factors. It may have
arisen from the cireumstance that

the earliest proponents of the ye-
shivah during the past eight de-

cades were individuals who, fully
devoted to the perpetuation of the
Torah, tried to stem the advance of
assimilation. Such persons were of
old-world background, financially
underdeveloped, outlandish in ap-

pearance, and inarticulate in the
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language of the land. Their schools

were characterized by unimpressive

buildings, inadequate facilities, and
old-fashioned teaching methods. In
brief, to the well-established and

well- heeled Spanish-Portuguese and
German Jews, who had made what
they regarded as a satisfactory ad-
justment to the American milieu,
the East European Jews' yeshivahs

of the late nineteenth and early

twentieth century must have con-
sÜtuted a challenge and a possible

threat to their cultural complacency
and social security. In addition,

some of the newcomers who were
less than dedicated to Torah ideals
and education, may have felt un-
easy about the new institutions and
connected them somehow with the
despised Heder-type of schooL.

In any event, there developed in

various Jewish circles attitudes of
distrust, fear, discouragement, and
direct opposition to the growth and
development of the yeshivahs.
Those who were dubious about the
schools did not donate. Those who
were activistic reacted with ridicule .
and roadblocks. It should not be
imagined that anti-yeshivah att-
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tudes were characteristic of the an-
ti-religious and the nonreligious

only. Even among the committed
there were some who were con-
vinced that the yeshivah had no
place in the alien soil of America.
Some, indeed, were of the opinion
that the public school and the sup-
plementary Hebrew classes were
adequate for the American Jewish

youngsters. Thus, the board of
trustees of Congregation Shearith

Israel in New York City, decided
in 1864 that it was ". . . inexpe-

dient at the time to take any part
in the establishment of Jewish Free

Schools (with combined religious-
secular curriculumJ believing that
the Public Schools already estab-
lished are all suffcient for the edu-
cation of Jewish children aided by

the Hebrew Schools now in exis-
tence under the supervision of the
respective Hazanim of the different
Congregations,"1 This decision was
evidently an outcome of the failure
of the Polonies Talmud Torah
School, reorganized in 1855 as an
all-day school with a religious-sec-
ular course of study, to survive

after a year.2

After the modern yeshivah
movement was inaugurated with
the establishment of Yeshivath Etz
Chaim in 1886 in New York City,
the struggle for physical survival

began. When it became evident
that this institution and those
opened in later years could not be
forced out or wished away, it be-
came fashionable for opponents to
resort to derogation when discuss-
ing yeshivahs or simply to omit
any mention of them. To judge
from a document by Samson Ben.
derly3 in 1912, the "Jewish religi-

ous schools" in New York City
consisted of Sunday schools, syna-
gogue and institutional schools, Tal-
mud Torahs, and chadarim, but
the parochial schools, such as the
Rabbi Jacob Joseph School (found-
ed about 1901) did not even exist.
This bulletin, it is worth noting,

revealed that, of the 200,000 Jew.
ish children of compulsory school

age in Greater New York in 1910-
1911, only about 50,000, or 25
per cent, received any religious
education, even of the Sunday
School variety. 4 The omission of a
thoroughgoing type of religious
education did not seem to trouble
Dr. Benderly in the least.

A disciple of Benderly, Alexan-
der M. Dushkin, in his doctoral
dissertation on Jewish education
in New York City, published in
1918, offered historical and current
information about yeshivahs, but
felt constrained to be highly criti-
cal and felt free to lay down a
blueprint for transforming them in-
to the type of institution which he
considered proper for America.
Furthermore, he issued a warning

that the Jewish parochial school

program ". . . is fraught with dan-
ger for America and the American
Jew," since it aimed "to subject the
Jewish child completely to Jewish

influences . . ." and the resultant

sectarianism ". . . may undermine
the spirit of tolerance which is

among America's proudest aims."5
Dr. Dushkin was convinced that
the American Jews were ". . . op-
posed to the parochial idea in edu-
cation. Of the sixty-five thousand

children who receive Jewish train-
ing in New York City, for example,
less than one thousand ar~ taught
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in Jewish parochial schools. The

separation betwe~n State and
Church is a basic concept in Amer-
ican national organization."6 He

saw the yeshivah, however insigni-
ficant numerically and insecure fi-
nancially it may be, as a divisive
influence in American life. "The
parochial school, whether religious
or national, if conducted on a
large scale, seems to be dangerous
both to the American policy and
to the common welfare of the
groups within it."7 An analysis of
Dushkin's statements regarding the
yeshivah wil reveal virtually all
the arguments stil currently in
vogue to decry or denigrate the
Jewish day schooL. It may well be
assumed that, while some of the
criticisms may be the product of
Dushkin's own thinking, the total-
ity of the negativistic atttude was
a reflection of the views of others
of his and the previous generation.

The negative sentiment among
professional Jewish educators to-
ward the yeshivah continued along
these lines as the movement in-
creased in tempo, but not always

to the same degree. Emanuel Ga-
moran's doctoral dissertation, like
Dushkin's, accepted at Teachers
College of Columbia University,
devoted in 1924 nearly half of its
content to the Jewish curriculum

in America. This study lavished

but a few lines on the day school,

and these with negativistic slant.
"Efforts have been made to trans-
plant some of the educational in-
stitutions of Eastern Europe, the
Heder, the Yeshivah, the Eastern-

European Talmud Torah. All these
attempts have failed. The new con-
ditions required new means."8 With
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these words, Dr. Gamoran an-
nounced the demise of the day
school movement, but strangely
enough for a scientifically oriented
Ph.D. thesis, without benefit of
documentary evidence. Moreover,
"In America or any other free
country it is neither possible, nor

in the opinion of the writer, de-
sirable, to have that kind of a dis-
tinctive Jewish school system that
wil take upon itself the complete
responsibilty for the education of

the child."9 Thus, ran the Gamoran
argument, even if the yeshivah
system should be resurrected, it
would do the American Jewish
community no good. The school
must reflect the outlook and values
of the American society, which is
non-Jewish; hence, the yeshivah,

with its emphasis on Jewish religi-
ous tradition, does not reflect Amer-
ican life, whereas ". . . the school
that can best perform the function
of a reflector is the American pub-
lic school."lo

Sampling the literature of the
following decade, let us consider

Israel S. Chip kin's report in 1937

on a quarter-century of Jewish
education in the United States.
After some four pages of relatively
factual data on the yeshivah, or all-
day school as he termed it, Mr.
Chip kin, educational director of

the Jewish Education Association
of New York City, concluded that
this type of school ". . . must always
remain the opportunity of the ex-

clusive few."ll We may note the
intensity of the expression, "must,"
which might be interpreted as
evidence of some negativism.

In the 1940's, Uriah Zevi Engel-

man, director of the Department
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of Research and Information of
the American Association for J ew-
ish Education, stood out as an ar-
ticulate research worker and inter-
preter of Jewish education in Amer-
ica. Although he looked upon the
summer-camp schools and the
afternoon weekday schools as
"major educational institutions,"
he insisted that the "enduring qua-
lity" of the Jewish day school "is

yet to be tested."12 It was not nec-
essary for him to apply the same

judgment to the other schools. Nor
did he require that the "new phe-

nomenon" of the central bureau of
Jewish education be tested as to its
"enduring quality." There was no
trace in his brochure of the exis-

tence of the central bureaus of or-

thodox Jewish education - Torah
Umesorah and Vaad Hahinuch
Haharedi. In a more detailed and
documented work, issued in 1947,
Dr. Engelman was able to discuss
American Jewish education with-
out a single mention of the Jewish

day school.3
In his review of a half-century

of Jewish elementary education in

the United States, Leo L. Honor,
who held major Jewish educational
posts and also served as professor

of education at Dropsie College,

could not include the elementary

yeshivah in the coverage of the
study. He was able, however, to re-
legate all reference to the move-

ment to three footnotes. "Since it
is not within the scope of this paper
to describe the history of the vari-
ous types of Yiddish schools, the
growth and development of the
various types øf all-day schools and

the rise and development of new

patterns of Jewish education such

as the Jewish summer camp, pre-
school and parent education have

been omitted."14 However regret-
ful to Dr. Honor, it is rather odd
for the author of an historical es-
say in a respected historical series
to write about Reform Jewish edu-

cation in about six pages and to
fail to find room for the historical
development of the day schooL. This
is all the more striking when one
considers the author's statement

that the perennial problem of the
Reform one-day school was that
"too often, the teachers selected

lacked basic knowledge of the sub-
ject matter vvhich they were called

upon to teach as well as of the pe-
dagogic process."15 That such a
system deserves inclusion under the
rubric, "Jewish elementary educa-

tion," whereas the yeshivah keta-

nah is left out, even "with keen re-
gret," is inexplicable in a scholarly

series. Perhaps a clue to Dr. Ho-
nor's attitude might be inferred

from his comment that "the re-
markable growth of registration in
the Jewish all-day school is an in-
dication that parents who were un-
wiling to reconcile themselves to

attenuated forms of Jewish educa-

tion reverted to the other extreme

and decided to send their children
to an all-day school."16 After writ-

ing about one extreme, he was
evidently loath to look at the other

extreme-the elementary yeshi-
vah.

The fact of a rapidly-growing

Jewish day school movement made
an impression on some professional
Jewish educators at least by the

1950's. A Ph.D. dissertation pub-
lished in 1954 at Dropsie College,

and written by the head of Phila-
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delphia's central bureau of Jewish
education, Abraham P. Gannes,
did not content itself with brief
mention of the day schooL. Writing

with the haskamah (endorsement)
of Dr. Honor and dedicating his
volume to the memory of Dr. Ben-
derly, Gannes dropped the reti-
cence, restraint, and reactionary

viewpoint of many of his predeces-
sors and colleagues and predicted

that "the all-day-school wil, in all

likelihood, increase in numbers
and grow in influence in the area
of intensive Jewish education. It

wil stil continue, however, to serve

a small minority of the Jewish child

population. In regard to community
recognition, this writer is of the

opinion that the all-day school

wil-not without struggle-be
granted community financial as-
sistance in the same manner as the
Talmud Torah was financed in the
first three decades of this cen-

tury."17 Even more, Dr. Gannes
made the point that the day school
was both desirable and necessary
for the Jewish community in the

United States. "The an-day school
can serve a dual purpose in Jewish

life: It can serve as a laboratory

for the intensification of Jewish

studies and as a reservoir for cul-
tural and professional leadership.

Secondly, it is particularly designed
for those children who would or-
dinarily attend private schools and
whose parents seek an integrated
program of Jewish and general
studies in preference to the pro-

gram in the so-called private schools
which do not include any Jewish
subjects,"18 He called for the in-

clusion of the day school in the

Jewish community program of fi-
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lnancial aid to education. "The
principle of equal educational op-

portunities for all Jewish children

should obtain for the all-day
schools as for other types of
schools. Under the supervision of
the community system of Jewish
education, and with financial as-
sistance for the Hebraic content of
its program, the all-day school can
make a valuable contribution to
Jewish life. It warrants the moral
and financial support of the or-
ganized Jewish community. "19
Gannes seems "way out," to use
the common parlance of the day,
in his appreciation of the value of

the yeshivah and especially his ad-
vocacy of communal aid. Such a
position represents quite a change

from the viewpoints already quoted.
It should be noted, however, that

the recommendation for aid ap-
pears to be contingent upon "the

supervision of the community sys-
tem of Jewish education." In other
words, unless the day school comes
under the control of professional

Jewish educators and laymen, most
of whom have not been in accord
with the religious philosophy and

practice represented by the yeshi-

vah, the financial assistance would
not be forthcoming.

One of the most widely pub-
licized surveys of Jewish education
in recent years was the report in
1959 by Alexander M. Dushkin
and Uriah Z. Engelman for the
American Association for Jewish
Education. The results of the com-
parative testing program adminis-
tered in connection with this sur-
vey were definitely in favor of the
day schooL. On the Hebrew lan-
guage test in New York City, for
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exalnple, "the average 9-year-old

in Day schools does much better
than the average 13-year-old in
Afternoon schools, "20 and his
achievement progress is more reg-
ular. With regard to the test in
Jewish history and current events

in New York City, "The pupils in
Day schools score better than an
the others in this subject practical-

ly in all grades, as they did also in
the Hebrew fundamentals test."21
In the test given in New York City
on Jewish holidays and customs,
". . . too, the pupils in the Day

schools stand out; their 9-year-olds

score better than the 13-year-olds

in any of the other school types. "22

No test was given in Chumash,
mainly because of the lack of a
measuring instrument validated to
yield scores on a national scale,
but it can well be assumed that day
school children would have a-
chieved at least similar compara-

tive results. The implications of

these findings, however, are not
spelled out by the authors. True,

they admit that "the dramatic in-
crease of Jewish Day schools in-
dicates that they have met a deep-
ly-felt need for more intensive Jew-
ish education by groups in the com-
munity."23 Like other professional
Jewish educators, Drs. Dushkin and
Engelman employ the term "mi-
nority" when referring to the day
schools, ostensibly in a somewhat
pejorative sense. "There is a suf-

ficient minority lnterest in Day
schools to warrant community sup-
port for those who want them.
Where given, such support should
be on the basis of the cost of the
Jewish studies, but with fun schol-

arships to selected children and

youth who could later be trained for
the Jewish professions. Such sup-

port should be given to those Day
schools which not only meet objec-
tive standards of modern school
management but also the require-
ment of general education."24 Else-
where, the present writer has pub-

lished a critical analysis25 of this re-

commendation and other aspects of
this survey. At this time, it suffces
to point up the fact that Dushkin

and Engelman are less forthright
than Gannes in recommending sup-
port and are also less overt about
control of day schools by a non-or-

thodox community educational
agency, Such terminology as "objec-
tive standards of modern school
management" is indicative of the
orientation and training of a bureau
educational chief rather than of a

Rosh Yeshivah. Furthermore, the
use of the phraseology, "require-

ments of general education," might
imply that those with general edu-

cation, i.e., the professional Jewish
educators rather than the Roshei
Yeshivah, are best equipped to ad-

minister and control the day
schools.

Beforeconc1uding this brief over-
view of the history of the attitudes
of leading representatives of the

American Jewish educational pro-
fession to the day school, it may be
well to take note of the writing of

Professor Zevi Scharfstein of the
Teachers' Institute of the Jewish

Theological Seminary of America.
This well-known pedagogue and
author of innumerable textbooks
and teaching aids presents, in his
three-volume work on the history
of Jewish education in modern
times, factual data on the develop-
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ment of a dozen day schools, as
well as some information on the
chassidic yeshivahs, the Beth
Hamedrosh Hagovoah in Lake-
wood, the Beth Hamedrosh Hoe1-
yon of Torah Vodaat in Spring
Valley, and the Mirrer Yeshivah in

Brooklyn. In addition, there are de..
tails on the Vaad Hahinuch Ha-
haredi and Torah Umesorah.26
Compared to the other types of
Jewish schools, the yeshivahs may
receive less space than might be
warranted in an historical work,
but at least they are treated by the
author with a greater degree of ob-
jectivity than accorded them by his
colleagues among the professional
Jewish educators. There is a feeling
of appreciation in this st.udy which

is generally lacking in other Jewish
educational works.

During the past decade and a
half, there have appeared many
articles and reports on one aspect
or another of the Jewish day school

system in America. Professional
journals, such as Jewish Education
and Sheviley Hahinuch, published

an increasing number of articles on
day schools, no doubt reflecting
their numerical growth and deepen-
ing education impact. Several non-

educational magazines, e,g., Con-
servative Judaism, Reconstruction-

ist, Jewish Spectator and the Na-
tional Jewish Monthly, found space,
from time to time, for essays on

the subject. The major sources of
information and ideas remained the
Jewish Parent and Yeshiva Educa-

tion. Unpublished doctoral and
masters' theses at New York Uni-
versity, Yeshiva University, the
University of California, the Uni-

versity of Pittsburgh, Western Re-
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serve University, and other institu-
tions of higher learning attested to
the growing body of data available
to those who were eager to learn
about the movement.

One might wonder why the day
school leaders and activists did not
prepare thoroughgoing informa-
tional materials on the genesis and

growth of their movement. It was
unfortunate that Dr. Joseph Ka-
minetsky of Torah Umesorah, as
Henry Barnard in the 1840's, has
been much too busy making his-
tory that he did not get the time to
record it.

What was missing was a single,
reliable, convenient, detailed source
of information on the development,

current status, achievements, and

problems of the Jewish day schools

in the United States. The lack of

an informative book has been met,
to a large degree, by the publication
of "The Jewish Day School in
America," by Alvin Irwin Schiff,n
associate professor of education

and chairman of the Department
of Religious Education, Ferkauf
Graduate School of Humanities
and Social Sciences, Yeshiva Uni-
versity, and former consultant for
Jewish day schools to the Jewish
Education Committee of New
York. This welcome volume yvil
now be reviewed in detaiL. 28

Dr. Schiff's book is designed

". . . to present to laymàn and edu-
cator, alike, the factual story of the
Jewish Day School movement" (p.
XI). This is a diffcult undertaking

for anyone, and it is doubtful if a
first book in the field should at-
tempt it. The very first paragraph

ilustrates the problem of writing
simultaneously for the lay and the
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learned. There is a transition from
"day school movement" to "yeshi-
vah training," but without any de-
finition. Should a layman-even
a Jewish one-be expected to
know what "yeshivah training"
means before he reads the book?
Does the layman require a "defini-
tive study of the growth and role of
the Jewish Day School in Amer-
ica"? Incidentally, Canada is in-
cluded within the scope of the vol-
ume, even if the title implie~ a re-
striction to the United States.

In the first chapter, the author

delineates the socio-economic-cul-

tura! factors in the Jewish com-

munity which were pertinent to the
development of the day school in
twentieth-century America, The
presentation at times employs li-
terary, even dramatic style with
many a generalization, but with
few objective data. Clear defini-
tions of such sociological expres-

sions as acculturation, decultura-
tion, and deculturization seem to

be called for if the layman is to
follow the text with understanding.

One can doubtless infer meanings
from the context, but why not be
precise? Similarly, there is no trans-
lation for baale-batim and no de-

finition of "intensive Hebraic edu-
cation" (p. 8).

Even for an introductory chap-
ter, there is too frequent a recapi-

tulation of facts without some cri-
tical analysis, as well as too much
sketchiness. Thus, the recent en-
thusiasms of Label Katz of B'nai

B'rith, the speeches of John Slaw-
son of the American Jewish Com-
mittee, and the day school survey

commissioned by the Council of
Jewish Federation and Welfare

funds are treated in a somewhat

superficial manner. The reference
to the Everson school bus decision

by the United States Supreme
Court does not even hint at the
violent opposition to the practice,
as a Constitutional violation, by
most Jewish organizations. Nor
does Dr. Schiff indicate that these
groups have undertaken court ac-
tions to undo the provisions of
Federal and New York State aid to
parochial school pupils (p. 18). In

brief, helpful as this chapter is as

background for the later content,
it could have been more useful with
more exact data and a more critical
attitude on the part of the author.

The second chapter treats the
early history of the day schooi

from the colonial period to 1879 -

a vast territory which is traversed

in about eight pages. Dr. Schiff sees

five distinct historical periods, of
which the first, 1654-1785, is
covered in two paragraphs. One
may not demand original research
on every portion of a comprehen-

sive survey of the history of the

day school, but more of the spe-

cific detail found in the Minute
Book of Shearith Israel29 and in
the study by Dr. Grinstein30 could

have been included for the edifica-
tion of the reader. We can appre-
ciate the author's desire to relate
the past to the present, but it is
rather anachronistic to evaluate

the level of instruction in colonial

times "in terms of current day
school standards" (p. 21).

More questions can be raised
about the treatment of the second

historical period, 1786-1879. This
section contains facts, to be sure,

but they are presented without a
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context and with but brief re-
ference to reasons for the opening

and closing of day schools. Instead
of paraphrasing Grinstein, Schiff
might have utilzed available pri-
mary sources, especially for the
years after 1860, Grinstein's ter-
minal date. Some fresh research,
then, would have been desirable,
not only to distinguish this book

from previous writings but also to
explain the fate of the Hebrew
Education Society's day school in
Philadelphia, founded in 1851 and
discontinued after nearly thirty
years. How informative is this un-
documented passage: "Also in
1851, a school providing a dual re-
ligious and secular program was
founded in Baltimore. This school
was discontinued after a number of
years" (p. 25). If this information

is important, it should be presented
in a less vague fashion. If not im-

portant, it might be omitted or, at
most, placed in a footnote or in the
appendix. Another oddity is the
documentation for the day school

established in 1853 by the Ortho-
dox Congregation Kehilath Ansche
Maariv of Chicago. It is hard to be-
lieve that no better source exists

than Richard C. Hertz's article,
"Reform Jewish Education in Chi-
cago," Jewish Education, 20: 2,
Spring, 1949, p. 34.

In the third chapter, which deals
with the period, 1880-1916, Dr.

Schiff prefaces his account with
Talmudic statements on the im-
portance of education. He traces
briefly the beginning and early
years of Yeshivat Eitz Chaim

(1886) and Yeshivat Rabbenu Yitz-
chak Elchanan (1897), chiefly on
the basis of secondary materials,
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and then describes the ideology
underlying the yeshivah education

in the twentieth century. Two
sketchy paragraphs on Canadian
day schools close the chapter.

In discussing "the yeshivah pat-

tern for the twentieth century," Dr.

Schiff recalls the thinking of Rabbi
N aftali Zevi Yehudah Berlin (the
"Netziv"), of Rabbi yitzchak Ya-
akov Reines, and of Rabbi Samson
Raphael Hirsch, all of them pro-
ponents of the practice of a com-
bined curriculum of religious and
secular studies. He might have en-
riched his account by a short state-
ment regarding the effort to estab-
lish in 1903 in New York City an
afternoon and evening yeshivah
named after the Netziv, who had
passed away a decade earlier. The
studies planned for this institution
included Talmud and Poskim, but
no secular subjects.31 Apparently,

the students would be recruited
from among those who were attend-
ing public high schools or perhaps

even colleges, and from those who
were employed during the day.

The fourth chapter is concerned
with the two decades, 1917-1939,

during which occurred the "emer-

gence of the modern American
yeshivah." The treatment, in spite
of helpful detail, is often slight and
at times vague as to dates and
facts. We learn something aboiit
Rabbi Jacob Joseph School, the
Jewish People's School of Mont-
real, Yeshivah Etz Chaim of Boro
Park, the Progressive (i.e., non-
orthodox) day schools, and others.
The information tends to be un-
even, and virtually nothing of spe-
cific nature is said about the secu-
lar studies in the yeshivahs. For a
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full understanding of this period, it
would be necessary to include more
definite details regarding the heads
of the schools, the faculties, the
diferences among the schools, and
the like. Inasmuch as "the organi-
zational structure and programs of
schools organized. . . (since 19401

were patterned largely after the
yeshivot established during the

period of the Emergence of the
Modern American Yeshivah" (pp.
46-47), it would have been desir-
able to recount the history of the

1917-1939 period in a more solid
manner. Documentation, when
given, is generally secondary.

The "era of great expansion,"

the subject of chapter five, ex-
tended from 1940 to 1964, in the
opinion of Dr. Schiff. He ilustrates
this expansion with statistical
tables, chiefly in relation to New
York, and with facts about school
buildings (though with no precise
indication of how these were paid
for) . We learn about the develop-
ment of the older yeshivahs and

the formation of new ones. In his
evident desire to be fair, Dr. Schiff
gives about the same emphasis to

the Solomon Schechter and the na-
tional-secular day schools as to the
Lubavitcher and the Bais Yaakov
networks. Again, as in the previous
chapter, the information at times

becomes inexact, as in the case of
the closing of the Kinnereth and

Sholom Aleichem day schools
"within a few years of their found-
ing" (p. 61). The chapter closes

with the conclusion that ". . . the
yeshivot have become quickly a
major education force in Amer-
ican Jewish life" (p. 65). In view

of the data in the chapter and the

statement that the supplementary

Jewish schools were ineffective, it
would have been more appropriate
for the author to say that the day

schools had become the, not a
major educational force.

The sixth chapter recapitulates
the growth of the day school move-

ment in terms of statistical figures,
with an analysis of the factors con-
tributing to the rapid expansion.

Dr. Schiff also offers some data on
the "minor interruptions in
growth," that is to say, the closing

of eighteen schools. A basic factor
in the growth of the yeshivot was

the desire for a type of Jewish edu-

cation that was tradition-oriented
and intensive in terms of content

and method, in contradistinction
to the other types which were re-

garded by day school proponents as
unsatisfactory. Among the others
were the impact of individual lead-
ers and the immigration following
World War II. The orthodox lead-
ership is rabbinical, e.g., Rabbis

Zev Gold and Shraga Feivel
Mendlowitz, but Schiff might also
have mentioned such outstanding
laymen as Julius Dukas and Morris
Meltzer, without whose constant
watchful care the yeshivot might

have been closed down. In describ-
ing the socIo-cultural-economic

changes affecting the day schools

in recent decades, the author makes
several statements, some of them
of a causal nature, which call for
specific detail, statistics, and docu-
mentation (pp. 78-80). More should

have been written about Torah
Umesorah and Vaad Hachinuch
Hacharedi, since both of these are
credited with playing "leading
roles" in the development of day
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schools. Rather puzzling is the

citation of encouraging statements

by Dr. Joseph J. Schwartz, Senator

Jacob J avits, Ludwig Lewisohn,
and Dr. Joachim Prinz, which, in
the judgment of Dr. Schiff, "greatly
aided" the continued growth of the
day school "by the recognition
given this type of education by

leaders of the American Jewish
community" (p. 81). How authori-
tative are these men on the sub-
ject? Mention might have been
made of the fact that Lewisohn
sent his son to a traditional yeshi-
vah.

In chapter seven, the author is
highly successful in projecting an

impi:essionistic image of the day
school in terms of typology. This

form of presentation, the survey,
seems to be more to his liking than
the historiographical type. Yet,

even here, there are opportunities
for more depth. The problems that
have emerged in the orthodox day
schools as a result of their "open

enrollment policy" for children

"from all types of Jewish back-
ground" (p. 97) are not men-
tioned. The reader should be in-
formed of the reasons why the
number of day schools affliated
with Torah Umesorah "has in-
creased considerably" (p. 102).
Dr. Schiff regards the Vaad Hachi-
nuch Hacharedi (now Hatorani)
and Torah Umesorah as "the two
most active and most widely pub-
licized national day school agen-

cies" (p. 100), but does not offer

suffcient enlightenment at this
point to support his judgment. He
is rather cryptic in a footnote re-

mark that, "of these two agencies,

Torah Umesorah's program is sub-
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stantially more encompassing" (p.
102, note 16) . One good point
made in his chapter is the paucity
of research concerning day school

parents. This is also true of many
other aspects of the day school

movement and indicates the neces-
sity of more extensive and deeper
study before any definite, reliable
inferences can be drawn.

The eighth chapter presents in-
formative outlines of aims, curricu-
lum, methods, and organization in
the day schools. This profie cer-
tainly gives the reader an idea of
'\vhat is attempted, but not to what
extent. Much stress is given to
methods of teaching Hebrew and to
Jewish studies generally. One dif-
ficulty of an outlne type of writ-
ing is that the details are at times

vague, and sparse in ;:my case. Be-
cause of the importance of the Tal-
mud in the day school, it would
have been helpful for an under-
standing of the movement to know
something of the problems involved
in teaching the Talmud and its
commentaries. How are the lin-
guistic and conceptual aspects of
the Talmud made clear to pupils?
How are the values and content of
the Talmud related to the Bible
and other areas of Jewish learning

and spiritual development? The lay
American reader should be aided
in these and other ways to compre-
hend the role of the Talmud in
Jewish life and education, as taught
in the day schooL. Considerably

more data are also desirable in the
analysis of the secular studies.
Thus, one should be made aware
of the problems posed by the use

of public school textbooks in the

day schooL. No mention is made
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of the various efforts by commit-
tees and individuals, e.g., the
Forchheimer report to Torah
Umesorah, to select textbooks
which, if they do not correlate, at
least do not clash with the Torah
ideology. Nor is there any inkling
of the internal disagreement con-

cerning the attitude toward the sec-

ular studies in the more traditional
yeshivot.

The status of the Jewish day
school in the American environ-
ment is capably presented by the au-
thor in chapter nine. One detects,
however, a defensive tendency (pp.
128-13 0) in the vigorous rejection

of the term "parochial school," a

bête noire designation in sophisti-
cated Jewish circles, as weIl as Ìn
the statement that ". . . . the ye-

hivot do not alter or modify the

basic general studies curriculum in
use in the dominant system ofedu-
cation. The same syllabi, textbooks
and educational realia used in the
public schools are employed in the
general studies departments of the
day schools" (p. 130). This is pre-
cisely the point made with refer-
ence to the preceding chapter:
Schiff does not indicate the prob-

lems posed by the adoption of the
same textbooks as those used in
public education. Nor, for that
matter, is there an exploration of

the problems of an ideological na-
ture sometimes arising out of the
employment of public school teach-
ers to teach the secular subjects.

The defensiveness of the author's
style and content may be also
evident in his remark that, "as far
as parental preferences are con-

cernçd, it is Inconceivable that

more than a small minority of

Jews wil become committed to the
Jewish Day School idea. For most
Jews, the public school wil re-
main the vehicle for educating their
young on the elementary and sec-
ondary levels" (p. 134). It is a pity,
finaIly, that the exceIlent para-

graph (p. 139) on the day school

as an exemplar for American edu-
cation has not been expanded. For
instance, Dr. Schiff could have
written about the teaching of two-
directional reading and writing in
the first grade, on the learning of
the Rashi script, on the incidental

acquisition of a reading facilty in

the Aramaic language, the study of
law and logic in elementary school,
etc.

The question of evaluation of
Jewish and secular studies is the
theme of the tenth chapter. The

author cites the test results of the
Dushkin-Engelman study in com-
paring achievement in day schools

and in the afternoon schools. "The
comparisons are made. . . to un-
derscore the full potential of an in-
tensive all-day Jewish educational

system" (p. 145, note 7), rather

than to criticize the Talmud Torah
program. In connection with the
secular studies, Dr. Schiff men-
tions the fact that between 1962

and 1964, 44.5 per cent of all
graduates of the seventeen full ye-
shivah high schools in New York
State received Regents and Science-
Mathematics scholarships, as com-
pared to about eighteen per cent of
public high school graduates. Even
though the figures for the other

private high schools are not given,

there is no reason to disagree with
the conclusion that "the graduates

of yeshivah high schools have con-
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sistently demonstrated superior
achievement in these competitive
examinations" (p. 146). It would

also be pertinent to compare col-
lege admission figures. Moreover,

it would have been enlightening if
research data, instead of anecdotes,

however pointed and interesting,
were utilized to ilustrate the im-
pact of the day school on the
home. It may be, however, that
Dr. Schiff did not have suffcient
time or opportunity to do a study

of this type or one of the day
school's long-range effectiveness.
But when he does cite two doctoral
dissertations, he does not evaluate
their methods and findings.

More specific information is
needed to make concrete ". . . the
common knowledge that graduates
of elementary day schools achieve

well in public and yeshivah sec-

ondary schools, in college and in
graduate schools. Their success in

professional, business, scholarly

and scientific careers as well as in
Jewish communal, religious, edu-
cational vocations attests admir-

ably to the long-range effectiveness

of a yeshivah education" (pp. 153-

154). It would have been proper

to cite examples of such successful

individuals in various fields and to
indicate the role of the day school

in the achievement of success, Fur-

thermore, what was the relative
contribution of the various aspects

of the day school program to a-
chievement-the course of study,
the methods of teaching, the
teachers' personalities, the spiritual
atmosphere, the selection process,
the fact of survival in the schools,

etc.?
One of the strongest sections in
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the book is in chapter eleven (pp.
158-162), where Schiff discusses
the change in attitude on the part
of the Jewish professional educators
to the day school movement. The
rest of the chapter deals with the

challenge of the day school to the

other types of American Jewish
education, as well as with the de-

votion of inspired educators and

lay leaders to the yeshivah move-
ment. It would be helpful to know
the names, at least, of such laymen
and educators.

In the twelfth chapter, instruc-

tive financial data precede a ten-
page analysis of the pros and cons
of the issue of public aid to J ew-

ish day schools. This is a con-

venient summary of what is avail-
able in greater detail elsewhere, but
it is nonetheless necessary to set

the stage for the author's apparent-

ly sympathetic attitude toward Fed-
eral aid.

The problems of staffing teacher
and supervisory personnel, inter-
school coordination of effort, com-
petition among schools, home-
school relations, articulation be-
tween religious and secular instruc-
tion, and several others constitute

the content of chapter thirteen.
The presentation is good, but un-
even because of the omission of

some significant facts. Thus, Dr.
Schiff overlooks the teacher train-
ing carried on jointly by Torah
Umesorah and the Young Israel
Institute of Adult Studies and by
the Mirrer Yeshivah in the late
1940's, the program of the Lub2.-

vitcher Yeshivah, the contribution
of the Teachers' Institute for Men
of Yeshiva University, the Torah

Umesorah conference in Cleveland
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in the 1940's, the overbearing lead-

ership of some laymen, and the lack
of suffcient decisive action resulting

from the National Planning Confer-
ence for Hebrew Day School Lead-
ers in 1964. The author touches but
glancingly on a problem upon
which there has been more discus-
sion than action: "The lack of one

central agency which all the day
schools consider the central ad-
dress for Jewish all-day educa-

tion hampers the progress of the
Jewish Day School movement ex-
ternally, in terms of public rela-

tions and financial assistance, and
internally, in terms of curricular

growth and educational standardi-
zation" (p. 190). The various rea-

sons, some of them basic, for such
a lack are not explored. Nor is the
pluralistic possibilty of parallel

agencies-with unity in diversity
entertained.

A major characteristic of chap-
ter fourteen is the abundance of

long quotations ilustrating the
struggle for recognition and accept-
ance on the part of the Jewish day

school in America. The author of-
fers a spirited rejection of current

criticisms. This is good, even if a
bit on the defensive side, but it

could have been better with a brief
exposition of the American philo-
sophy of cultural pluralism and of
the historic role of the private re-

ligious school in the United States.
The inclusion of as many as eight
pages on Reform Jewry's attitude
to the day school movement may
be questioned in the light of the
fact of the omission of important

aspects of day school development.

On the other hand, so long as Dr.
Emanuel Garmoran, the well-

known Reform educational leader,
is quoted in support of the idea of
a day school (pp. 212-213), it
would have been appropriate to
cite his statement a quarter-cen-

tury earlier to the effect that "in
America . . . it is (not J . . . desir-
able to have that kind of distinctive
Jewish school system that wil take

upon itself the complete respon-

sibility for the education of the
child. "32 It is too bad that some of
the space allotted to the Reform
attitude was not given to the role
of the pro-Orthodox press (Tage-

blatt, Jewish Morning Journal,
Jewish Day-Journal), including
such recent writers as Dr. S. Mar-
gashes, in promoting the day school
movement.

In the fifteenth chapter, the fo-

cus is on the trends in Jewish com-
munal awareness of responsibility
for Jewish education and in aid to
day schools. This is a useful com-
pendium of facts and figures, but
it should have been supplemented

by an analysis in depth of the im-
plications of Federation support.

The reader, taken "behind the
scenes" in chapter sixteen, learns
of the unpublicized conflicts be-

tween the day schools and govern-

mental bodies, with special refer-
ence to the activities by the central
groups in these struggles and other-
wise in promoting the grovvth of
yeshivahs. Here, as in previous

chapters, it would have been il-
luminating to have more of a back-
drop than is painted by the author.
For example, why did the Board
of Regents of New York State at-
tempt in 1939 and 1942 to trans-
form the character and program of
the yeshivahs? Also desirable would
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have been an analysis of the ac-
tivities of the American Asso£ia~

tion for Jewish Education imme-

diately before and after the passing

by Congress of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965.

This group wil probably be in-
creasingly heard from in the near
future in what may well turn out
to be the battle to wrest the con~

trol of the day schools from the

present ideological and profession~

al leadership.

Chapter seventeen describes the
trends of the last decade of what
Dr. Schiff calls "the era of great

expansion." Here one learns of re-
cent and current developments and

problems. Once again, analysis
would have contributed toward a
more precise understanding of the
situation of the day school today.

For instance, the reader should
have additional details about the
experience of principals who have
been required to do fund-raising
(p. 242).

The final chapter recapitulates
the basic facts presented in the

book. It is worthwhile to quote the
author's final paragraph: "The Jew-
ish Day School has demonstrated

convincingly that it is the best way
of combatting the corrosive effects
of assimilation. It has become the
most effective instrument for trans-
mitting the Jewish heritage to Jew-

ish youth, and consequently the

surest method of insuring Amer-
ican Jewry's creative continuity and
abilty to enrich American life" (p.
249). To this the reviewer can add

his enthusiastic endorsement.

The appendices contain several
pertinent documents, but chiefly
from the 1960's. A sampling of

190

significant documents of earlier
date would have been greatly de-
sirable. Also appended is a chro-
nology of church-state-school rela-
tions in America and an extensive,
although incomplete, bibliography.
A glossary would have aided the
less advanced reader to keep track
of the terminology. In a second

printing or a second edition, the
au,thor should correct the mis-
prints, e,g., pp. XXVI, 37, 45, 58,
125, 134, 266, 273, 282.

In looking at the volume as a
whole, now that he has dissected it
piece-meal, the reviewer wishes,

first of all, to record his satisfaction
that it has been published at this

time. The day school movement
needs such a work to clarify its
past, purposes, programs, and prob-
lems. This book has filled a void
in our literature, Dr. Schiff is to be

praised for undertaking a diffcult
task which others in .the movement,
for whatever reason, have not done.

If the reviewer has been critical,
it is not because of any lack in the
basic soundness of the book, but

rather because, in his judgment, a

more solid production should and
could have come from Dr. Schiff's
pen. What is needed is a unity of
historical presentation; that is, a

generally chronological develop-

ment of the day school movement

within the changing socio-spiritual-
cultural context in the United States,

plus an intensive study of significant
problems and issues in full perspec-
tive. A work of this sort requires
thorough documentation from
available primary sources and from
sound secondary writings. For his
second edition, Dr. Schif might

explore the possibilty of more
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manuscript materials and might
examine with profit the Occident

and such neglected sources as stu-
dent yearbooks. Perhaps there
should be chapters on the non-or-
thodox day schools, Canadian
schools, and the international im-
pact of the day school movement,

Space might be found for the role
of the Rabbinical Council of Amer-
ica and other Orthodox rabbinical
groups, as wen as of their in-
dividual members, in furthering the
work of yeshivot.

Because of the great amount of
work that needs to be done for a
complete study of the Jewish day

school movement, it may be ad-
visable to set up an institute for re-
search on the history of the yeshi-

vah movement in America. One
logical locale would be the Grad-
uate School of Yeshiva University.
With a series of monographs and a
scholarly history available, the task
of the writer for the layman would
be rendered much easier.
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