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TO: Adam, internet:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
Ellen, INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu 

CC: Karen, 104440,2474 

Re: Teachers Report 

"Ramah" is on press. "Teachers" are next. I'm meeting with the designer next week to finalize 
a cover design, which I will then show you for your sign-off. And I'm beginning the line-editing. 

I'll keep you in the picture. 

Nessa 



TO: Adam, internet:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
Ellen, INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu 

CC: Alan, 73321 , 1220 
Barry, 73321 ,1221 
Gail, 73321 ,1217 
Karen J., 102467,616 
Karen, 104440,2474 

Re: Final title: Teachers 

With the designer, I'm creating a cover for all of you to see. We're now at the stage of finalizing 
the title. To review: 

On the cover will be our logo and, at the bottom, "CIJE Research for Policy." 

Here is a history of the titles we've considered , along with my newest proposal, for your 
comments: 

The original title: "Teachers in Jewish Schools: A Study of Three Communties." (To be 
followed by: "Leaders in Jewish Schools: A Study of Three Communities.") Objection: The title 
is flat; and the sub-title narrows the discussion unnecessarily, when we consider the impact of 
the Policy Brief at a national level. 

The next title: "Teachers in Jewish Schools: Toward Building the Profession." (To be followed 
by: "Leaders in Jewish Schools: Toward Building the Profession.") Objection: "Building the 
Profession" is a CIJE term that may not be clear to others. 

The current title: "Teachers in Jewish Schools: A Portrait and an Agenda for Change." 
Objection: Is the report really an agenda for change? 

My thoughts: Whenever I refer to this document, I always call it: "The Teachers Report." I have 
found in my editorial life that if you're always refering to a book by a different title than its 
formal one, you've probably chosen the wrong title. Therefore, I propose calling these two 
documents: 

"The Teachers Report" and "The Leaders Report" 

Both are simple and authoritative, and I like them much better than "Teachers in Jewish 
Schools." I can imagine someone saying: "Have you read 'The Teachers Report'? whereas I 
cannot imagine anyone saying: "Have you read 'Teachers in Jewish Schools'?" (They might 
say: "Have you read CIJE's report on teachers?" The Jewish nature of the research will be 
evident by our logo and the spelled out words "Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education." 

Please send me your comments (votes) within the next couple of days, so that I can move 
forward on the design. 

Thanks. 

Nessa 



FROM: Gail Dorph, 73321, 1217 
TO: Nessa Rapoport, 74671 ,3370 
DATE: 5/8/97 9: 14 AM 

Re: Final title: Teachers 

I'd prefer the cije's teachers rep9rt. that is what people will call it. never thought of using that 
as a criteria for giving a name. gail 



FROM: INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu, 
INTERNET: GOLD RI EB@ctrvax. Vanderbilt. Edu 
TO: Nessa Rapoport, 74671 ,3370 
CC: Adam, INTERNET:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
DATE: 5/8/97 4:39 PM 

Re: Re: Final title: Teachers 

Sender: GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt. Edu 
Received: from ctrvx1 .Vanderbilt.Edu (ctrvx1 .Vanderbilt.Edu [129.59.1.21]) by 
hil-img-6.compuserve.com (8.6.10/5.950515) 

id QAA03095; Thu, 8 May 1997 16:39:17 -0400 
From: <GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu> 
Received: from PATHWORKS-MAIL by ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu (PMDF V5.0-8 #16820) 
id <01 IIMRKOZYD28X1 ULV@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu>; Thu, 
08 May 1997 15:38:48 -0500 (CDT) 

Date: Thu, 08 May 1997 15:38:48 -0500 (CDT) 
Subject: Re: Final title: Teachers 
To: 74671 .3370@CompuServe.COM 
Cc: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
Message-id: <01 I IMRKP080O8X 1 UL V@ctrvax.Vanderbilt. Edu> 
X-VMS-To: IN%"74671.3370@CompuServe.COM" 
X-VMS-Cc: in%"gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu" 
MIME-version: 1.0 
Content-transfer-encoding: ?BIT 

Nessa, 
I really like the new name. What convinced me was your example, have you read 
The Teachers Report?! I agree, we do not have enough of an agenda for change. 

Ellen 



TO: Bill Robinson, 74104,3335 
CC: Adam, internet:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 

Ellen, INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu 
Gail, 73321,1217 

Re: Teachers Report: Final edit 

Hi, Bill: I've just reviewed with Adam my remaining questions on the Teachers Report. There 
are 2 matters you can help me with now. 

First, please recheck all the tables and charts in the report to be sure the figures are accurate. 
With so much time elapsing and so many incarnations, I want to be sure that an informed 
intelligence (you!) has given these another look in 1997. 

Second, I am confused by the meaning of some of the "incentives" on Table 9 (p. 25). First of 
all , please explain the following: 

"Career development"; "more job opportunities," "training opportunities," "work resources." I 
don't understand precisely what each means--and I certainly don't understand the difference 
among them, so please explain that as well. And please tell me what "presence of colleagues" 
means--and how it might be an incentive to full-time work. 

I also do not understand how "better Judaica background" and "better educational 
background" can be an incentive to full-time work, since neither is something a school could 
provide (that is, either a teacher has them or he/she doesn't). Similarly, "change in family 
status." Adam has said these are conditions that, if they existed for the individual teacher, 
might have led him/her to take on full-time work. But that is not the same as the conventional 
meaning of "incentive," which is more analogous to a carrot that might be dangled before the 
teacher. I cannot publish this chart in its current form, since if I cannot explain it satisfactorily, I 
can't expect other "lay" people to understand it. 

Finally, please send me a copy of the gender paper, since Adam will be in Seattle for the week 
(or he would do so). 

Hope all is well--and looking forward to hearing from you, as I cannot finalize the text without 
these clarifications and sign-offs. 

Nessa 



TO: Gail, 73321, 1217 
CC: Adam, internet:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 

Ellen, INTERN ET:GOLDRI EB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt. Edu 

Re: Teachers Report: Clarification from you 

In reviewing my final changes with Adam, I came across a couple of points that only you can 
clarify for me: 

1. P. 3: Do you have any feeling about the finding that (only) 21 % of teachers described 
themselves as "fluent Hebrew speakers" within the framing "story" of this report? When I 
asked Adam about this finding being somewhat "buried" in the "About the Study" box but quite 
provocative to me, he said he had no problem in talking about it but he didn't quite see a place 
for it in the "story" we're telling. Before I leave it where it is, I wanted to know your thoughts. 

2. P. 6: You asked in the margin: "How is yeshiva training represented?" in this section on 
"Educational Background." Adam and I could not figure out exactly what you meant: Were you 
asking about pre-collegiate training in a yeshiva? About a year between high school and 
college? Etc. 

3. P. 16: The report offers a footnote here in the" Summary and Implications" section: "For a 
concise review of current directions in professional development, see Dilworth and Imig, 
1995." Is there research/data on the efficacy of professional development in redressing 
teachers' lack of preparation? In other words, we're making the case that the key response to 
our findings about teachers is that serious, systematic prof. dev. can make a difference to their 
lack of background and training. But do we know whether in general education anyone has 
proved this is so? 

4. P. 18: You ask in the margin: "How many teachers teach 1 X a week?" Why are you asking 
this question? The paragraph says: " ... almost two-thirds teach fewer than five hours per 
week." Is there a reason why you'd want to break this down? 

5. P. 41: In the appendix on methodology, we talk about missing responses. You wrote in the 
margin: "Age." Can you elaborate?! 

Thanks for getting back to me about these points. I'm pulling together all outstanding 
information so that we can go to page proofs. 

Nessa 



TO: Adam, internet:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 

Re: And finally ... 

On p. 43, you list a bibliography, most of which is in italics. I'm confused. Aren't papers 
supposed to be between quotes and self-standing essays or books in italics? Can you run 
your eye down this list and be sure each is correct? (See, in particular, Linda 
Darling-Hammond's citation.) 

Thanks as always. 

Nessa 



TO: Adam, internet:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
Ellen, INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu 

Re: The Teachers Report 

Hi, Adam and Ellen. This is probably directed more at you, Adam, given that Ellen is in Israel. 

I have now, at last, completed the line-editing of the manuscript and have many small 
questions that I could not have raised without having done this work. I think the easiest way for 
me to resolve these points with minimum pain to all is to make a phone date with Adam and 
get his yes/no/maybe point by point. (I don't want to have a draft an elaborate e-mail, because 
in the time it takes me to do that, I could hold the conversation AND resolve the questions.) 

Adam, will you be available any time on Monday afternoon to review these pages with me? 
(Hope so.) 

Nessa 

I'll be bringing you the cover design and interior design at our next meeting! Next steps will be 
to typeset--and then for one/both of you to review the proofs; and for Bill to check all tables 
and figures to be absolutely sure there are no mistakes. I'd like to distribute right after Labor 
Day. 



FROM: Nessa Rapoport, 74671 ,3370 
TO: Gail, 73321,1217 
CC: Adam, INTERNET:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 

Ellen, I NTERNET:GOLDRI EB@ctrvax. Vanderbilt. Edu 
DATE: 6/9/97 5:40 PM 

Re: Teachers Report: Clarification from you 

In reviewing my final changes with Adam, I came across a couple of points that only you can 
clarify for me: 

1. P. 3: Do you have any feeling about the finding that (only) 21 % of teachers described 
themselves as "fluent Hebrew speakers" within the framing "story" of this report? When I 
asked Adam about this finding being somewhat "buried" in the "About the Study" box but quite 
provocative to me, he said he had no problem in talking about it but he didn't quite see a place 
for it in the "story" we're telling. Before I leave it where it is, I wanted to know your thoughts. 

2. P. 6: You asked in the margin: "How is yeshiva training represented?" in this section on 
"Educational Background." Adam and I could not figure out exactly what you meant: Were you 
asking about pre-collegiate training in a yeshiva? About a year between high school and 
college? Etc. 

3. P. 16: The report offers a footnote here in the" Summary and Implications" section: "For a 
concise review of current directions in professional development, see Dilworth and Imig, 
1995." Is there research/data on the efficacy of professional development in redressing 
teachers' lack of preparation? In other words, we're making the case that the key response to 
our findings about teachers is that serious, systematic prof. dev. can make a difference to their 
lack of background and training. But do we know whether in general education anyone has 
proved this is so? 

4. P. 18: You ask in the margin: "How many teachers teach 1 X a week?" Why are you asking 
this question? The paragraph says: " ... almost two-thirds teach fewer than five hours per 
week." Is there a reason why you'd want to break this down? 

5. P. 41 : In the appendix on methodology, we talk about missing responses. You wrote in the 
margin: "Age." Can you elaborate?! 

Thanks for getting back to me about these points. I'm pulling together all outstanding 
information so that we can go to page proofs. 

Nessa 



FROM: Bill Robinson, 74104,3335 
TO: Nessa Rapoport, 74671 ,3370 
CC: Gail Dorph, 73321,1217 

Adam Gamoran, INTERNET:GAMORAN@SSC.WISC.EDU 
Ellen Goldring, INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@CTRVAX.VANDERBIL T.EDU 

DATE: 6/19/97 3:00 PM 

Re: Teachers Report 

Nessa, 

I haven't forgot about you. 

1. I checked all the numbers on the October 1996 version this past winter. Adam informs me 
that the tables and figures have not been changed since then (unless they were per my 
request). 

2. Sorry for the delay on sending you the tables and figures in separate files. I had the figures, 
but only Adam had the tables in a file (embedded in the text). I will send you it all in separate 
files next week. 

3. In regard to Table #9: 

DEFINITIONS [I continue to expand on these definitions in the following section.] 
-- Career Development refers to the possibilities for career advancement in the field of Jewish 
education. Thus ---> Would the availability of positions beyond classroom teacher that one 
could move into at a later date be an incentive for full-time employment? 
-- More Job Opportunities refers to the availability of other jobs, not necessarily ones further 
up the career ladder (though there is overlap with Career Development). 
-- Training Opportunities refers to the availability of affordable (subsidized?) formal 
professional development opportunities. 
-- Work Resources refers to both material and colleagial support in one's work as a teacher. 
Thus --> Would better equiped classrooms and curricular guides (for instance) be incentives to 
full-time employment? 
-- Presence of Colleagues refers to the opportunity to work and learn (informally) with and 
from colleagues in one's school or community. Thus ---> Would opportunities to co-teach with 
colleagues and/or observe each others' teaching (for i_nstance) be an incentive to full-time 
employment? 

NATURE OF INCENTIVES 
You are_ correct. Many of these items are not actually incentives in the sence of being a 
"carrot." 
-- More Job Opportunities and Change in Family Status is better conceptualized as the 
removal of a possible obstacle to full-time employment. The latter could also.be 
conceptualized as increasing the need to obtain full-time employment 
-- Training Opportunities, Work Resources, (having had a) Better Judaica Background, and 
(having had a) Better Education Background are connected to the desire for more full-time 
employment through the proposition that if one was better equiped to perform the job 
successfully one may be more likely to engage in full-time work. 
-- Presence of Colleagues could be seen as connected to the desire for full-time employment 



in both of the ways stated above, and, additionally, through the proposition that a more 
pleasant work environment might lead to an increased desire to work full-time. 

YOU SHOULD KNOW THAT when we revised the Educators Survey, we eliminated More Job 
Opportunities, Better Judaica Background, and Bettter Edcuation Background from the list. 

If this is not sufficient, let's continue the conversation over the phone. 
Bill 



TO: Bill Robinson, 74104,3335 

Re: Teachers Report 

Thanks for your exemplary clarification. What I need you to do is adapt the terms in Table 9 
asthey currently appear in the document so that a reader can understand exactly what you're 
telling us. 

I'm out of the office for the rest of this week, but will get down to work in earnest next Monday. 
I look forward to receiving the files and these changes. 

With many thanks. 

Nessa 



TO: Bill Robinson, 74104,3335 
CC: Adam, internet:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 

Ellen, INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu 

Re: Teachers Report 

Well, next week is now here. Please get back to me with clearer terms for that table and with 
the discs. I need to move forward toward publication. 

Thanks. 

Nessa 

1/ 1/n 



TO: Bill Robinson, 74104,3335 

Re: Table 9 on Teachers Report 

A belated note to tell you that we got the disc and I am at work. I hope to be sending you a 
copy of the pages shortly. 

Nessa 



FROM: Bill Robinson, 74104,3335 
TO: Adam Gamoran, INTERNET:GAMORAN@SSC.WISC.EDU 

Ellen Goldring, INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@CTRVAX.VANDERBIL T.EDU 
CC: Nessa Rapoport, 74671 ,3370 
DATE: 7/1/97 2:58 PM 

Re: Table 9 on Teachers Report 

Ellen and Adam, 

Per Nessa's request to me, I have changed the wording on the items in Table 9 
(encouragements to full-time) of the Teachers Report to be as follows: 

Increased Salary 

Availability of Benefits 

Job Security/Tenure 

Having a Better 
Judaica Background 

Having a Better 
Education Background 

Opportunities for Career 
Advancement 

Availability of Additional 
Job Opportunities 

Availability of Affordable 
Training Opportunities 

Change in Family Status 

Additional Resources in 
Work Environment 

Opportunities to Work with 
and Learn from Colleagues 

Please review and if you have any objections or suggestions, e-mail me and Nessa, 
Bill 
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OVERVIEW 

What can be done to improve Jewish education in North America? According to the Commission 
on Jewish Education in North Ame~

1
a1 revitalizing Jewish education depeRdS...ot(puildingthe 

profession of Jewish education. V Y( Ii tt-1 no )J enc cs;en+, ;,/ c,n J 11101 -fir J Is to 

The Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CUE), a non-profit organization dedicated to the 
X improvement of Jewish education in North America, was established to implement the 

Commission's recommendations. To embark on this task, CIJE first posed the question: What are 
the characteristics of teachers in Jewish schools? In collaboration with its three Lead 
Communities of Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee, CUE carried out a study of educators in all 
the Jewish schools of these three communities. 

Key findings of this study -- the strong commitment of teachers, coupled with their limited 
training and minimal opportunities for professional development -- have already influenced the 
continental debate about imf)f&ve-menf of Jewish education. This report provides the full details 
of the study of teachers in Jewish schools, including information from surveys and interviews. form,/ n )/'YJ(.S 7 
Where possible, results from the study are compared to those of earlier surveys from Boston, Los 
Angeles, and Miami. 

✓A lht. In Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee, about half of the teachers have completed formal training c:0
~1 in the field of education, but far fewer have degrees or certification in Jewish content areas. 

"hfld ''if xe Jewish education during childhood does little to compensate for the lack of later training in 
4nr s~~<f,1 Judaica: ~ most one-third of the teachers received no pre-collegiate Jewish education after age 13. 

s't- ~ · Similarly, in-service professional development fails to make up for limited formal training. Most 
'Jt.,>. teachers attended around two workshops per year, or fewer. The quality of workshops is also 

problematic: In-service education is not only infrequent, but it is not aimed at teachers' specific 
needs, and in most schools it is not part of a coherent plan for professional growth. 

\ i1 
0( ~ • 

Generally, work conditions are not professionalized. Most teachers work part-time in Jewish 
education. Only 20% of teachers say their earnings from Jewish education are their main source 
of family income, although this figure is much higher in Orthodox day schools. Benefits are 
scarce, even for full-time teachers. For example, among full-time teachers in all three settings, 
only 48% reported that they are offered health benefits. 

Despite these conditions, the teachers are strongly committed to their work in Jewish education. 
Close to 60% describe their work in Jewish education as a career. Even among part-time 
teachers, over half described their work in Jewish education as a career. 

In light of teachers' limited training but strong commitment, the authors argue that improving the 
quality and quantity of professional development should be the primary focus of reform efforts. 
Improving working conditions, including in~reasing the availability of benefits and opportunities 
for full-time work, should also be part of a comprehensive plan for reform. 

+() /1.rf, ( r,, I "J 
tr, r\,l12t11J 
Irr. p (tTV" , if: 

Ill 

ll -fvll-iimt dc11rrJ ~ 



Introduction 

The need for well-trained teachers in Jewish education has been recognized since the 

beginning of the modem American Jewish community. In a 1907 lecture on the problems of 

Jewish education, So!Omon Schechte (1915, p. 110) explaine : J fiJ 
The first difficulty under which we labor is the great dearth of trained teachers.~ 
American teacher, with his knowledge of the English language and his familiarity with 
the best educational methods, will thus in the end prove to be the only fit person to 
instruct also in religion, but unfortunately he is riot always sufficiently equipped with a 
knowledge of Hebrew things in general and Hebrew language in particular to enable 
him to accomplish his duties in a satisfactory manner. 

Schechter recognized the need for modem educational methods in the Jewish classroom and, 

simultaneously, the need for educators to be well versed in Jewish studies. In a similar vein, 

Emanuel Gamoran commented in hi ual for teacher training for the Reform 

[T]he crux of the problem of Jewish education centers about the question of the 
Jewish teacher.J!t is therefore of the utmost importance that our teachers be 
adequately trained, thoroughly imbued with Jewish spirit, possessed of Jewish 
knowledge and pedagogically qualified. 

_For Gamoran, the essential components ' the background of a Jewish educator were 

commitment to and knowledge of Judaic.j.t!d pedagogical training. Yet one or more ofi>./ 
these were usually missing. Gamoran explained that teachers lacked adequate training (P\55: 

Training is absolutely essential for the development of adequate Jewish teachers. Very 
few people today would think of entmsting their legal affairs to anyone but a lawyer 
who had received special training entitling him to engage in his professional activities. 
Still less would people permit anyone who had not received a long and arduous course 
of training followed by a period of practice in medicine to minister to their physical 
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ailments. Yet those who are entrusted with the responsibility of molding the character 
of the young -- of developing the Jews of tornoITow -- are too often people who 
present no other qualification for their task than that of availability. 

The concerns of Schechter and Garno ran are still echoed today. According to A Time 

to Act, the 1990 report of the; Cornrnission on Je"".ish Education in North America, building 
✓ IJ anc cJ.J(ll-h)I u1nJiti ol) 

the profession of Jewish education,/s-essefl:tifil"for improving Jewish education in North 

America. The Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CUE) was established to 

implement the Commission's recommendations. 

A first step in the process of building the profession of Jewish educatio9' is asking the v ,o ~Jrrv -/h,s q11rffio111 
question: What is the character of the teachinj profession in today's Jewish schools\~ 

j ✓ ?r\1 )e ;,JeJJ . 
~ CUE carried out a study of teachers in Jewish schools in collaboration with its 

J o/ ✓,!/, A V The CiJE s:tu d1-.Qf f:duo-ho 
three "'Lead Communities,;,Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee. The findings of A~ 

have f ontributed to new lac 1 initiatives as well as to national programs s.e,.onsored by· th/ 
I (cu r) l1H- rn~ . ✓.J / )liQ\li Je"~" tcJc.heJ.r 

CUE ER-i:t~ , -~ he purpose of this report is to share these' findings/\ with the wider 

Jewish community, in hopes of bringing continental attention to the problems and prospects 

of building the profession of Jewish education. ~ nJ,,.s Jj,f'llf- ➔ he, to<JJ~) ,b.) c.k.,.v111(\d JnJ profcJJtQ(l>} 
--loinl'j h.m .bC..Cll fc/c>Jcd 111 

Questions for Research and Policy fi"Jr~ :ibvvf- le;;,JCJI ,~ Jewuh 
.f cJi HI.J 1h t(I 

One of the central questions of the CUE study was to learn about the professional )pf c->r ,n 

. -futvrc pv.blicJtw1s 
backgrounds of teachers-who work in Jewish schools. HJ w adequate is their training in the 

J Je,w h· stud 1t1 . 
field of education? How extensive is their background inl 1:1daie,a.? Do they engage in 

activities that continually enhance their preparation for teaching? Answers to these questions 

are essential for policy decisions. 



/ 
If professional preparation and growth for teachers are irnportante 

professional conditions for work may be closely related. What are the earnings and benefits 

for teachers in Jewish schools? How many hours do they work? Are teachers commonly 

employed in more than one school? What are the prospects for full-time work as a Jewish 

teacher? 

A third set of issues concerns Jewish education as a career. How are teachers 

recruited to Jewish education? How experienced are they? Do they view their work as a 

3 

l
eer? What are their future plans? Addressing these questions may provide guidance about 

_ {orr.nwMI 1nvCJtrnV"ll' 

tae-wo-~ invest-i~ in our curre~t teaching forcA 

,' About the Study and~ ParticipantsB /,, ' 

)( 
; ✓( Gc!Jt) 

r, \ 1, This study was carried out by the Council for Initiatives in Jewish Educa · , · c,ollaboration 
\!:J . wit!I toe t:bfee Lead Communi~s of Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee. Data sourc~s in.eluded •Surveys 
/QLJC f

11

• __ of nearly 1000 te~chers and int~rviews with over l(jQ educators. Further 'information on ilie data and 
V ~ . methodology of the study may be found in th/;J,pendix. 
✓ ,Ir~\ 1, L_ ' Tl:ie sur.vey indicated that teachers in ~ · ~ee communities are predominantly female (84%) 
~ V T ., and married (80%). A large majority are Americanf\bom (86%), while 7% percent were born in Israel. 

~- Surveys fr9m other cities have indicated much higher proportions oj Israeli-born teachers: 17% in 
f Boston (frank,, 1,v!~go~, and Weisner, 1992); 25% in Los Angeles (Aron and Phillips, 1988); and in 
S· .Miami, .15% of synagogue school teachers and 29% of Judaic,.R_8y school teachers (Shes.kiri, 1988) . 
• , • . Q~ espondents represent a variety of religious affiliations. Thirty-twi. ercent are Ortnodo1--p 

· and 8% ar\&"aditional. Thirty-one percent identify with the Reform moveme ; ni 25% see (_!,/.,, 
~ ·themselves as Conservative. ffhe remaining 4% list other J?Ief(?rences, focludi 1 % Reconstruc tion/st:) 
' Six.ty-three percent of the teachers have visited Israel,, and, 51 % of;'those have lived in Israel for three 
0

'. months or more. Twenty-one perEent of tHe teacher~ in our surveY, described tliemselves as fluent · 
1 Hebrew speakers.: 

Background and Training of Teachers in Jewish Schools 

To what extent are teachers in Jewish schools trained as educators? Are they prepared 

in areas of Jewish content? What standards are maintained for their ongoing professional 
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development? Our first task is to examine the background and training of teachers in Jewish 

schools. 

Educational Back / 

Teachers in the Jewish schools of Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milw;n1kee _are highly 
✓ Jq'J, ,_ ) 

educated. Table I shows that 74% have college degrees, and m0Fe--tha11-.. a .... q11artlfr have 

graduate or professional degrees. Compared to the national Jewish population, the teachers 

are more likely to have college degrees, and about equally likely to have post-collegiate 

degrees. According to the 1990 National Jewish Population Survey, around 50% of both men 

and women who identify as Jews have college degrees, and 24% of women arid 32% of men 

have graduate degrees (Kosmin et al., 1993). 

Table 1. General Education Background{ of Teachers. 
in Jewish Schools 

College Grad/Prof. 
De~ree in Educat ion 

From From Teacher's Worke d in 
SETTING Degree Degree University Instit ute General Educ. 

Day Schools 76% 40% 43% 17% 48% 

Orthodox 69% 42% 32% 26% 36% 

Other 86% 38% 58% 5% 64% 

Supplementary Schools 80% 33% 41% 5% 55% 

Pre-Schools 63% 13% 46% 15% 50% 

Orthodox 38% 8% -· 28% 31% 32% 

Other 66% 14% 48% 12% 53% 

TOTAL 74% 29% 43% 11% 51% 

More important for our interests is the finding that as many as 43% of the teachers in 

the Jewish schools of the three communities have university degrees in education, and another 

~ t 
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11 % have education degrees from teacher's institutes. Just over half the teachers have 

worked in general education. Whereas day, supplementary, and pre-school teachers are about 

l
ually likely to have degrees and experience in general education, these comparisons mask 

Ju10 m 111 )it 11>J I 
importan\ differences within settings: Teachers in day and pre-schools under Orthodox 

sponsorship have less formal training and experience in general educationt mpared to those @ / 
in day and pre-schools under other sponsorships. 

J I 

Tabl.e 2. Collegiate and Professional Jewish Education~ Backgrounf 
o f Teachers in Jewish Schools 

Certification in Degree in @✓ SETTING J ewish educati on Jewish \tudies 

Day Schools 40% 37% 

Orthodox 47% 49% 

Other 30% 24% 

Supplementary Schools 18% 12% 

Pre-Schools 10% 4% 

Orthodox 24% 16% 

Other 8% 3% 

TOTAL 22% 17% 

Thirty-seven percent of the day school teachers reported a college major or seminary 

degree in Jewish studies, and slightly more are certified in Jewish education (see Table 2). 

(Certification is typically granted by a local Board of Jewish Education; standards for 

certification may vary across communitip,.) Again, these figures differed within the day 
✓ QJy -Slhoals 

school setting, with those in Orthodox ins-~ substantially more likely to have training or 
. -✓ ✓whdhcr OrlhoJox or rw~1 

certification in Jewish education or studiesl Teachers in other setting, ~have far less formal 

V 
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preparation in Jewish studies. Table 2 indicates that only 12% of supplementary school 

teachers, 16% of teachers in Orthodox pre-schools, and 3% of teachers in other pre-schools 

majored in Jewish studies; the percentages are moderately hig1,r but follow the same pattern 
/ Jfvdic.s · 

for certification in Jewish education. Similar contrasts in JudaicA training between day school 

and o.ther teachers were rep01ted in Miami (Sheskin, 1988). 

Teachers in supplementary schools and pre-schools have relatively little formal 

preparation to be Jewish educators (see Table 2). Even in day schools, where formal 

po.s!- --~~-- ~ preparation is most extensive, only half the teachers are trained in education, and half are 
rc.pruvm1 ~~ , J 
~~~/ 11rr prepared in Jewish studies at the collegiate or professional leve~hls includes.both Jewish 
uho j -C, studies majors and Jewish education certificatio1cJ) 

~ ~ J Overall, _19% of the teachers we surveyed have professional or collegiate training in 
VJckJJh Jtv, IU . l both Jyda.~ and education (this includes teacher's institutes). Another 47% had formal 

r re cdf<JI. . 
training in one field or the other, but not both•, including 35% with backgrounds in education 

6 

and 12% certified in Jewish subjects (including Jewish education). This Jeaves about 34% of 

teachers in Jewish schools in the three communities who lack collegiate or professional 

degrees in both areas. Figure 1 provides a graphic display of this pattern for all teachers. 

The pattern differs somewhat across settings and sponsorships: Ellong day school teachers, 

only 10% in Orthodox schools and 23% in non-Orthodox schools lack degrees in both areas, 

whereas the figure is 38% for pre-school teachers and 44% for supplementary school teachers. 

This analysis views teachers who are certified in Jewish education but who lack a 

degree in general education as partially trained, because certification in Jewish education 



TRAINED IN BorH 
19% 

TRAINED IN JEWISH 
STUDIES ONLY 

12% 

TRAINED IN GENERAL 
EDUCATION ONLY 

35% 

TRAINED IN NEITHER 
34% 

Figure 1: Extent of ProfessioI":Lal Training in 
General Education cmd Jewish Studies 
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/

ypically does not require the same level of training in education as a secular degree. 

To cov,, i-- · 
Goom-i-Rg those with certificates in Jewish education as trained in general education would 

I\ 
lead to the conclusion that about 25% instead of 19% are formally trained in education and in 

Jewish studies -- still only one quarter of all teachers in Jewish settings. 

I 
~; important ~::~c.~on to these findings is;tit they emphasize_ formal schooling. 

-Y~1, Jewish conten7 is learned not only in school/ but in informal settings such as the 
I\ )fno()!J oflieN, 

l ome, the synagogue, summer camp, Israel experiences, a:RG-.t:b.mughlirig_a_.l · · 

l~ -~lUJ 
· ~ only on formal education thus underestimates the extent of Jewish knowledge 

among teachers in Jewish schools. Still, it is widely recognized in the field of education that 

full preparation for teaching includes formal training in one's subject matter aQ w~l~-~s~~ 

pedagogy (e.g., Darling-Hammond, 1994), so the lack of formal training in J~~ 

among many of the teachers is a matter of concern. 

What sort of Jewish education did the teachers receive when they were children? On 

the whole, teachers in Jewish schools are much better educated Jewishly than the typical 

American Jew. For example, according to the 1990 National Jewish Population Survey 

(Kosmin et al., 1993), 22% of males and 38% of females who identify as Jews received no 

Jewish education as children; the comparable figure is only 8% for the teachers in our survey 

when childhood education both before and after age 13 are considered. 

Table 3 indicates that among teachers in Orthodox day scµools and pre-schools, a 

majority attended day schools (or schools in Israel), and nearly all teachers in Orthodox day 

schools and over two-thirds of those in Orthodox pre-schools attended a Jewish school at 



I 
Table 3 . Pre-Collegiate Jewish Educational Backgroun~(of Teachers 

in Jewish Schools 

SETTING None 

Day Schools 6% 

Orthodox 2% 

Other 11% 

Supplementary Schools 11% 

Pre- Schools 22% 

Orthodox 20% 

Other 22% 

TOTAL 12% 

BEFORE AGE 13 

1 day per 
week only 

11% 

2% 

24% 

25% 

40% 

3% 

45% 

2 5% 

2 days or more 
supplementary 

21% 

16% 

28% 

40% 

23% 

23% 

23% 

29% 

~ hool in 
Ysrael or 

day school 

62% 

79% 

37% 

24% 

15% 

54% 

9% 

33% 

SETTING 

AFTER AGE 13 ~ · 
/ @yhool in Israel, 

1 day per 2 days or more yeshiva, or 
None week only supplementary day school 

Day Schools 14% 

Orthodox 7% 

Other 25% 

Supplementary Schools 29% 

Pre-Schools 55% 

Orthodox 22% 

Other 60% 

TOTAL 32% 

8% 

1% 

20% 

25% 

23% 

3% 

27% 

20% 

11% 

7% 

17% 

17% 

8% 

11% 

8% 

13% 

67% 

86% 

38% 

29% 

14% 

64% 

5% 

36% 

Note: Figures omit a small number of responses marked "other." Rows 
may not sum to 100% due to rounding. 

9 
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least two days a week both before and after age 13. Among teachers in other day schools, 

about two-thirds attended a Jewish school at least twice a week before age 13, and over half 

attended at least that often after age 13. Supplementary school teachers participated less, but 

still much more than the average American Jew: Before age 13, 24% of teachers attended day 

schools, and another 40% attended a supplementary school of two days or more a week, 

while 25% attended only once j1 week, and 11 % did not attend at all. After age 13, 29% 

v :i Je" 1-1~ ...st'14•' 
attended day school, 17% attende~twice a week, and the proportion that reported "none" rises 

to 29%. 

Teachers in non-Orthodox pre-schools stand out as having received substantially less 

Jewish schooling as children. Less than one-third before age 13 and less than one-seventh 

after age 13 attended a Jewish school twice or more each week. One reason for these low 

figures is that 11 % of teachers in non-Orthodox pre-schools are not Jewish. (A survey in 

Miami also reported that 7 % of early childhood teachers in Jewish schools were not Jewish; 

see Sheskin, 1988). Even excluding the non-Jewish teachers, however, over half of teachers 

in non-Orthodox pre-schools received no Jewish schooling after the age of Bat Mitzvah. 

Professional Development 

Nearly all pre-school teachers reported that they were required to attend in-service 

workshops. In our interviews, we learned that most pre-schools were licensed by the states in 

which they were located, and state accreditation requirements demanded staff development. 

One pre-school director exp s·ned: ~[ing_J 
l lf11 

They [the teachers] are reqm e by licensing to do 18 h~ of-continue e ucation. 
And I w~uld ho?~ that th_ree-quar of that wo~e---Judaic. They have to have 15 
hours of m-serv1cmg, which [another ~~~~ director] and I have to prepare for 
them. A consultation is part of th ...-'fuaL ~ bably a little more of the secular back-

' . & 



/ 
11 ,____.------

~~ ~ ---------- ~ '- _/ ~rou9 that e giv them. e'll bFmg in exper~ on la~guage, on special needs 
d~ opment, t at ype of area. B"6t it makes a mce_package all in all~ · 

On the surveys, pre-school teachers reported they were required to attend an average of 6.2 

in-seryice worksho~ over a two-year period. While these workshops generally satisfied state 

J ;jre ~•t ./ ...,/" 
requirements, they ~ ot--h-ave been sufficient to compensate for the limited Judaic ~ 

. . 

backgrounds of most pre-school teachers. _, / / 

Day school teachej;S' attend substantially fewer workshops. Al-thou-gr;lmost 80% said w\11 ,~: 

✓ but- 1hr nvmJ.cr rcqvwJ :,vcn;,I / ,__-/-
workshops were required,Aon-aver-age.lo'nly 3.8 workshops ~i:recf over a two-year 

period (see Figure 2). This level of staff development is far below normal standards in public 

education. For example, teachers in Wisconsin are required to complete 180 hours of 

workshops over a five-year period in order to maintain their teaching license. Assuming a 

typical workshop lasts 3 hours, day school teachers in our study averaged about 29 hours of 

workshops over a five-year period, less than one-sixth of what is required for state-licensed 

teachers in Wisconsin. / 
S}x 

Wisconsin teachers can also maintain their licenses by earning ~ college or university 

credits over a five-year period. About 32% of the day school teachers reported taking a 

course in Judaica or Hebrew at a un7,~ity, community center, or synagogue during the 

/ dAHh1v.,9h 
previous .½ oaths: l:lnfo.tunately •~ we dtd not ask more specific questions about these 

courses, ~ t is clear that attendance at workshops does not capture the full extent of 

continuing education obtained by day scJ}eol teachers. Fur~ ermore, the survey did not ask 
r' n'heA i/ ;lrc (dUnfol _ ) 

about university courses in education. ~ hese comses/Rt.g...acG-Ot~, day school teachers 

come closer to the levels of professional development required in public education, 

Ue, 



· DAYSCHOOL SUPPLEMENTARY 

SETTING 
PRE-SCHOOL 

Figure 2: A~o/age Number of Required Workshops Over a Two-Year Period 
(For;ii~se·~o(erefequired tofttend atfaast yfne y/orkshop and 7'c1udino/'trst{Year Jducators) 



but they do n~ ain it, nor are they required to do so, even though they are less well 

prepared initial~ pared to their peers in public education. 

13 

Supplementary school teachers reported slightly more in-service training than day 

school teachers, although not as much as pre-school teachers (see Figure 2). Also, 44% of 

the supplementary school teachers _¢ported taking a Judaica or Hebrew course at a university, 
A ftJny of -11,oc. (<)1.lou me4r ·k <inly ~ few hl1\Jc.s.) ~ ) 

community center, or synagogue. ~ Mo-st-of--t-hese--ee1:1TS~Fe-~Fe.0ab-ly-syfl-ag-0-gae-ee:itr-s'6s-"' ~ 

thahnetiunrie~ As with day school teachers, professional development for 

/ supple/(tary_ tea~hers falls well short of common professional standards for public school 

qt,w,j teache/ <}~evelopment activities were even less frequent in a Miami survey ~,l~ tynJ #>t-
(Shes/ 988), w.her'1\ day school teachers averaged 3.7 Judaica wor~ps over a three-year 

perioq{)supplementary school teachers averaged 3.2 Judaica workshop©and pre-school 

teachers averaged 3.4 such workshops. During the same three-year period, day school and 

pre-school teachers reported having taken 0.8 courses in teaching methods on average, and 

supplementary school teachers averaged I.I co~,.,,.. ~ .-"" ~ 
Consistent with their diverse backgrounds, the teachers varied substantially in the areas 

in which they would like to improve (see Table 4). Among the most popular were skills in 

motivating children to learn, creating materials, and content knowledge in Hebrew and 

history. Variation across settings followed predictable patterns. For example, pre-school 

teachers were more concerned with child development, and teachers in non-Orthodox pre-

schools were especially interested in learning about Jewish customs and ceremonies.Ls~ 

Teachers in Orthodox day schools were most concerned with learning more history, while 

/ 



teachers in non-Orthodox day schools more often perceived a need for improved Bible 

knowledge. It is noteworthy that interests in motivating students, creating materials, and 

learning Hebrew were uniformly strong across settings. 

I 

Table 4. v/4:eacher Workshop/ Aree;s: What \Jould \'eachers \ ike to 

[~ , mprove? Wha~;,lr5h\ ~~Y \ ttende~ 

Percent! : siri ng ~ provement: Percen~ esiring \mprovement: 
Teaching kills Jewish 

1
ontent 

Motivating children 67% Hebrew language 57% 
Creating materials 58% Jewish history 54% 
Classroom management 46% Bible 46% 
Curriculum development 42% Customs and ceremonies 45% 
Child development 37% Synagogue skills/prayer 32% 
Parental involvement 37% Rabbinic literature 32% 
Communication skills 32% Israel and Zionism ~9% 

Percent who a ttended workshops on the 
f ollowing topics in the last two years : 

Teaching methods 76% 
Judaic subject matter 62% 
Classroom management 61% 
Curriculum development 49% 
Art/drama/music 41% 
Hebrew language 30% 

In-service training is not only infrequent but, especially in day and supplementary 

schools, it tends to be sporadic and not geared to teachers' specific needs. On the survey, 

14 

teachers indicated they typically find the workshops "somewhat helpful." Aside from Hebrew 

language, many teachers had in fact attended a workshop in an area in which they desired to 

improve. Yet our interviews indic~ted several concerns about the ~ rkshops. Particularly in 
V Jmo/\J •ffcr,·qy . 

day and supplementary sc~~• there is rarely any overall coordination A° r program of 

professional developmen6 Teachers feel that a workshop is an event unto itself, without any 

apparent connection to previous staff development activiti4 r follow-up afterwards. 
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~ eachers who learn something practical and concrete see the workshop as useful:J oll=wis~ 

is-s~ely--a-w-a~~e pre-school teacher commented about w~p; ' 

[S]ome of them are wonderful and really do address just the issues you need to hear 
about, very practical things .... I went to a wonderful one that covered several of the 
major Jewish holidays. She showed us some very useful things we could take back to 
our classroom. 

Conversely, another teacher who found nothing of practical value dismissed the workshop 

experience as "dreadfully boring and non-helpful to me." Moreover, in-service training tends 

to be provided uniformly for all teachers, rather than offering different programs designed to 

meet the varied needs of teachers with diverse backgrounds 1edagogy and J_ewish content. 

Given the wide range of training, experience, subject mattectrd gra~e levels among teachers 

in Jewish schools, it is unlikely that a given workshop will be appropriate for many teachers, 

even within the same SGhool. A~ one day school teacher remarked, 

A lot of times, I guess because Jewish education is so small, you end up in a 
[workshop] class with a range of people teaching all the way from preschool to tenth 
grade. You can't teach a [workshop] class like that. The way you approach the 
material depends entirely on the age that the children are. Developmentally what 
works for an eighth grader does not work for a kindergar8'1' and vice versa. 

5fdf..ch,,de 
Summary and Implications / u '-<, , 

t/of Jud=>1c.1 
Compared to other settings, day school teachers~are relatively well prepared, both 

Jewishly and pedagogically. Still, fewer than half have u~rgone the level of professional 

✓dljhovJ~ o/ 
preparation that is standard among public school teachers) /\ kGiii.ca11y, day schools generally 

require their teachers of secular subjects to meet the standard requirements. In addition, staff 

development demands for day school Judaica teachers are minimal, and are less than the 

requirements for day school teachers of secular subjects, who typically meet state 

requirements for ongoing certification to maintain their teaching licenses. Both for pre-
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service preparation and in-service development, Jewish day schools in Atlanta, Baltimore, and 

Milwaukee typically hold teachers of secular subjects to higher standards than teachers of 

Jewish subjects. 

Among supplementary and pre-school teachers, few are fully prepared as professional 

Jewish educators. That is, only small proportions of teachers in those settings have extensive 

training in both education and Judaica. In pruticular, only 46% of supplementary school 

teachers are trained in education, and most teachers in non-Orthodox pre-schools received 

minimal formal Jewish education as children, let alone at the college level. Professional 

growth opportunities are needed to advance their levels of professional knowledge and skills. 

Professional development for Jewish educators is not only a matt~r of remediation, of 

making up for deficiencies. It is also a means of renewal and growth, something that is 

imperative for all teachers. Even those who are well prepared for their positions must have 

opportunities to keep abreast of the field, to learn exciting new ideas, and to be invigorated 

by contact with other educators. (For a concise review of current directions in professional 

development, see Dilworth and Imig, 1995.) .. 

What must teachers know in order to teach? Berynd pedagogic and content 

knowledge is the notion of "pedagogic cont¢ t know1J/g~¾that is, the knowledge of what it 
· / sv<a.ufully ;fPf .Jrtillj 

is about the content that is most essential for }\t~ it to a student (Shulman, 1986). This 

is the knowledge of how to create bridges between subject matter and student. Teachers need 

a rich and deep knowledge of the subject matter to place it in a meaningful context for their 

students. Although students do not always respond to instruction in predictable ways, a 

teacher who possesses pedagogic content knowledge has the power to find new ways of 

' 

d;i-/> ,r, 
C..ffi(-;,ly /11 

rcdrcJJ' lnJ 
l?CV of-

ptc.p )0 t,,,, ; 

bnd, .D-H 
G)il 



17 

enabling students to learn the material at hand. In thinking about professional development ✓ 

, 
for Jewish teachers, then, we must consider not only pedagogy, and not only Judaica, but the(i- lflfe,tJhdl)'ii 

r' ihv . f J . h b. Keachmg o ew1s su ~ect matter. 

v{h~onditions of Work 

" Having identified a need fo~ professional preparation and development of teachers, we 1 must also consider whether work conditions for teachers in Jewish schools make it reasonable 

I to think about a profession of Jewish education. How many hours do teachers work each 

\veek? How many. teachers are full time? What are the~ngs and benefits? What 

ncentives might stimulate more teachers to work full time~ f positions were available? 

Settings and Hours of Work 

Most of the teachers we surveyed reported that they work in one school. Specifically, 

80% teach in one school, 17% teach in two schools, and 3% teach in more than two schools. 

Thirty-one percent of the respondents teach in day schools as their primary setting (the setting 

in which they work the most hours), including 18% under Orthodox sponsorship and 13% 

under other sponsorships. Forty percent work in supplementary schools. The remaining 29% 

teach in pre-schools, including 4% under Orthodox sponsorship and 25% under other 

sponsorships. Whereas 20% of teachers work in more than one school, approximately 35% of 

positions are held by teachers who teach in more than one school. 

There is no agreed-upon definition of full-time work in the field of Jewish education. 
' 

When we define full-time teaching as more than 25 hours per week, we find that 28% work 

full time in one school, and 32% work full time when all their positions in Jewish education 

are taken into account. When asked on the survey, 31 % of the teachers described themselves 
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as a "full-time Jewish educator." Thus, alternative definitions give similar results, on average. 

Table 5. Weekly Hours of Work among Teachers in Jewish 
Schools (Primary Setting) 

Hours 

SETTING 1 - 4 5-12 13 - 24 25+ 

-Day Schools 5% 11 % 37% 47% 

Supplementary Schools 64% 32% 2% 2% 

Pre-Schools 1% 19% 36% 43% 

TOTAL 27% 22% 23% 28% 

No te: Rows may not sum t o 1 00% due to rounding . 

Teaching in supplementary schools is overwhelmingly a part-time rn7 upation;l96% 
t/ i;vft.1' V 'TifCI 

teach 12 hours or less in their primary setting, and almost two-thirds teach ~ than 1 hours 

per week (see Table 5). By contrast, day school teachers are about evenly split between those 

who work 25 hours per week or more in their primary setting and those who work less. 

Among pre-school teachers, 43% work full tjme, 37% work 13 to 24 hours per week, and 

20% work 12 hours per week or less. Similar differences appeared in Miami, where 55% of 

day school teachers and 50% of pre-school teachers reported working 25 hours per week or 

more, compared with 5% of supplementary school teachers (Sheskin, 1988). In Los Angeles, 

only 16% of teachers reported 25 hours of teaching per week or more (Aron and Phillips, 

1988); this figure was not broken down by setting, but two-thirds of the respondents were 

supplementary school teachers, and one-third were day school teachers. (Pre-school teachers 
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were not included in the Los Angeles survey.) In Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee, about 

two-thirds of the teachers who work in more than one school teach in supplementary schools 

as their second school. 

In our interviews with teachers, we discovered that teachers and principals work 

together to assemble "employment packages" to provide some teachers with more paid work. 

Rabbis in Orthodox day school settings are commonly recruited to take responsibility for 

worship and extracurricular activities to fill out their wor✓ek. Teachers in other settings 

assume responsibility for a variety of additional activitiewncluding working in the library, 
V 

tutoring students at the school, engaging in family education, leading worship services, 

directing grant-related projects, and so forth. Even with these additional responsibilities, few 

are able to put together an employment package that is considered full tiine, although many 

find they devote more than 40 hours per week to their institutions. 

One pre-sch~ol teacher who presently teaches part time exemplifies the struggle of 

putting together a fulHime position. Looking ahead at her career plans, she expressed a 

desire to work full time as a Judaic pre-school teacher. But her school, like most others in . 

her community, offers Judaic programs only in the morning. She could become full time 

only by teaching non-Judaic subjects in the afternoon, by working with older students in a 

day school in the afternoon, or by the school's reorganization of the timing of curricular 

offerings. Typically, the Jewish educational "marketplace" does not provide an opportunity 

for a teacher like this one to specialize (teaching a particular subject to a specific age group) 

and to work full time. 

Salary 



Earnings from Jewish education must be 

viewed in the context of the part-time nature of 

Jewish education. Table 2 shows that 58% of 

the teachers we surveyed reported earning less 

than $10,000 from their work in Jewish 

education in one school, while 43% reported 

earning less than $5,000. (In Los Angeles, 69% 

of teachers earned less than $10,000 per year, 

according to Aron and Phillips, 1988, but their 

Table 6. Teachers' Earnings 
from One School 

EARNINGS 

Less than $1000 

$1000-$4999 

$5000-$~999 

$10000-$14999 

$15000- $19999 

$20000-$24999 

$25000-$30000 

Over $30000 

./ 

Percent 

3% 

40% 

15% 

15% 

9% 

5% 

4% 

9% 

sample was two-thirds supplementary teachers.) / · 

20 

fi1r1>eJ . 
Fifteen percent of the teachers in our survey said t~ between $10,000 and $15,00qZ/ 

18% reported wages between $ 15,000 and $30,006while 9% reported earnings of over 

$30,000 annually. As one educational director of a day school lamente~ e ce1tainly lose 

the best teachers to principalships, assistant principalships, administrative roles, because that 

is what day schools are willing to pay for. They are not willing to pay the same thing for 

teachers." This is a problem with which all education systems (not only Jewish education) 

must contend: Because there are few opportunities for job promotion within teaching, often a 

teacher must leave the classroom to advance professionally. 

Teaching at more than one school provides modest gains to teachers' incomes; the 

gains are limited because teachers rarely work more than ten hours per week at the second 

school. Seventy-four perce~t of those who teach in more than one school reporter14 ey c>;nr 
receive less than $5000 for the additional work, while 19% receive between $5R00~$10,000. 

7 ) 
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We asked the teacher~ "How important to your household is the income you receive 

from Jewish education?" Only 20% of teachers surveyed reported that their income from 

Jewish education is the main source of income for their household. Fifty-one percent 

indicated that their income from Jewish education is an important source of additional 

income, while 29% say their wages from teaching are insignificant to their household income. 

Responses to a similar question in Los Angeles were more evenly dis~ed: 32% said their 

income from Jewish education is the main source. of household incom<@)34% called it an 

important supplemen~ and 32% said it was unimportant (Aron and Phillips, 1988). In Miami, 

57% of day school teachers reported that more than half their household income comes from 

Jewish teaching, but only 24% of pre-school teachers and 18% of supplementary school · 

teachers reported that level of importance (Sheskin, 1988). 

An exception ~e general pattern in Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee, and more 
. ~ jiJv ru ?. 

consistent wit~ Miami,e) that for teachers in Orthodox day schools, income from teaching is 
✓on) A · ,./J · 

typically not 'jtls,_{ an important source of additional payr but their main source of income. 

Fifty-nine percent of teachers in Orthodox day schools reported that their wages from Jewish 

education are the main somce of incoy;ie, compared tg,85% wh_o indicated their wages are an 
I ~. · _ / /of 1c><hu1 10 Or~~d« Jcl-.~~11 

important source of additional incom( Jan~ only 6% ,rhdreported/their income from Jewish 

education is insignificant. Moreover, among those who work full time in Orthodox day 

schools (that is, those who work 25 hours per week or more, or about four-fifths of teachers 

in Orthodox day schools), 79% said their wages from Jewish education are their main source 

of income. 
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For many tet ers the additional income, however small, is ~ meaningful. 

one educator state4i)"The salary is extremely impo1tant. That's how I pay for my kid's 

education. I have to be working. I want to be working, but also that salary is essential." 

Table 7. Teachers' Satisfaction with Salaries 

SETTING 
J Very 

\ atisfied 

Day Schools 14% 

Supplementary Schools 33% 

Pre- Schools 7% 

TOTAL 20% 

Note: Rows may not sum to 100% due to rounding. 

J ~mewhat 
atisfied 

35% 

42% 

30% 

361 

j Somewhat ) Very 
'.i ssatisfied ~ issatisfied 

281 23% 

19% 

301 

251 

7% 

32% 

19% 

22 

As 

✓ 
Overall, teachers were more satisfied than dissatisfied with their salaries, but -this. the le~el , F-

,, J :,hJf>chm 

varied substantially by setting. As Table 7 illustrates, a substantial majority of supplementary 

school teachers were somewhat or very satisfied with their salaries. However, just under half 

the day school teachers and only 37% of pre-school teachers reported satisfaction with their 

salaries. A comparison between full-time and part-time teachers revealed somewhat less 

satisfaction among full-time teachers, but the main differences in satisfaction occurred across 

the three s~ttings/;{1s exhibited in Table 7. Our interviews confirmed a general pattern of 
!) 

greater satisfaction with salaries among supplementary school teachers, and the most 

dissatisfaction among pre-school teachers. 



Benefits / · 

Few ~enefits are available to teachers in Jewish schools. Given the part-time 

nature of teaching, the scarcity of benefits. may not be surprising. However, most full-time 

Jewish educators (those teaching more than 25 hours per week) reported that they are not 

offered many benefits (see Table 8). Full-time teachers are most likely to be offered tuition 

subsidies (75%) (i.e., reduced tuition for their children at their school) and money to attend 

conferences (66%). Of those who teach full time, only 28% are offered disability benefits, 

48% are offered health benefits, af!.d 45% have pension plans. 

I 
Table 8. vailability of ~~---e Benefits for Full-Time and Part- Time 

Teach~7s : Percentages of Teacters Who Are Offered Various 
~ Benefits 

✓ ~1-\ime /2art-~,ime / All 
BENEFIT \/2:,_;;chers \eachers \ eachers 

Tuition \ ubsidies I 75% 42% 52% 
Day ~are 28% 15% 19% 
Membe'rshi~_$,,ubsidies 46% 33% 37% 
Synagogue \rivileges 17% 19% 19% 
Conferences 66% 55% 58% 
Sabbaticals · 14% 6% 9% 
Disability 28% 9% 15% 
Health <18% 15% 26% 
Pension 45% 16% 25% 

When teachers put together "job packages" that include part-time positions in a 

number of settings, they are notgible for health, pension, or disability benefits from any 

one institution. Even when & enefits are offered, the size of the benefits may be 

negligible. · One day school principal indicated: 
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/ 
Today a health plan for a family is about $5500 a year. A full-time teacher may get 
$900 from the schoo(:\the rest they have to pay for. They get a small allocation. It's 
a token, but it's not fliat much. The same thing with pension plans. The pension plan 
until now was a fair plan. It was little, but it was fair. That's been suspended 
because of the financial crisis, so there is none at all. That's all the benefits there are. 



I "'JJi 
Benefits differ somewhat across settings, mainly as a function of the percenth of 

teachers in that setting who work full time. Forty-seven percent of teachers in day schools 

reported that health benefits are available to them. Only 29% of those in pre-schools and a 

mere 7% of supplementary school teachers are offered health benefits. About 46% of 

teachers in day schools and 27% of those in pre-schools are offered pensions, as compared 

with just 7% of supplementary school teachers. 

Work Conditions and Motivation for Teaching 

24 

Although earnings and benefits are meager compared to most professions, they are still 

. important to many teachers in Jewish schools. When we i7✓eyed part-time teachers about 

what possible incentives would encourage them to work fu:~e in Jewish education, salary, 

benefits, and job security/tenure were the most important incentives (see Table 9). At the 

same time, it is not extrinsic motivators such as salary and bene~ts that attract people to work 

in Jewish education. Instead, those who have chosen the field of Jewish education typically 

find their greatest rewards in the intangibles. As one supplementary school teacher 

commented: 

[F]inancially, no, this is not the best job in the world. The reward is watching 
children grow. I don' t think any of the synagogues really pay that well. We have no 

_)Jenefits. I've worked 26 years without any benefits whatsoever. Nothing. When I 
I retire, it i6 'Good-bye. It was nice knowing you.' You really have to love what you 

are doing, let's face it. 
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Table 9. Percentages of Part-Time Teachers Who Indicated That a 
Particular Incentive Would Encourage Them to Work Full Time 
(First, Second, and Third Most Important Incentives) 

INCENTIVE First Second Third 

Salary 33% 18% 7% 

Benefits 3% 22% 13% 

Job \ecurity/'~enure 4% 6% 14% 

G Better Judaica ~ ackground 6% 4% 5% 

I/ Better ~ducation ' ackground 3% 3% 2% 
\ 

6% 6% 9% Career ' evelopment 

More ~ ob ~ pportunities 4% 3% 4% 

Training ~ pportuni ties 1% 1% 2% -

Ii Change in \amily "tatus 9% 3% 5% 

,, Work \ esources 1% 2% 

,, Presence of \ o lleagues 1% 2% 4% 

Similarly, another teacher explained that the opportunity to teach Judaism to children 

J as ..i'key for her: . . 

When I go into any position, it's not how much are you going pay me, it's what kind 
of job am I going to do. Am I really going to reach the children, am I going to have 
the support of the administration, am I going to impart what I know? 

A synagogue educator who formerly taught in a public high school emphasized her 

commitment to the Jewish people in explaining her reason for working in Jewish education: 

[W]hile I was teaching in a public school setting .. .! decided [that] if I was putting this 
much energy into working with teens and was doing a good job with it, I really felt 
strongly that I wanted to make a commitment to doing it with Jewish teenagers. 

Other teachers emphasized the warmth of the Jewish community as a reward from 

Jewish teaching. A pre-school educator commented: 

Qi!Y 



I think the reason I am in Jewish education is the community .... I feel very 
comfortable. When I first came to the Center, it was almost a sense of family. 
I just always enjoyed coming to work, enjoyed the people that I was working 
with. 

Our research suggests that the current teayhing force is largely composed of persons 
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✓ . j;,e, 
who find their greatest ~ ards from teaching m ~ intangible rather than tangible benefits. · · 

Of course, persons for ; & e tangible benefits would be more salient may simply not have 

chosen to enter this fie/,)1 is interesting to note that our findings about the importance of 

intangible rewards mirrorf the findings of research on general education, where intangible 

benefits are also highly salient for teachers (L01tie, 1975). 

Summary and Implications /) 

Most educators work part time, have few tangible~ benefits, and receive salaries 

that they consider to be an important, supplementary part of their household income. For 

some educators, this situation is compatible with their goals and family situations. For others, 

the current situation does not meet their needs, and they are not pleased with their salaries 

and benefits. Since we did not question persons who chose not to enter Jewish education, we 

cannot say whether these work conditions discourage people from entering the field at all, but 

these results are consistent with that speculation. 

What do these findings imply for the notion of building a profession of Jewish 

education? The working conditions of. teachers in Jewish schools, particularly the part-time 

nature of work, the mo_siest significance of earnings, and the absence of benefits for many 
✓ or oi~tl' . 

teachers, are not typical ~ professional occupations. Moreover, we found that many teachers 

chose their positions because of the availability of part-time work. On the one hand, these 

conditions may make it difficult to build a profession. The scarcity of fuH-time positions 
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with substantial salary and benefits packages may make it difficult to recruit teachers who are 

willing to conform to high standards of professional preparation and development. On the 

other hand, just because someone chooses to work part time does not mean he or she would 

necessarily resist efforts to raise standards. A part-time teacher may be experienced and 

committed to Jewish teaching, and therefore welcome opportunities for professional 

development. To resolve these issues, we need to examine the career orientation and 

experiences of full-time and part-time teachers. 

Career Patterns 

To build the profession of Jewish education, it is essential to learn about the career 

patterns of today's teachers. How were they recruited into Jewish education? How 

experienced are they? Do they view Jewish education as a career? What are their plans for 

the future? Answering these questions will tell us whether investing in our current teachers is 

a sound strategy for improving the capacity of personnel for Jewish schools. 

Enterin Jewish Education 

J lhe falJ -)(rt! &ffco· ~ · 
t\ Jewish education ~s relatively easy access to prospective members, although pre-

schools are more highly regulated by the state than other settings. In interviews, we learned 

that teachers in Jewish schools enter the field as early as high school and as late as 

retirement. This wide range, combined with the part-time nature of teaching in Jewish 

settings, allows educators to teach while they are pursuing other endeavors, such as post­

secondary schooling. 

Since educators typically enter the field in an unregulated manner, without complete 

formal preparation or certification, there is a common perception that "anybody can do it." 



Some educators make casual decisions to enter the field and expect on-the-job training to 

prepare them as they teach. Interviews with supplementary school teachers suggest that an 

overwhelming number entered the field without much planning. They became Jewish 

educators because someone, usually a friend, told them about an opening at the synagogue. 

As one supplementary teacher recounted: 
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Well, basically, I got recruited through a friend. I have a friend who was teaching 
} ere and she said it was fun and great and a good thing to do. She thought I might 

V ~1ke doing that. My first reaction, of course, wa~;)''Who am I to be teaching?" I have 
no formal education as a teacher and certainly not of Judaica or Hebrew. And she just 
said from what she knew that I knew, I had all the qualifications. I had no experience 
in Jewish education, but my friend persuaded me. And so just indirectly, and luckily, 
I became involved in Jewish education. · ·· 

Teachers most commonly obtained their cunent positions by approaching the school 

directly (29% ), through a friend or mentor (30% ), or by being recruited by the school (24% ). 

Our interviews indicated that it is rare for teachers to be recruited for their positions from 

outside their current community. / 

Factors influencing the decision to work at a particular sch~ oincide with the 

part-time nature of teaching. On the survey, 87% of teachers said the hours and days 

available for work was an important reason for choosing to work at a particular school. This 

was the most prevalent reason mentioned. As one teacher explained, 

I had my third child, and I was feeling like I needed to get out and do 
something, but I couldn't do something on a full-time basis. [Working as a 
Jewish educator] seemed to coincide with what I needed at the time. 

Location was also an important factor, cited by 75% of the teachers, and the reputation of the 

school was listed as important by 66% of the teachers. Religious affiliation was indicated as 

important by 68% of the teachers -- 55% percent of s_upplementary school teachers teach in 
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synagogues where they are also members -- and 51 % of the teachers mentioned salary as an 

important factor in choosing to work at a particular school. 

The most important reason for choosing a specific second schooi was the same as that 

for choosing the first: scheduling. In addition, 64% percent of those teaching in a second 

school reported that location was a significant factor in their decision to teach in a particular 

school, and 55% listed salary as an important factor. 

Experience 

There is considerable stability in the field of Jewish teaching. The top panel of Table 

10 indicates that 1~/of teachers have been in the field for more than 20 year(V24% for 

between 10 and 2C\!Jand/ 29% for 6 to 10 years. Another 27% have worked in Jewish 
l\'10 ~tCJ\/ I 

education for l to 1 years, and only 6% were in their first year at the time of our survey. 

/ 

At the same time, teachers' tenure at their current schools is less extensive than their 

experience in the field. The m~j~f teachers, 59%, have been teaching in their current 

institutions for. five years or les~ ~8% were teaching in their current settings f~r the first 

time. Othe9-(to~g just 18%, have been teaching in their current institutions for more than 
V v Twe),;{-ihrrc pucC1tl-- . 

10 yearse ani ~ have been teaching 6 to 10 years in their current schools. 

Supplementary schools have the highest proportion of novice teachers. Whereas only 

9% of supplementary school teachers were new to Jewish education, 27% were new to their 

current schools. Twelve percent of day school teachers and 13% of pre-school teachers were 

new to their current schools. Figures for new teachers reflect new faculty positions as well as 

movement across schools. 



Career Opportunities 

There are limited career advancement 

opportunities in the three communities. 

Teachers can make horizontal moves from one 

setting to another, although ~ 1\cif J 
denominational or philosophical orientation 

constrains this movement to a certain degree. 

/ There are two ways teachers move out 

V f~ieir regular positions. Some apply for 
~ 

non-teaching positions when they become 

vacant, while others are tapped by 

administrators who see promising qualities in 

them. The fact that teachers are recruited 

without benefit of a position's being advertised 

narrows the perceived range of opportunities. 

Our interviews indicated that many positions are 

Table 10. Stability and 
Continuity of 
Teachers 

Total Years of Experience 
in Jewish Education 

1 or less 

2 to 5 

6 t o 10 

11 to 20 

20 or more 

6% 

27% 

29% 

24% 

14% 

Total Years o f Teaching 
Experience in the Current 
Community 

1 or less 11% 

2 to 5 34% 

6 to 10 27% 

11 to 20 19% 

20 or more 10% 

Total Years of Teaching 
·Experience in the Present 
Setting 

1 or less 18% 

2 to 5 41% 

6 to 10 23% 

11 to 20 13% 

20 or mo.re 5% 

Note : Columns may not sum to 1ooi due to 
rounding. 
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filled before it is generally known that they are vacant. Vertical movement is constrained by 



31 

the small number of positions, and top-level administrative positions are sometimes filled by 

recruits from outside the community. 

Career Perceptions 

Interestingly, although only a 

minority of teachers worJc full-time in 

J -;i ~:>jori7ti 
Jewish education (32%), ~ 59'10 of 

teachers, describe themselves as having a 

career in Jewish education (see Table 11). 

In fact, 54% of those who work part-time in 

Jewish education (those who teach fewer 

than 25 hours per week) indicate that they 

Table 11. 

SETTING 

Teachers' Career 
Perceptions 

Reported Having 
a Career in 

Jewish Education 

Day Schools 79% 
Orthodox 88% 
Other 66% 

Supplementary Schools •· 44% 

Pre-Schools 60% 
Orthodox 89% 
Other 56% 

TOTAL 59% 

have careers ill Jewish education. At the v0 _ .,// 
do ll,t "'"" ;is 

same time, 31 % of the full-time Jewish educators -s~ /\ Jewish education is-ft0t their care~r. 

~ducators, part-time Of n6t;-J~ucation is taei-l:· cai:eer.ef' 

Teachers in day schools and pre-schools under Orthodox sponsorship are he most 

likely to indicate they have a career in Jewish education. In these settin . t olose to 90% 

describe themselves as having a career in Jewish education. Almost two-thirds of teachers in 

other day schools also describe Jewish education as their career, as do 56% of teachers in 

other pre-schools and 44% of supplementary school teachers. 

Future Plans 

The majority _of teachers we surveyed plan to continue working in their present 

positions (see Table 12). Across all settings, 64% of.the teachers reported that they plan to 
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stay in their present positions over the next three years, and only 6% planned to seek a 

position outside Jewish education. In day schools, as many as 76% reported th~t they / 

o stay in _91eir current jobs. (Teachers in Orthodox and other day schools w.er(.....-------­
v{d . . s,m,btly 

respond~~to this questiori.) 

Table 12. Future Plans of Teachers in Jewish Schools 

FUTURE PLANS 

Continu~ \ ame ~~sitio/ 

Change Sf hools 

Change ~ ositions 

Seek a 'x>osttion outside 
of Jewiih \ducation 

Other (e.g., going 
back to school) 

Undecided 

Day 

76% 

6% 

3% 

3% 

2% 

10% 

4% 

2% 

9% 

7% 

22% 

/ 
Pre = 

" 63% 

3% 

2% 

6% 

5% 

21% 

Note: Columns may not sum to 100% due to rounding . 

TOTAL 

64% 

4% 

2% 

6% 

5% 

18% 

/\ school tea~hers who do not pl: rtlieir current pos,,ns a,e most likely 

o be cl\ang\t to a different chool ( 6%) i o. not know \ eir plans ( 1,0% ). ruJ,ng 

uppj mentary and I re-school t achers w o anticipate a char ge, if, majority are 

scli 1 teachers ~ undecided. 

Teacher Empowerment 

Our interviews with teachers indicated that they play little role in developing school 

policies for curriculum and instruction. In general, the teacher's role is not to participate in 

developing the curriculum but to implement it. Teachers generally feel autonomous in their 



classrooms, but this freedom is constrained b~ urric~ and resources. Teachers seldom 

33 

participate in networks beyond their own schools. Moreover, teachers have few opportunities 

to collaborate with other teachers even within their own schools. While the phenomenon of 

teacher isolation is not unknown in general education, it is exacerbated in Jewish education 

because of the part-time nature of most teachers' work. 

By and large, teachers are at their institutions to meet their classes and to attend 

infrequent faculty meetings. This is true across all settings. Since their agreements with their 

institutions call for a certain amount of pay for a certain number of contact hours with 

students, principals are often reluctant to ask them to be present for professional discussions 

and. teachers have accepted the "drop-in" strncture laid out for them. The framing of their 

work agreements and the structure of their work settings conspire to discourage teachers from 

collaborating together either in curricular areas or ✓.profe/r matters that ~xtend beyond 

the classroom walls. There are some exceptions, but!m generalteachers lead isolated 

professional lives and do not participate in the conversations that affect their professional 

futures. 

Summary and Implications 

Most teachers in Jewish schools have substantial experience in Jewish education, but 

many teachers are new to their current schools. Most plan to continue teaching in their 

current positions. In· addition, a majority of teachers indicate that they have made Jewish 

education their careers. Even among part-time_ teachers, more than half describe themselves 

as having a career in Jewish education. Most strikingly, 44% of supplementary school 

teachers view their work in this way. 
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The commitment and stability reflected in these findings suggest that the notion of a 

profession of Jewish education is not as' f1 fetched as its part-time nature might indicate. If 

teachers plan to stay in Jewish educatioiifand view it as a career, they may respond positively 

to increased opportunities for professional growth. Through profossional growth, the 

weaknesses in pre-service training may be addressed. Moreover, the commitment and 

stability of teachers in Jewish education suggests than investment in their professional growth 

would have a long-term payoff. 

Conclusions 

The findings in this·report shed light on the characteristics of teachers in Jewish 

schools in. North America. Although th~dy was restricted to three cities, the findings are 

. similar to data avay.able from other citiesfand most likely reflect patterns that are common to 

~

lfhavj~ 
many communi ~ \he results show substantial diversity among teachers, both within and 

;n,J ~11hrvJh . ~ / 

across settings, b1:1t on t. aougb}the field of Jewish teaching is not 

highly professionalized, the potential exists for enhancing the professional standards and 

conditions of teaching in Jewish schools. 

A number of key findings contribute to this conclusion: 

(1) Roughly half the teachers have completed formal training in the field of education. 
Far fewer have degrees or certification in Jewish content areas; outside of Orthodox 
day schools, such training is especially rare. 

/2) Overall, 19% of teachers are formally trained in both education and Jewish 
/ ~~nten{D47% are trained in one area or the othe~ ynd 34% are not formally trained in 

either field. J 

(3) Pre-collegiate Jewish education does not make up for teachers' limited 
backgrounds in Jewish content. Almost ne-third of the teachers received no pre-
collegiate Jewish education after age 1 · · ed 29% of supplementary school 

il'(lvd ''J 
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teachers and 55% of pre-school teachers 
pre-schools are not Jewish. 

rcent of teachers in non-Orthodox 

( 

(4) In-service education also fails to compensate for limited formal training. Required 
workshops averaged 3.8 over two years for day school teacherp, 4.4 for supplementary 
school teacher~, and 6.2 among pre-school teachers. Particularly in day and 
supplementary schools, the amount of required in-service training was far below 
common standards for public school teachers. · 

(5) Interviews raised questions about the quality of in-service education, highlighting 
the isolated and fragmented character of workshops. In-service education. is not / 
targeted to meet teachers' diverse needs, and it is not part of a coherent plan for 1,ihe1r 
professional growth, particularly in day and supplementary schools. 

· Benefit are scarce, even for full-time teachers. Among full-time teachers in all f 
on11 

~ ings, j,:3s, 48% reported that they are offered health benefits, 45% have access to 
pensions, and 28% are offered disability coverage. 

(8) Despite these conditions, most teachers in Jewish schools describe their work in 
Jewish education as a career. Even among supplementary school teachers, almost all 
of whom work part time, 44% say they have a career in Jewish education. Most 
teachers have six or more years of experience, and most plan to stay in the field. 

What should we make of these findings? Taken as a whole, they _suggest that 

improving the quantity and quality of professional development for teachers, along with 

· enhancing the conditions of employment, is the strategy most likely to improve the quality of 

the teaching force in Jewish schools. 

Improving Opportunities for Professional Development ~ cJ . c,n f' ,f · dt-1 ~ ~Pee~ '(/1'" ·✓ ~ti -£, ,tfi,,,, 

Why should professional development be the focus of6 ~s? First, obviously, 

many teachers are limited in their formal training, anc;l improved and exte ded in-service 

ef-fiuh -t, ((Jf(JII 

/I -(1 Thoe -f,,J,nJJ~ 

/ 



education may compensate for the lack of pre-service training. Second, the field of Jewish 

education is largely part-time, and many teachers choose it precisely because of that 

characteristic. Hence, while we do not mean to dismiss intensified recruitment efforts, the 

part-time nature of the work means it is unlikely that the field will be transformed through 

recruitment of a large cadre of teachers who are formally trained as Jewish educators. 
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Third, and most strikingly, enhancement of professional growth is a powerful strategy 

for reform because teachers are committed, stable, and career-oriented. Even among part-time 

teachers who lack formal training as Jewish educators, many view their work in Jewish 

education as a career, and plan to stay in their positions for some time to come. These 

teachers are a ripe target for higher standards for professional growth. While it is not realistic 

r~-t'!-
to expect Jewish schools to hire only trained teachersv'-~ecause the candidates are simply not 

~' . 

available~ __ V our data suggest that it is realistic to ask teachers to participate in some degree of 
✓ 

high-quality oij_going professional training. ✓ 
Of'WJJ"f )Jpcc/i of- lh1 rigc.y · 

Our findings about in-service education point to twoAdireet:i:en~ fur~fuB.ri. First, the 

quantity must be increased. At present, the extent of in-service is far too meager, especially 

in day and supplementary schools, to compensate for background deficiencies. Second, the 

quality must be improved. Our interviews indicated that in-service experiences are isolated, 

fragmented, not targeted to meet diverse needs, and generally not part of a coherent program. @ 
These problems should be remedied. 

Other analyses of our data suggest ways of addressing these problems. Gamoran et al. 

(in press) ·noted that supplementary teachers in a community that provided financial incentives 

to teachers and schools for attending workshops repor.ted significantly higher levels of 
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required in-service. Also, teachers in pre-schools that are certified by the state reported more 

required workshops on average. These findings indicate that raising standards is possible, that 

the community as a whole can be a source of standards, and that financial inducement~ may 

help maintain adherence to standards. 

Raising standards for _quantity will be of little avail, however, if the quality of 

professional growth is not improved simultaneously. Staff development should emphasize th~ 
. / c-ffoi1 II\ U: , 

diverse needs of teachers, co1Tesponcli~ f fco their varied training, experience, subject matter~ b1<iulcdJe .J 

. ~~Clo/ l rofw,.n>I dm 1,pfhCl\r v"' 
and grade levels. m-s~.3Rhou d also emphasize the~ d for a coherent, o~ o~g, 

individualized program for teachers, instead of one-shot, isolatea1;eneric workshops. In light @ 

of teachers' commitment to _their work, we anticipate that. they would be eager to participate 

in high-quality, targeted programs. 

Improving the Conditions of Work / 

Eonplea-wi-Htt·a:ising..-st.a~fe.r-pr&fessieaai.growth_oLteacheXonditions of work 

must also be shifted towards higher standards. This is important for three reasons. First, it 

may encourage more people to train professionally as Jewish educators. Our data do not 

address this possibility, but it is plausible. Second, improving the conditions r.~ ~ i $ -\fW' 
encourage more teachers to work full_ time. Our data do address this notion: ~art-time ~jf~ 

teachers indicated that salary, benefits, and job security could make them consider full-time ~ ~ 
#t Nt p h£,t'-' 

work. Standards for professional growth can be higher for full-time teachers, so the two tM-, f 3S e (more professional growth and more professional working conditions) could build . 

upon one another. Third, improving work conditions for teachers is a n:ioral imperative. In 
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this day, it is not appropriate that many teachers in Jewish schools work full time in Jewish 

education but are not offered health benefits. 

Indeed, perhaps the most important reform of working conditions would be to extend 

benefit packages to teachers who work full time in Jewish education. Community agencies 
0ork t../__J 

could create programs to provide benefits to teachers who s.reat~ full-time ~ by teaching at 

more than one institu~ Such pr~ s could serve as incentives to increase the proportion 

of full-time teachers{a;id could i-ncl~ demand~ nsive professional development. 

Salaries for pre-school teachers pose a more difficult problem. Earnings are low and 

teachers are dissatisfied, but this is a characteristic of the field of early childhood education~ 

and is not specific to Jewish schools. However, if Jewish schools could be on the forefront 

of increasing pay standards for early childhood education, they could also demand 

professional growth in the area of Jewish content as well as in child development, and this 

would address the most serious shortcoming among teachers in Jewish pre-schools. 

Towards A Comprehensive Plan 

To some extent, these problems can be addressed on a community by community 

basis, as each community studies its educators and devises a comprehensive plan in response. 

The need for community-wide planning in education is clear. Opportunities for full-time 

work and career advancement ultimately rest with the community as a whole. For example, 

the position of "community educator" provides an opportunity to create full-time work, with 

✓ appropriate salary and benefits, for teachers employed at more than one school. In addition, 
thfJe. d vo tw rn:)y bkc an /e;iJcrJh,p ro,~ •bild1tJ .tL. ty L 

. . r11th1n Tflt e,l\mlllfl svcn .u mentonng new teachers or peer coaching. J 

~ ' 
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Questions about standards and accountability for educational personnel might also be 

addressed at the community level. Communities may design systems for professional 

development, which include standards for in-service training coupled with increased salaries 

and benefits for qualifying teachers. Although communities cannot set binding rules for 

individual schools, community guidelines might provide a moral force that would upgrade the 

quality of personnel. In addition to moral suasion, community standards might be backed up 

with community incentives, such as providing salary and benefit supplements to create 

~ "community educator" positions. 

;..'!I/ To succeed, a comprehensive plan would have to incorporate the full Spectrum of the 

~(\ community, address the critical needs identified in this report, and be adequately funded to do 

so. At the same time, national Jewish organizations can play an important role in supporting 

/4ese ~ forts, through setting standards, developing programs of in-service education, 

and providing intellectual resources and normative support for change. The task may be 

daunting, but the stakes are high, and now is the time to act. 

• 
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Appendix: Data and Methods 

This study draws on two sources of data: a survey of teachers in Jewish schopJ_s; and a 
i/ /vrnc l O tc Le .)J G ((lml/-

series of interviews with Jewish teachers, principals, and other educational leaders} ~ hAtlanta, 11itiu &{-

Baltimore, and Milwaukee. (Educational leaders were also surveyed; those results will be 

reported by Goldring, Gamoran, and Robinson, forthcoming.) The surveys were administered 

in the spring and fall of 1993 to all Judaica teachers at all Jewish day schools, supplementary 

schools, 8.?d pre-school programs in the three communities. General studies teachers in day 

schools were not included. Non-Jewish pre-school teachers who teach Judaica were included. 

Lead Community project directors in each community coordinated the survey-administration. 

Teachers completed the questionnaires and returned them at their schools. (Some teachers 

who did not receive a survey form at school were mailed a form and a self-addressed 

/.nvelopefand returned their forms by mail.) An updated version of the survey and the 

interview protocols is available from the CUE (Gamoran et al., 1996). 

Over 80% of the teachers in each community filled out and returned the questionnaire, 

for a total of 983 teacqers out of 1192 who were surveyed. In analyzing the results, we 

avoided sampling inferences (e.g., t-tests) because we are analyzing population figures, not 

samples. Respondents include 302 day school teachers, 392 supplementary sc.hool teachers, 

and 289 pre-school teachers. Teachers who work at more than one type of setting were 

categorized according to the setting ( day school, supplementary school, or pre-school) at 

/which they teach the most hours ( or at the setting they listed firsy f hours were the same for 

two types of settings). Each teacher was counted only once. If teachers were counted in all 

the settings in which they teach, the results would look about the same, except that 
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supplementary school teachers would look more like day school teachers, because 61 day 

school teachers also work in supplementary schools. In most cases, we report results 

separately by setting (day, supplementary, and pre-school); in some cases where differences 

/2ere salien~we further separate day schools and pre-schools under Orthodox sponsorship 

from other day and pre-schools. 

Despite differences in the Jewish populations of the three communities, results were 

generally comparable across communities for schools of a given type; we do not provide 

separate results by community in this report. The broad comparability of results from the 

three communities in this study suggests that the profile of teachers presented -here is likely to 

resemble that of many other communities. W1'ere possible, we provide results from other 

surveys carried out in Boston, Miami, and Los Angeles, which shed light on the 

generalizability of our results. We also compare findings to the 1990 National Jewish 

/ Population Survey li'o see how teachers differ from otller Jewish adults on some indicators. / 

• fewer v 
Missing responses were excluded from calculations of percentages.' Generally, less. 

than 5% of responses were missing for any one item. An exception was the question about 

certification in Jewish education (see below). In two communities, many teachers left this 

blank, apparently because they were not sure what it meant. On the assumption that teachers 

who did not know what certification meant were not themselves certified, for this item only 

we calculated percentages based on the total who returned the survey forms, instead of the 

total who responded to the question. 

The interviews for our study were designed and carried out by Julie Tammivaara, 

Roberta Goodman, and Claire Rottenberg, CIJE field ,researchers. Interviews were conducted 
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with teachers in pre-schools, supplementary schools, and day schools, as well as educational 

directors and educators_ at central agencies and institutions of Jewish hi~er learning. In total, 

. ✓ ~N 
125 educators were interviewed, generally for one to two hours. All quo~ s in this report 

) .OJ :>(Ci 
i\./4~eAfrom those interviews. 
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FROM: Bill Robinson, 74104,3335 
TO: Nessa Rapoport, 74671 ,3370 
CC: Adam Gamoran, INTERNET:GAMORAN@SSC.WISC.EDU 

Ellen Goldring, INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@CTRVAX.VANDERBIL T.EDU 
DATE: 7/2/97 9:18 AM 

Re: Teachers Report 

Nessa, 

I mailed the disk to you yesterday with all the tables and figures in separate files. Table 9 (on 
the disk) has the clearer(?) terms as indicated in the e-mail I cc'ed you yesterday. 

Bill 



TO: Adam, internet:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
Ellen, INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu 
Bill Robinson, 74104,3335 

Re: Prepare yourselves mentally 

By priority mail, you'll be receiving The Teachers Report, sent tomorrow, with a cover letter 
from me indicating the few remaining points I'd like you to clarify. 

It must be the definition of chutzpah to ask if you could please get it back to me no later than 
Monday November 3, and you have every right to scoff--but I'll ask anyway. I very much want 
this published and distributed to key people within the calendar year--and the year is waning. 

Again, please forgive me for the time it has taken. It was indeed my top priority--and I hope the 
quality of work shows it--but the mega- workplan issues of CIJE and the imminent deadlines 
kept taking precedence. Now I'm back into my routine. Leaders are next! 

Nessa 



FROM: INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu, 
INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu 
TO: Nessa Rapoport, 74671 ,3370 
CC: Adam, INTERNET:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
DATE: 10/29/97 3:09 PM 

Re: Re: Teachers Report 

Sender: GOLDRI EB@ctrvax. Vanderbilt. Edu 
Received: from ctral1 .Vanderbilt.Edu (ctral1.Vanderbilt.Edu [129.59.1 .22]) 

by dub-img-9.compuserve.com (8.8.6/8.8.6/2.7) with ESMTP id PAA21550 
for <74671 .3370@compuserve.com>; Wed, 29 Oct 1997 15:09:19 -0500 (EST) 

From: GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu 
Received: from PATHWORKS-MAIL by ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu (PMDF V5.1-8 #16820) 
id <01 IPDR2MEGZ88XWCNL@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu> for 74671.3370@compuserve.com; 
Wed, 29 Oct 1997 14:06:44 CST 
Date: Wed, 29 Oct 1997 14:06:44 -0600 (CST) 
Subject: Re: Teachers Report 
To: 74671.3370@compuserve.com 
Cc: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
Message-id: <011 PDR2MEGZA8XWCNL@ctrvax.Vanderbilt. Edu> 
X-VMS-To: IN%"74671.3370@compuserve.com" 
X-VMS-Cc: in%"gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu" 
MIME-version: 1.0 

Nessa, I thik the idea to have a list of "other readings" beside the formal 
references is a great idea. I do not mean to pass the buck BUT, the person to 
generate the list should be Gail. Definitely add the PJE piece and the 
Darling-Hammond report (Gail has the report and can give you the complete 
reference). 

Sorry 
Ellen 



TO: Gail, 73321 ,1217 

Re: Teachers Report bibliography 

I'm expecting final revisions from Adam and Ellen next week. Can you give me a realistic date 
by which you can get me the bibliography? I'll gi~✓e you the pages of references from Adam so 
that you/Sarah can see the style. 

Thanks. 

Nessa 



FROM: Adam Gamoran, INTERNET:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
TO: Nessa Rapoport, 74671 ,3370 
CC: Ellen, INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu 

Bill Robinson, 74104,3335 
DATE: 11/3/97 6:19 PM 

Re: the teachers report 

Sender: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
Received: from duncan.ssc.wisc.edu (duncan.ssc.wisc.edu [144.92.190.57]) 

by hil-img-5.compuserve.com (8.8.6/8.8.6/2.8) with SMTP id SAA28770; 
Mon, 3 Nov 1997 18:19:15 -0500 (EST) 

Received: from [144.92.174.144] by duncan.ssc.wisc.edu; 
(5.65v3.2/1.1 .8.2/10May96-0433PM) 

id AA23921 ; Mon, 3 Nov 1997 17:17:52 -0600 
Message-Id: <2 .2.16.19971103231848. 32dfea30@ssc. wise. ed u> 
X-Sender: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
X-Mailer: Windows Eudora Pro Version 2.2 (16) 
Mime-Version: 1.0 
Content-Type: text/plain; charset="us-ascii" 
Date: Mon, 03 Nov 1997 17:18:48 -0600 
To: 74671 .3370@CompuServe.COM 
From: Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu> 
Subject: the teachers report 
Cc: Bill Robinson <74104.3335@CompuServe.COM>, GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu 

I am going to respond to Nessa's comments on the teachers report in a 
separate message. I have some changes to propose, mainly in response to 
Nessa, which I think will improve the paper. 

In this message I want to talk about the title. I favor a more dramatic 
title than the understated "The Teachers Report." This could be 
accomplished with a subtitle. For example: 

(j/ The Teachers Report: 
J...., Current Conditions of Teachers in Jewish Schools, and How Professional 

Development Can Transform our Teaching Force 

I'd follow this with: 

The Leaders Report: 
Current Conditions of Leaders in Jewish Schools, and How We Can Prepare a 
New Generation of Educational Leaders 

Adam 



Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education 

THE TEACHERS REPORT 

Adam Gamoran 
Ellen Goldring 
Bill Robinson 

Julie Tammivaara 
Roberta Goodman 

CUE RESEARCH FOR POLICY 



FROM: Adam Gamoran, INTERNET:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
TO: Nessa Rapoport, 74671,3370 
CC: Ellen, INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu 

Bill Robinson, 74104,3335 
DATE: 11/3/97 6:45 PM 

Re: revisions for the Teachers Report 

Sender: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
Received: from duncan.ssc.wisc.edu (duncan.ssc.wisc.edu [144.92.190.57]) 

by hil-img-2.compuserve.com (8.8.6/8.8.6/2.8) with SMTP id SAA21555; 
Mon, 3 Nov 1997 18:45:38 -0500 (EST) 

Received: from [144.92.174.144] by duncan.ssc.wisc.edu; 
(5.65v3.2/1 .1 .8.2/10May96-0433PM) 

id AA08667; Mon, 3 Nov 1997 17:45:36 -0600 
Message-Id: <2.2.16.19971103234632.33273b80@ssc.wisc.edu> 
X-Sender: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
X-Mailer: Windows Eudora Pro Version 2.2 (16) 
Mime-Version: 1.0 
Content-Type: text/plain; charset="us-ascii" 
Date: Mon, 03 Nov 1997 17:46:32 -0600 
To: 74671 .3370@CompuServe.COM 
From: Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu> 
Subject: revisions for the Teachers Report 
Cc: GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu, Bill Robinson <74104.3335@CompuServe.COM> 

1) First a couple of general comments: 

Careful attention needs to be given to the placement of tables and figures. 
Generally tables and figure go as soon as possible after they are f irst 
mentioned in the text. In practice they often appear several paragraphs 
later. In the current draft of the paper, the spots that say TABLE 1 etc. 
are not the optimal spots, they are the places that I fit in the 
tables/figures in the previous draft. In some cases the tables/figures 
should appear earlier if they fit earlier. It's a little hard to explain 
this by e-mail but if it is not obvious to you we could go over it by phone 
pretty easily. 

In the tables, the titles need to be wrapped -- it looks as though there are 
some hard returns that need to be deleted. 

The citation for the policy brief is: 

Gamoran, A. , Goldring, E., Goodman, R. L. , Robinson, B., and Tammivaara, J . 
1994. Policy Brief: Background and Training of Teachers in Jewish Schools. 
New York: Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education. 

Below I will indicate where it needs to be cited in the text. 

Also in the references, you may want to change Current Activities 1996-97 to 

✓ 

/ 



Current Activities 1997, as I suggest below. If you don't want that change, 
then leave it as 1996-97 in the text. 

I can't remember if we are still using the overview. If we are, please 
change "the availability of' to "access to" in the second to last line. 

2) Response to questions 

P.2, 3rd para, revise as follows: 

/ 

The findings of_ The CIJE Study of Educators_ have contributed to new / 
loccjJjnitiatives as well as to national programs sponsored by CIJE (CIJE, V 

• . • 199'Z)'. Findings about the teachers' background and professional training 
were"published in 1994 (Gamoran et al., 1994). Findings about the leaders 

.rlt.t. 

are forthcoming (Goldring, Gamoran, and Robinson, in press). 

P.4, top -- I really don't think it's necessary to say this refers to 
general higher education (as opposed to Jewish education or education in the L J V O t . e , ,;i >1 ,., • 
field of education). I think this is perfectly clear from the second 
sentence, and I can think of any different language that would be less 
confusing. 

P.5, first full para, revise the end as follows: 
" ... pattern for certification in Jewish education. (These figures are 'tor I 
post-secondary degrees and certification, so yeshiva study is represented · ft.Id u 1nl10 W . only when it resulted in ordination, degrees, or other formal 
certification.) Similar contrasts in Judaic studies training ... " 

P. 27, first paragraph of summary: An important implication here is that if 
teachers stay in Jewish education but change schools, then schools may be 
reluctant to invest in p.d. So I propose the following revisions to this 
section: 
***************************************** 

FIRST PARAGRAPH: Most teachers in Jewish schools have substantial j 
experience in Jewish education. Most plan to continue teaching in their 
current positions, and a majority indicate that they have made Jewish 
education their careers. Even among part-time teachers, more than 
half .. .. CONTINUE AS IS. 

SECOND PARAGRAPH: The commitment and stability ... CONTINUE AS IS TO END 
OF THIS PARAGRAPH. 

BRAND NEW THIRD PARAGRAPH: Only 6% of teachers who responded to our 
survey were in their first year of working in Jewish education, but 18% were 
new to their current schools. The finding that three times as many teachers 
were new to their schools as were new to the field reflects movement by 
teachers among Jewish schools. Individual schools may therefore question 
whether they will reap the full benefits of providing extensive professional 
development to their teachers. Consequently it seems important to view 

j 



professional growth for teachers as a responsibility of the local and 
continental Jewish community in addition to being an obligation for schools. 
*************************************** 

This revision to p.27 calls for a corresponding addition to the conclusions, 
so on p.32, add the following sentence to the end of the second paragraph: 

Further, because teachers may change schools but remain in Jewish education, 
professional growth for teachers must be seen as a communal responsibility 
in addition to a mandate for schools. 

P. 34, second complete para, add the following sentence at the end: J 
Another question with substantial missing data asked teachers to report 
their ages. Because ~ of teachers did not respond to this question, we 
have not reported this r~sult. BILL PLEASE FILL It~ FOR XX.~ 

Sf'). 
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October 22, 1997 

Dear Adam, Ellen, and Bill: 

Here, at last, is the eilited text of The Teachers Report. (The tables and charts 
are attached at the back, as they need to be separate for typesetting.) Thank 
you for both your input and your patience. 

I said when we met that I would highlight the few remaining questions, so that 
when you review the text, you can also address these last points: 

P. 2, 3rd para. Note my added sentences. Please add the formal Policy Brief 
citation to your "references" at the end. 

P. 4: Opening sentence. Please find a way to indicate that "highly educated" 
refers to general studies. 

P. 5: 2nd para. Please address Gail's question: "How is yeshiva training 
represented?" by adding a sentence that says that post-high school, only 
degree or one-year yeshiva is represented (ifl understood you correctly). 

P. 27: Under "Summary and Implications": "Most teachers in Jewish schools 
have substantial experience in Jewish education, but many teachers are new to 
their current schools. Most plan to continue teaching in their current 
positions." This seems to me to require a sentence or two of explanation--and 
I'd be grateful for your help. That is, teachers intend to stay in their current 
jobs, but in fact they don't! Thus, the second sentence, above, is probably in 
the wrong place. I think you as "interpreters" of the data needs to say 
something like: "The field is stable, as X percent of teachers stay in and are 
committed, etc. But stability within individual institutions is less. Despite the 
fact that Y percent of teachers plan to stay in their current positions, Z percent 
are new to their current schools." Then, amplifying the opening of the next 
paragraph ("The commitment and stability reflected in these findings .... ), 
you'd say something like: "Because the teachers do continue as teachers, even 
if they change settings, and because even part-time teachers see themselves as 
having a career .... " Please rewrite this paragraph. 

P. 30: Let's remember to keep on top of the status of the "levers" paper, which 
is listed now as "in press" but may be published by the time we go to press. 



P. 33: We agreed that you would be explicit about age, by saying in the 
bottom paragraph that you have no data on age of teachers (because they 
didn't fill it in?) 

P. 3 6: Ellen: Adam and I talked about making this document even more of a 
teaching tool by adding "Other Readings" in addition to the direct references 
in the paper that appear on pp. 36-37. These might include the Peabody 
article; the formal title of the levers paper; whatever papers in the TEI 
bibliography have been pertinent and effective; etc. I have also been asking 
whether there are any published findings on the efficacy of professional 
development opportunities in "improving" teachers in general education. If 
Linda Darling-Hammond or others have published in this area, it seems 
impo1tant to me that we cite those references, perhaps in the paper itself. After 
all, our central strategy is that this is a key way to "build the profession," but 
is there research evidence? To conclude: Ellen: Could you create a short 
bibliography, if you think it is a sound idea? 

Finally: I arn content to have the authoritative sound of The Teachers Report 
as the sole title of this publication. (I'm not calling it The CJJE Teachers 
Report because both our logo and the words "CIJE Research for Policy" 
appear on the cover.) If you feel wedded to a subtitle, however, tell me what 
you're thinking about. 

To all of you: I'd be grateful if you'd give the paper as careful a reading as you 
can muster, as we are finally at the end and there is no court of appeal but you! 
Bill, please pay special attention to the tables and any figures cited in the text. 

Thanks for all of it, and call or e-mail with questions. 

Nessa Rapoport 

2 



FROM: Bill Robinson, 74104,3335 
TO: Nessa Rapoport, 74671 ,3370 
CC: Adam Gamoran, INTERNET:GAMORAN@SSC.WISC.EDU 

Ellen Goldring, INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@CTRVAX.VANDERBIL T.EDU 
DATE: 11/6/97 12:21 PM 

Re: Teachers Report 

Nessa, 

I examined all the percentages in the text, tables, and figures -- and they are all correct. 

In regard to Adam's change to page 34, concerning missing data on age ... XX should be 50%. 
(" ... Because 50% of teachers did not respond to this question ... ") 

Three minor edits: 
1. On Tables 2,3,7 & 9, some of the single digit percentages are not aligned correctly in their -h,x v' 
columns. 

2. On Table 11, a space must be added between the rows on supplementary schools and f,x V 
pre-schools. 

3. On Figure 2, the words in parentheses should NOT be capitalized, except the first word. 
This was your earlier edit, and it looks like I forgot to make that change. OK -fix 

Laslty, both figures are j umbled. Will the publishing person or someone in NY recreate the 
figures? Or, do you want me to? BUT, if we are using different software, that could be the {) 
problem. 

That's it (yeah!), 
Bill 



TO: Adam, internet:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
Ellen, INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu 
Bill Robinson, 74104,3335 · 

CC: Gail, 73321 , 1217 

Re: Changes and titles 

First of all, I'm very grateful to you for being so prompt and responsive, Adam, to the final 
changes on The Teachers Report. Many thanks. Chava and I will sit down on Monday to 
implement the suggestions line-by-line, and pay special attention to the issue of the tables. If 
we have any questions, we'll e-mail all of you. Otherwise, it's off to the designer at last. 

Ellen and Bill: Do you have anything to add, besides Bill's addressing Adam's question on p. 
34? 

Style query: Adam, I see two styles in citing references in education/social science, one of 
which I find annoying. That is, I note that it is now the convention to list authors by last name 
and initial rather than full first name, which I can live with. But I also see that titles of articles 
seem to be lower case. Gail has pointed out to me that that is indeed the style; in other 
documents, I had changed them back to upper case because I thought they looked so odd 
and un-English. In your e-mail citation of the Policy Brief you've retained the upper case, but 
usually I think you use the lower-case style. I do feel that for the credibility of the document I 
should adhere to the conventions of this field. Do I have to lower-case titles of articles, or is 
there a minority opinion, the way there is in the Talmud? 

Titles: You show a great flair for sub-titles and have a real future in trade publishing. This is 
your best effort yet. HOWEVER, when I ran the Teachers sub-title by Gail, she pointed out 
that she likes it very much ... but it isn't accurate. That is, this document does not tell readers 
"How Professional Development Can Transform Our Teaching Force." I like the jazziness of it, 
but it does over-promise. We have until next week to decide this one for good. New 
suggestions still welcome. 

Uppu <.JJ c 
4( 

Overview: I don't think it's necessary, and I worried that it made a complex document seem (vt-
overly narrow. My strong recommendation is to cut it. 

It's terrific to be moving forward. All of you: Please send your responses to any of the above. 
The sub-title is particularly important, since it affects the design of the cover. If we decide to 
add one, I'll also need to run it by Karen. 

Nessa 



FROM: Adam Gamoran, INTERNET:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
TO: Nessa Rapoport, 74671 ,3370 
CC: Ellen, INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu 

Bill Robinson, 74104,3335 
DATE: 11/7/97 3:28 PM 

Re: Re: Changes and titles 

Sender: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
Received: from duncan.ssc.wisc.edu (duncan.ssc.wisc.edu [144.92.190.57]) 

by arl-img-7.compuserve.com (8.8.6/8.8.6/2.8) with SMTP id PAA16090; 
Fri, 7 Nov 1997 15:28:20 -0500 (EST) 

Received: from [144.92.174.144] by duncan.ssc.wisc.edu; 
(5.65v3.2/1 .1.8.2/10May96-0433PM) 

id AA05147; Fri, 7 Nov 1997 14:28:14 -0600 
Message-Id: <2.2.16.19971107202910.22a79200@ssc.wisc.edu> 
X-Sender: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
X-Mailer: Windows Eudora Pro Version 2.2 (16) 
Mime-Version: 1.0 
Content-Type: text/plain; charset="us-ascii" 
Date: Fri, 07 Nov 1997 14:29:10 -0600 
To: Nessa Rapoport <74671.3370@CompuServe.COM> 
From: Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu> 
Subject: Re: Changes and tit les 
Cc: GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu, Bill Robinson <74104.3335@CompuServe.COM> 

You do not have to use lower-case for titles. (I assume you're talking 
about the first letter of words in the titles.) Some journals still use 
upper case, and you can do it that way. Any way is ok as long as it's 
consistent. 

It's fine to drop the overview. 

On the subtitle: This paper concludes with an argument that claims that 
professional development is the key strategy for enhancing the profession of 
Jewish education in North America. I'd like a subtitle that reflects that 
claim. Instead of "How ... ", how about "Why ... ", i.e. 
"Why Professional Development Will Transform our Teaching Force." 

Someone in Massachussetts wrote a book called "Crossing the Tracks: How 
Detracking Can Save America's Schools." Now that is a ridiculous subtitle. 
But it got a lot of attention. 

Adam 

At 05:28 PM 11/6/97 -0500, you wrote: 
>First of all, I'm very grateful to you for being so prompt and responsive, 

J Upplf~C.)Jt rulr.i1 ')J 

JdJb ..,,,.,,J J Jy. 

/ 

>Adam, to the final changes on The Teachers Report. Many thanks. Chava and I 
>will sit down on Monday to implement the suggestions line-by-line, and pay 



MEMO 
To: Karen, Adam, Ellen, Gail 

From: Nessa Rapoport 

Subject: The Teachers Report 

Date: November 26, 1997 

I'm delighted to report that all the editorial work is done. Thank you for your unflagging input. 

We have only two final decisions to make: 

After consulting with Karen, I have concluded that we do, indeed, need both a subtitle and an 
overview for this publication to maximize its effectiveness for a range of readers. 

Therefore, attached are: 

My edited version of the original overview, which I think reads quite well. 

The "conclusions" of the Report, which are also strong, as a comparison. 

A list of four possible sub-titles for your vote. 



Proposed Sub-titles for The Teachers Report (in order of Gail's and my preference) 

The Teachers Report: A Portrait with Strategic Implications 

Also on this cover: 
CIJE Research for Policy 

*** 

The Teachers Report: A Portrait with Policy Implications 

*** 

The Teachers Report: Background, Training, Conditions, and Careers of Teachers in 
Jewish Schools 
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To: Ellen Goldring, INTERNET:goldrieb@ctrvax.vanderbilt.edu 
To: Adam Gamoran, INTERNET:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
CC: Nessa Rapoport, 74671,3370 
From: Chava Werber, CWerber 
Date: 11/28/97, 8:58 AM 
Re: The Teachers Report 

Hi Ellen. The following message is from Nessa: 

I am sending you a fax about the two remaining decisions on the Teachers Report, after which--next week--it will be 
formally designed. Please keep your eyes open for it when you return from what I hope will be a great vacation, and 
give me your feedback as soon as you possibly can. (Don't worry: This one's an easy assignment!) 

Karen and I will meet over the same materials next Monday. I'll e-mail her your feedback. 

Nessa 
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To: Adam, internet:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
To: Ellen, INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu 
CC: Karen, 104440,2474 
Re: Teachers Report 

I met with Karen this morning to review the two outstanding matters on this publication. 

Title: She strongly favors The Teachers Report: A Portrait of Teachers in Jewish Schools. It is the only title that 
represents the publication as she would like--descriptive, without an overt slant toward policy. Fine with me as well, 
so please give me your approval. 

Overview: She likes the current overview very much and thinks it's important to include it. I've now checked the text 
against the Conclusions and would like to add only one phrase: After saying, in the third last paragraph, "only 48% 
report that they are offered health benefits," I'd add, "and only 45% have access to pensions." I think the additional 
fact reinforces a very salient point you're making by broadening the example base. OK with both of you? 

If you send me your sign-off, I can get this to the designer this week. The next thing you see will be page proofs! 

Thanks--and see you soon, Ellen. 

Nessa 
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OVERVIEW 

What can be done to improve Jewish education in North America? According to the 
Commission on Jewish Education in North America (1988~1990), one essential condition for 
revitalizing Jewish education is to build the profession of Jewish education. 

The Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CIJE), a non-for-profit organization dedicated 
to help transform North American life through Jewish education, was established to implement 
the Commission's recommendations. To embark on thls task, CUE first posed the question: 
What are the characteristics of teachers in Jewish schools? In collaboration with its three Lead 
Communities of Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee, CIJE carried out a study of educators in 
all the Jewish schools of these communities. 

Key findings of this study -- the strong commitment of teachers, coupled with their limited 
training and minimal opportunities for professional development - have already influenced the 
continental debate about revitalizing Jewish education. This report provides the full details of 
the study of teachers in Jewish schools, including information from surveys and interviews. 
Where possible, results from the stu.dy are compared to thos,e of earlier surveys from Boston, 
Los Angeles, and Miami. 

Among the critical findings are these: In Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee, about half of the 
teachers have completed formal training in the field of education, but far fewer have degrees or 
certification in Jewish content areas. Jewish education during childhood does little to 
compensate for the lack of later training in Jewish studies: Almost one-third of the teachers 
received no pre-collegiate Jewish education after age 13. Similarly, in-service professional 
development fails to make up for limited formal training. Most teachers attend around two 
workshops per year, or fewer. The quality of workshops is also problematic: In-service 
education is not only infrequent, but it is not aimed at teachers' specific needs, and in most 
schools it is not part of a coherent plan for professional growth. 

Generally, work conditions are not professionalized. Most teachers work part-time in Jewish 
education. Only 20% of teachers say their earnings from Jewish education are their main 
source of family income, although this figure is much higher in Orthodox day schools . 
Benefits are scarce, even for full-time teachers. For example, among full-time teachers in all 
three settings, only 48% report that they are offered health benefits. 

Despite these conditions, the teachers are strongly committed to their work in Jewish 
education. Close to 60% describe their work in Jewish education as a career. Even among 
part-time teachers, over half describe their work in Jewish education as a career. 

In light of teachers' limited training but strong commitment, the authors argue that improving 
the quality and quantity of professional development should be the primary focus of reform 
efforts. Improving working conditions, including increasing access to benefits and 
opportunities for full-time work, should also be part of a comprehensive plan for reform. 
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THE TEACHERS REPORT 

Introduction 

The need for well-trained teachers in Jewish education has been recognized since the 

beginning of the modern American Jewish community. In a 1907 lecture on the problems of 

Jewish education, Solomon Schechter explained (1915, p. 110): 

The first difficulty under which we labor is the great dearth of trained teachers ... . The 
American teacher, with his knowledge of the English language and his familiarity with 
the best educational methods, will thus in the end prove to be the only fit person to 
instruct also in religion, but unfortunately he is not always sufficiently equipped with a 
knowledge of Hebrew things in general and Hebrew language in particular to enable him 
to accomplish his duties in a satisfactory manner. 

Schechter recognized the need for modem educational methods in the Jewish classroom and, 

simultaneously, the need for educators to be well versed in Jewish studies. In a similar vein, 

Emanuel Gamoran commented in his manual for teacher training for the Refomi movement 

(1924, p. 2): 

[T]he crux of the problem of Jewish education centers about the question of the Jewish 
teacher .... It is therefore of the utmost importance that our teachers be adequately trained, 
thoroughly imbued with Jewish spirit, possessed of Jewish knowledge and pedagogically 
qualified. · 

For Gamoran, the essential components in the background of a Jewish educator were 

commitment to and knowledge of Judaica and pedagogical training. Yet one or more of these 

were usually missing. Gamoran explained that teachers lacked adequate training (p. 5): 

Training is absolutely essential for the development of adequate Jewish teachers. Very 
few people today would think of entrusting their legal affairs to anyone but a lawyer who 
had received special training entitling him to engage in his professional activities. Still 
less would people permit anyone who had not received a long and arduous course of 
training followed by a period of practice in medicine to minister to their physical 
ailments. Yet those who are entrusted with the responsibility of molding the character of 
the young -- of developing the Jews of tomorrow -- are too often people who present no 
other qualification for their task than that of availability. 
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MEMO 
To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Date: 

Adam Gamoran, Ellen Goldring, Bill Robinson CC: Karen Barth, Gail Dorph 

Nessa Rapoport 

The Teachers Report 

December 23, 1997 

Attached are the first page proofs of The Teachers Report. l am sending them out 
to you at the same time as I will read them myself, to expedite the transition from 
proofs to printing. 

As you can see, the cover has not yet been redesigned to incorporate the subtitle 
we have chosen. As soon as I receive the new version, I'll send it along to you. 

Please return any pages on which you have notes, as well as any comments, as 
soon as is reasonable for you, given the season. 

Thanks--and happy Chanukah. 

Nessa 



To: Adam, internet:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
To: Ellen, INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu 
To: Bill Robinson, 74104,3335 
CC: Gail, 73321 ,1217 
Re: Teachers Report 

I have now heard from Gail, who will meet with me tomorrow to convey her comments. I don't 
know who among the three of you is busier (a newborn vs. an overseas sabbatical is a tough 
call), but I DO know that four weeks today, with the help of the Almighty, I am at NYU 
Hospital. 

Therefore: Could each of you please let me know by what date you can give me your 
feedback on the Report, as I am eager to get it to the designer. (If you want a fallback position, 
I'll be happy to send you final page proofs. Otherwise, I'll let this be your last read.) 

Bill: I am counting on you to review the tables and numbers SCRUPULOUSLY, as you're the 
authority. (Also, reminder, please send me the Leaders disc.) 

By Thursday, do let me hear from you about when I'll hear from you! 

Thanks. 

Nessa 
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To: [unknown] , 74671 , 3370 
CC: [unknown] , INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax .Vanderbilt.Edu 
CC: Bill Robinson , 74104 , 3335 
From: Adam Gamoran , INTERNET : gamoran@ssc . wisc.edu 
Date: 1/9/ 98, 12:44 AM 
Re: teacher report 

Sender: gamoran@ssc.wisc . edu 
Received: from duncan . ssc . wisc.edu (duncan.ssc .wisc . edu [144 . 92 . 190 . 57 

by dub-img-6.compuserve.com (8 . 8 . 6/8.8.6/2 . 9) with SMTP id AAA 
Fri, 9 Jan 1998 00:44 : 30 -0500 (EST) 

Received : from [144 . 92 . 182 . 58] by duncan . ssc.wisc.edu ; (5 . 6Sv3 . 2 / 1 . 1 . 8 
id AA03940 ; Thu, 8 Jan 1998 23 :44:20 -0600 

Date : Thu , 8 Jan 1998 23 : 44 :20 -0600 
Message-Id : <9801090S44 .AA03940@duncan . ssc.wisc . edu> 
X-Sender: gamoran@ssc .wisc.edu 
X-Mailer: Windows Eudora Pro Version 2 .1.2 
Mime-Version: 1 . 0 
Content-Type : text/pl ain; charset ="us-ascii" 
To: 74671.3370@CompuServe.COM 
From : Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu> 
Subject: teacher report 
Cc: GOLDRIEB@ctrvax .Vanderbilt . Edu , Bill Robinson <74104.3335@CompuSer 

Here are my comments on the teacher report: 

page 1 
2nd para, line 4 -- capitalize "in " after question mark 

4th para 
-- delete "pre-collegiate" (this is precise but too wordy for an overv 
-- tighten last sentence as follows : "The quality of workshops is also 
problematic ; inservice education is not aimed at teachers' specific ne 
and in most schools ... " 

page 3 
-- did I spell "Schechter" correctly? I've moved out of my house now 
can ' t look it up . 
-- the heading , "INTRODUCTION," should not be big capital letters at t 
-- it is the only heading in this type face . Instead, it should be in 
italics at the left margin like the rest of the headings . Otherwise , 
looks like "Background and training of teachers in Jewish schools'' (p. 
a subheading of INTRODUCTION. 

page 5 -- why not put "Questions for Research and Policy" and "About t 
Study" on the previous page , and start "Background and Training ... " at 
top of this page? 
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page 12 , left column, 3rd para 
line 1 : hyphenate "full-time" (because it is an adjective describin 

-- line 10 : need a space afte r the period : "ave rage . " 

Page 13 -- I'm not crazy about the line spacing in Table 5 . It would 
better if all the rows o f numbers were evenly space . This could be 
accomplished by wrapping "Schools" after "Supplementary'' or by adding 
extra line after Supplementary Schools and after Pre-Schools . 

page 18 
-- line 3 of the quote : "full-time" 
-- Table 10 , third panel: change heading to "Total Years of Teachi ng 
Experience i n the Present Sc hool " -- In the paper we use "setting" t o 
type of school , e . g . day school , pre- sch ool, e t c., but the survey ques 
asks about the schoo l t he teacher work s in. 

page 19 
-- I would change the heading over the numbers t o "View their work in 
education a s a career" -- the s urvey item was: Would you describe your 
in Jewish education as a career ? 

page 20 , line 3 -- "part-time" 

page 22 
--left side , 3rd para: change (in press) to (1997) 
-- r i ght side : "appropriate" 

page 24 , right side, 2nd para , line 5, delete words "(see below) " 

Page 25 
--be consistent i n b o ld-fa cing last names of a u t hors (some in left col 
are not bold-faced) 
-- change first refe r e nce in l eft column to: 
"Gamoran , A., Goldring , E. B. , Robinson , B ., Goodman , R . L. , & Tammivaa 
(1997). Backround and Training of Teachers in Jewish Schools : Current 
Status and Levers for Change . Religious Education , 92 , 534- 550 . 
(Note that "Reli gious Education , 92" should be italicized.) 
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0 V E R V I E w 

What can be done to improve Jewish education in North America? According to the Commission 

on Jewish Education in North Amelica ( 1988- 1990), one essential condition for revitalizing 

Jewish education is to build the profession of Jewish education. 

The Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CIJE), a not-for-profit organization whose mis-

sion is to help transform North American Jewish life through Jewish education, was established 

to implement the Commission's recommendations. To embark on this task, CUE first posed the 

question: What are the characteristics of teachers in Jewish schools? In collaboracfon with its j 
three Lead Cornmu~ d~of Atlanta, Baltimore, anJ Milwaukee, CIJE canied out a study of 

educators in all the Jewish~chool:,of the:?Je @gn111ALweK .SVfp ft(l'l(tfr~.J'C.}iotL1 .,J ~rt -Jehal , r~J'Nt'6 , 

Key findings of this study- the strong commitment of teachers, coupled with their limited train-

ing and minimal opportunities for professional cevelopment - have already influenced the 

continental debate about revitalizing Jewish education. This report provides the full details of the 

study of teachers in Jewish schools, including information from surveys and interviews. Where 

possible, results from the study are compared Lo those of earlier surveys from Boston, 

Los Angeles, and Miami. 

Among the critical findings are these: In Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee, about half of the 

teachers have completed formal training in the field of education, but far fewer have degrees or 

certification in Jewish content areas. Jewish education during ~(dhood does little to compensate 

for the lack of later training in Jewish studies: Almost one\third of the teachers received no 

Jewish education after age 13. Similarly, in-service professiona~d elopment fails Lo make up 

for limited formal training. Most teachers attend around two w · shops per year, or fewer. The 
t\0 

quality of workshops is also problematic; in-service education is"'aimed at teachers' specific needs, 

and in most schools it is not part of a coherent plan for professional growth. 

Generally, work conditions are not professionalized. Most teachers work pan-time in Jewish 

education. Only 20% of teachers say th eir earnings from Jewish edu cation are their main source 

of family income, although this figure is much higher in Orthodox day schools. Benefits are 

scarce, even for full-time teachers. For example, among full-time teachers in all three settings, 

only 48% report that they are offered health benefits and only 45% have access to pensions. 

Despite these conditions, the teachers are strongly committed to their work in Jewish education. 

Close to 60% describe their work in Jewish education as a career. Even among part-Lime 

teachers, over half describe their work in Jewish education as a career. 

In light of teachers' limited training but strong commitment, the authors argue that improving 

the quality and quantity of professional development should be the primary focus of reform 

efforts. Improving working conditions, including increasing access to benefits and opportunities 

for full-time work, should also be pan of a comprehensive plan for reform. 
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T~i.s .s1i10J~ bt.. 

N T R 0 D 

,. ,,~ The need for well-trained teachers in Jewish l,K{ j(.(pSt 
education has been recognized since the nf aJ1r1~J; 

\\ oved,~vJ "should beginning of the modern American Jewish 
community. In a 1907 lecture on the prob­\e,( A 1.stw,~ a 5 

it j.s . 

j 
lems of Jewish education, Solomon Schechter 

The first difficulty under which we labor is 

the great dearth of trained teachers ... yi-he 

American teacher, with his knowledge of 

the English language and his familiarity 

with the best educational methods, will thus 

in the end prove to be the only fit person to 

instruct also in religion, but unfortunately 

he is not always suf-flciently equipped with a 

knowledge of Hebrew things in general and 

Hebrew language in particular to enable / 

him to accomplish his duties in a ~ ....... 
ory manner. 

Schechter recognized the need for modem 

educational methods in the Jewish classroom 

and, simultaneously, the need for educators to 

be well-versed in Jewish studies. In a similar 

vein, Emanuel Gamoran commented in his 

manual for teacher training for the Reform 

movement (1924, p.2) 

✓ 
.; aid 

u 

Training is absolutely essential for the devel­

opment of adequate Jewish teachers. Very 

few people today would think of entrusting 

their legal affairs to anyone but a lawyer 

who had received special training entitling 

him co engage in his professional activities. 

Still less people would permit anyone who 

had not received a long and arduous course 

of training followed by a period of practice 

in medicine to minister to their physical 

ailments. Yet those who are entrusted with 

the responsibil!t ' of molding the character V 
of the youn - of developing the Jews of _ tnc~si.!k.)i t 

Spt\cil1j 
present no other qualification for their task _ c )ose u.f 
than that of availability. Sf«..ces 

The concerns of Schechter and Gamoran are 

still echoed today. According to A Time to Act, the 

1990 report of the Commission on Jewish 

Education in North America, building the pro­

fession of Jewish education is one essential con­

dition for improving Jewish education in North 

America. The Council for Initiatives in Jewish 

Education (CIJE) was established to implement 

the Commission's recommendations. 

A first step in the process of buil~ ~efpro­

fession of Jewish education is ~ the ques­

tion: What is the character of the teaching 

[Tlhe crux of the problem of Jewish educa­

tion cent~f3/bout the question of the Jewish 

teacher.) #' is therefore of the utmost impor­

tance that our teachers be adequately trained, 

thoroughly imbued with Jewish spirit, 

possessed of Jewish knowledge and pedagog­

ically qualified. 

SYIIL" 
bUii't,tt1 profession in today's Jewish schools? To 

:~~ 1f" address this question, CIJE carried out a 

study of teachers and leaders in Jewish schools 

For Gamoran, the essential components in 

the background of a Jewish educator were 

commitment to and knowledge of Judaica 

and pedagogical training. Yet one or more of 

these were usually mis.sing. Gamoran 

explained that teachers lacked adequate 

training (p.5): 

3 

in collaboration with its three Lead 

Communities- Atlanta, Baltimore, and 

Milwaukee. 

The findings of The CIJE St udy of Educators I t-~I · 

have contributed to new local initiatives as well 

as to national programs sponsored by CIJE 

(CIJE, 1997). Findings about the teachers' 

background and professional training were 



'I . 
) G-old<1~ (ro""odl'l\,U'\/ Rolt,~.sOt"I, and i4mttuVA.G\f't\..1 

v 
published in 1994 (Gamoran et-al.'f 1994). wider Jewish community, in hopes of bring-

Findings about the leaders are forthcoming 

(Goldring, Gamoran, and Robinson, in press). 

The purpose of this report is to share the 

findings about Jewish teachers with the 

4 

ing continental attention to the problems 

and prospects of building the profession of 

Jewish education. 
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Background 
and Training 

of Teachers in 

Jewish Schools 

One of the central questions of the CUE study l I 
was to learn about the professional backgroundJ/ 

of teachers who work in Jewish schools. How 

adequate is their training in the field of educa-

tion? How extensive is their background in 

Jewish studies? Do they engage in activities that 

continually enhance their preparation for teach­

ing? Answers to these questions are essential 

for policy decisions. 

If professional preparation and growth for teach­

ers are important, professional conditions for 

work may be closely related. What are the earn-

ings and benefits for teachers in Jewish schools? 

How many hours do they work? Are teachers 

commonly employed in more than one school? 

What are the prospects for full-time work as a 

Jewish teacher? 

A third set of issues concerns Jewish education 

as a career. How are teachers recruited to Jewish 

education? How experienced are they? Do they 

view their work as a career? What are their 

future plans? Addressing these questions may 

provide guidance about communal investment 

in our current teaching force. 

Aboµt the 'Stµdy and its Pattlclp,ants ' 

This stud;: was cal;l'led .Qut by the cowctl t0..F Init:lanve,s in Jewish'Bduration (CIJE), in collab0ra­

tl0n witl'l the three Lead Gommunfties of Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee. T>ata sources mdud­

ed .surveys of nearly 1000 teatheI;S and interviews with over 100 educalo.rs. Further information on 

the,.data and metliotloloID,7 o'fthe study may be found in the Appendix. 

The s-grv.ey4ndicaretl that ~achers in tlie tbre,e coJlllJl.unffles are precto:milia;ntl;y female (84o/~) and 

mamed (•80%}. A lar'gemajo.rtty ~e American-born (86%}, whlle 7% p~rcent,w~e born in Israel. 

Surveys from other d~es have ip.dkated much higher proportio~ of IsFafll-bom te·acners: 17% •in 

Boston (Frarik,MargoUJ,. and Weisner, J 9'9.2?; 2:5% in Los Angeles (Aron and Phillips, 198M; and 

in Miami, 1'5% of synagog).le s-choo{ ieach'ers and 29% of Juaalc .studies day s.chool.teachers 

(SheSkin, 1988)., 

.Our respohdentS rep.resent a vartety of rellgtous afflll~ttons. Thirty-two percent are Orthodo~ and 

8% deftrre thems.elves as tr.adltlqnal. thlrty-on:e :percent 1dentlf,y With the Reform movement; 25 % 

see themselves as Co,nservafute. (The remaiillng 4% list otlrer afflliatlop.s, including 1 % 

Reeonstructi6plsti} S!xty-t,p:l'.e"e percexit 0f the ts_a-~ers have Visited ~s;:~l, and 51 % of tho;e have 

lived in_Israel,for ~ee mo',lithS olinfh~~ '!Werity,-,o;.tl,e,J}~fc:ent~trtbeJeacl:J.ers in.our survey described 
. , 

tn_ems~lv:e-s as fluelilfiiebre:w; $J?'eaker::S, 

EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND 

Teachers in the Jewish schools of Atlanta, Balti-

To what extent are teachers in Jewish schools 

trained as educators? Are they prepared in areas 

of Jewish content? What standards are main­

tained for their ongoing professional develop-

I 
more, and Milwaukee are highly educated. ~ e>OL-P 128 

J. shows that 74% have college degrees, and 29% 'ttv ~ 
ment? Our first task is to examine the background have graduate or professional degrees. Compared 

and training of teachers in Jewish schoo~ the national Jewish population, the teachers 

5 
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are more likely to have college degrees, and 

about equally likely to have post-collegiate 

degrees. According to the 1990 National Jewish 

Population Survey, around SO% of both men 

and women who identify as Jews have college 

degrees, and 24% of women and ,32% of men 

have graduate degrees (KosminA&-.al;n993). 

More important for our interests is the finding 

that as many as 43% of the teachers in the 

Jewish schools of the three communities.have 

university degrees in education, and another 

11 % have education degrees from teachers insti­

tutes. Just over half the teachers have worked in 

general education. Whereas day, supplementary, 

and pre-school teachers are about equally likely 

to have degrees and experience in general 

education, these comparisons mask important 

denominational differences within settings: 

Teachers in day and pre-schools under Orthodox 

sponsorship have less formal training and experi­

ence in general education compared to those in 

day and pre-schools under other sponsorships. 

Thirty-seven percent of the day school teachers 

reported a college major or seminary degree in 

Jewish studies, and slightly more are certified in 

Jewish education (see Table 2). (Certification is typ­

ically granted by a local Board of Jewish Education; 

>tandards for certification may vary across commu­

nities.) Again, these figures differed within the day 

school setting: Teachers in Orthodox day schools 

are substantially more likely to have training or 

certification in Jewish education or studies. 

Table 1. General Educational Backgrounds of Te hers In Jewish Schools I 

SEmNG College 
Degree 

GradJPro , aAJI From 
Degree '1 t,111JuA'l1ori University 

From Teacho'3 
Institute 

Worked In 
General Education 

Teachers in other settings, whether Orthodox or 

not, have far lass formal preparation in Jewish 

studies. Table 2 indicates that only 12% of sup--plementary school teachers, 16% of teachers in 

Orthodox pre-schools, and 3% of teachers in 

other pre-schools majored in Jewish studies; the 

percentages are moderately higher but follow 

represented only when it resulted in ordination, 

degrees, or other formal certification.) Similar 

contrasts lo Judaic studies training between day 

school and other teachers were reported in 

Miami (Sheskin, 1988). 

Teachers in supplementary schools and pre­

schools have relatively little formal preparation 
the same pattern for certification in Jewish to be Jewish educators (see Table 2). Even in 

education. (These figures are for post-secondary day schools, where formal preparation is most 

degrees and certificatio{ seyeshiva study i~ ensive, only half the teachers are trained in 

6 Oilijnrr.Mt? 
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Q ') 
Table 2. Collegiate a nd Prpfesslonal Jewish 
Educational Backgroundj of Teache rs In 
Jewish Schools 

SEmNG Certification 
In Jewish 
Education 

Degree In 
Jewish 
Studies 

education, and half are prepared in Jewish 

studies at the collegiate or professional level. 

(This includes both Jewish studies majors and 

Jewish education certification.) 

Overall, 19 % of the teachers we surveyed have 

professional or collegiate trapmg in both Jewish 

studies and education {t~ cludes teachers 
w.,. 

institutes). Another 47% haa'lormal training 

in one field or the other but not both, including 

35% with backgrounds in education and 12% 

certified in Jewish subjects {including Jewish 

education). The remaining 34% of teachers in 

Jewish schools in the three communities lack 

collegiate or professional degrees in both areas. 

Figure I provides a graphic display of this pattern 

for all teachers. The pattern differs somewhat across 

settings and sponsorships: Among day school teach­

ers, only IO% in Orthodox schools and 23% in 

non-Orthodox schools lack degrees in both areas, 

whereas the figure is 38% for pre-school teachers 

and 44% for supplementary school teachers. 

This analysis views teachers who are certified in 

Jewish education but who lack a degree in gener­

al education as partially trained, because certifi­

cation in Jewish education typically does not 

require the same level of training in education as 

7 

a secular degree. To count those with certificates 

in Jewish education as trained in general educa­

tion would lead to the conclusion that about 25% 

inst~ad of ~ 9% are. fo!m~ ained in education 

and m Jewish studies..,,-..,still only a quarter of 

all teachers in Jewish settings. 

An important qualification to these findings is 

that they emphasize formal schooling. Jewish 

content, however, is learned not only in school 

but in informal settings, such as the home, the 

synagogue, summer camp, and Israel experiences, 

among others. To focus only on formal education 

thus underestimates the extent of Jewish knowl­

edge among teachers in Jewish schools. Still, it is 

widely recognized in the field of education that 

full preparation for teaching includes formal 

training in one's subject matter as well as in ped­

agogy (e.g., Darling-Hammond, 1994), so that the 

lack of formal training in Jewish studies among 

many of the teachers is a matter of concern. 

Figure 1. Extent of Professional Training in General 
Education and Jewish Studies 

lralned In 
Both 

Trained In 
Jewish Studies 

Only 

Trained in 
General 

Education 
Only 

Trained in 
Neither 

PRE-COLLEGIATE JEWISH 
EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND 

What sort of Jewish education did the teachers 

receive when they were children? 

On the whole, teachers in Jewish schools are 

much better educated Jewishly than the typical 

American Jew. For example, according to the 

1990 National Jewish Population Survey 

{Kosmin et al., 1993), 22% of males and 38% of 

females who identify as Jews received no Jewish 
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and Training education as children; the comparable figure is 

• only 8% for the teachers in our survey when of Teachers in 
childhood education both before and after age 

Jewish Schools ,,.-]. 3 ~ considered. 

C) J Table 3 indicates that among teachers in Ortho­

dox day schools and pre-schools, a majority 

attended day schools (or schools in Israel), and 

nearly all teachers in Orthodox day schools and 

over two thirds of those in Orthodox pre-schools 

attended a Jewish school at least 2 days a week 

both before and after age 13. Among teachers in 

age 13. Supplementary school teachers partici­

pated less, but still much more than the average 

American Jew: Before age 13, 24% of teachers 

attended day schools, and another 40% attended 

a supplementary school of 2 days or more a 

week, while 25% attended only once a week, 

and 11 % did not attend at all. After age 13, 29% 

attended day school, 17% attended a Jewish 

school twice a week, and the proportion that 

reported "none" rises to 29%. 

Teachers in non-Orthodox pre-schools stand 
other day schools, about two thirds attended a out as having received substantially less Jewish 

Jewish school at least twice a week before age schooling as children. Fewer than one third 

13, and over half attended at least that often aft~ fore age 13 and Jess than one seventh after 

G\ll~ri"'W~ 
Table 3. Pre-Collegiate Jewish Educational Background of T•achers In Jewish Schools 

Setting None 

8 

BEFORE AGE 13 
2 days or more 
supplementary 

AFTER AGE 13 

2 days or more 
supplem entary 

School in Israel 
or day school 

School in Israel } 
yeshiva, or 
day school 
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age 13 attended a Jewish school twice or more 

each week One reason for these low figures is that 

11 % of teachers in non-Orthodox pre-schools are 

not Jewish. (A survey in Miami also reported that 

7% of early childhood teachers in Jewish schools 

were not Jewish; see Sbeskin, 1988). Even exdud­

ing the non-Jewish teachers, however, over half of 

teachers in non-Orthodox pre-schools received no 

Jewish schooling after the age of Bat Mitzvah. 

PROFESSIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

Nearly all pre-school teachers reported that they 

were required to attend in-service workshops. In 

our interviews, we Jeamed that most pre-schools 

were licensed by the states in which they were 

located, and state accreditation requirements 

demanded staff development. On the surveys, 

pre-school teachers reported they were required 

to attend an average of 6.2 in-service workshops 

over a two-year period. WhiJP these workshops 

generally satisfied state requirements, they are 

not sufficient to compensate for the limited 

Judaic backgrounds of most pre-school teachers. 

Day school teachers attend substantially fewer 

workshops. Almost 80% said workshops were 

required, but the number required averaged onJy 

3.8 workshops over a two-year period (see 

Figure 2 ). This level of staff development is far 

teachers reported talcing a course in Judaica or 

Hebrew at a university, community center, or syna­

gogue during the previous 12 months. Although 

we did not ask more spediic questions about these 

courses, it is clear that attendance at workshops 

does not capture the full extent of continuing 

education obtained by day school teachers. 

Furthermore, the survey did not ask about univer­

sity course's in education. When these courses are 

counte~ ay school teachers come closer to the 

\evetM professional development required in 

public education, but they do not attain it, nor are 

they required to do so, even though they are less 

well prepared initially compared to their peers 

in public education. 

F gure 2. Avel"l!lge number of required workshops 
over a two-year period 

B 

7 

6 

s 

4 

3 

2 

Day school Supplementary Pre-School 

Supplementary school teachers reported slightly 

more in-service training than day school teachers, 

below normal standards in public education. For although not as much as pre-school teachers (see 

example, teach.ers in Wisconsin are required to Figure 2) . Also, 44% of the supplementary school 

complete 180 hours of workshops over a five- tea~ reported taking a Judaica or Hebrew 

year period in order to maintain their teaching ~ e} t a ~ rsity, community center, or synp-

license. On the assumption that a typical work- o.gogue( ~ y ~ ese courses meet for only a 
al1il~ ....!J • 

shop lasts 3 hours, day school teachers in our 

study averaged about 29 hours of workshops over 

few hour~As in the case of day school teachers, 

professional development for supplementary 

a five-year period, less than one sixth of what is teachers falls well short of common professional 

requlred for state-licensed teachers in Wisconsin. standards for public school teachers. 

Wisconsin teachers can also maintain their licenses Staff development activities were even less fre-

by earning six college or university credits over a quent in a Miami survey (Sheskin, 1988), which 

five-year period. About 32% of the day schoo,,..l ___ found that day school teachers averaged 3.7 

9 Q.li3n~,t? 
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Judaica workshops over a three-year period; 

supplementary school teachers averaged 3.2 

Judaica workshops; and pre-school teachers 

averaged 3.4 such workshops. During the same 

three-year period, day school and pre-school 

teachers reported having taken 0.8 courses in 

teaching methods on average, and supplement­

ary school teachers averaged 1.1 courses. 

Consistent with their diverse backgrounds, the 

teachers varied substantially in the areas in whlch 

they would like to improve (see Table 4). Among 

the most popular were skills in motivating 

chlldren to learn, creating materials, and content 

knowledge in Hebrew and history. Variation 

across settings followed predictable patterns. For 

example, pre-school teachers were more con­

cerned with child development, and teachers in 

non-Orthodox pre-schools were especially inter­

ested in learning about Jewish customs and cere­

monies. Teachers in Orthodox day schools were 

most concerned with learning more h istory, while 

teachers in non-Orthodox day schools more often 

perceived a need for improved Bible knowledge. 

It is noteworthy that interests in motivating stu­

dents, creating materials, and learning Hebrew 

were uniformly strong across settings. 

10 

In-service training is not only infrequent but, 

especially in day and supplemen tary schools, it 

tends to be sporadic and not geared to teachers' 

specific needs. On the survey, teachers indicated 

they typically find the workshops "somewhat 

helpful." Aside from Hebrew language, m any 

teachers had in fact attended a workshop in 

an area in which they desired to improve. Yet 

our interviews indicated several concerns about 

the workshops. Particularly in day and supple­

mentary schools, there is rarely any overall1 / 

coordination among offerings or progral'9\ oV" ~ 
professional development: Teachers feel that a 

workshop ls an event unto itself, without any 

apparent connection to previous staff develop­

ment activities or follow-up afterwards. 

Teachers who learn somethlng practical and con­

crete see the workshop as useful. One pre-school 

teacher commented about workshops: 

(S]ome of them are wonderful and really do 

address just the issues you need to hear about, 

very practical things . . .. I went co a wonderful 

one that covered several of the major Jewish 

holidays. She showed us some very usefu l 

things we could take back to our classroom. 
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Conversely, another teacher who found nothing 

of practical value dismissed the workshop experi­

ence as "dreadfully boring and non-helpful to 

me." Moreover, in-service training tends to be 

provided uniformly for all teachers, rather than 

offering different programs designed to meet the 

varied needs of teachers with diverse backgroi"unds 

in pedagogy and Jewish conten t. Given the w·d 

range of training, experience, subject matter , and 

grade levels among teachers in Jewish schools, it 

is unlikely that a given w orkshop will be appro­

priate for many teachers, even within the same 

school. As one day school teacher remarked, 

A lot of times, I guess hecause Jewish education 

is so small, you end up in a [workshop J class 

with a range of people teaching all the way 

from pre-school to tenth grade. You can't 

teach a [workshop] class like that. The way you 

approach the material depends entirely on 

the age that the children are. Developmentally 

what works for an eighth grader does not 

work for a kindergartner and vice versa. 

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS 

Compared to other se ttings, day school teachers of 

Judaica are relatively well prepared, both Jewishly 

and pedagogically. Still, fewer than half h ave 

undergone the level of professional preparation 

that is standard among public school teachers, 

although day schools generally require their teach­

ers of secular subjects to meet the standard require­

ments. In addition, staff development demands for 

day school Judaica teachers are minimal, and are 

fewer than the requirements for day school teach­

ers of secular subjects, who typically meet state 

requirements for ongoing certification to maintain 

their teaching licenses. Both for pre-service prepa-

Among supplementary and pre-school teachers, 

few are fully prepared as professional Jewish 

educators. That is, only small proportions of teach­

ers in those settings have extensive training in 

both education and Judaica. In particular, only 

46% of supplementary school teachers are trained 

in education, and most teachers in non-Orthodox 

pre-schools received minimal formal Jewish edu­

cation as children, let alone at the college level. 

Professional growth opportunities are needed to 

advance their levels of knowledge and skills. 

Professional development for Jewish edu cators is 

not only a matter of remediation, of making up 

for deficiencies. It is also a means of renewal and 

growth, which is imperative for all teachers. Even 

those who are well prepared for their positions 

:nust have opportunities to keep abreast of th e 

field, to learn exciting new ideas, and to be invig­

orated by contact with other educators. (For a 

concise review of current directions in profession­

al development, see Dilworth and Imig, 1995.) 

What must teachers know in order to teach? 

Beyond pedagogic and content knowledge is the 

notion of llpedagogic content knowledge-that 

is, the knowledge of what it is about the con tent 

that is most essential for successfully imparting it 

to a student (Shulman, 1986 ). This is the knowl­

edge of how to create bridges between subject 

matter and student. Teachers need a rich and deep 

knowledge of the subject matter to place it in a 

meaningful context for their students. Although 

students do not always respond to instruction in 

predictable ways, a teacher who possesses peda­

gogic content knowledge has the power to find 

new ways of enabling students to learn the mater­

ial at hand. In thinking and planning professional 

ration and in-service development, Jewish day development for Jewish teachers in the future, 

schools in Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee then, we must consider not only pedagogy and 

typically hold teachers of secular subjects to higher not only Judaica but their integration- the 

standards than teachers of Jewish subjects. teaching of Jewish subject matter. 
______r--

' . .. ..! 7 
£All~"'~ · 
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Conditions 

of Work Having identified a need for the professional 

preparation and development of teachers, we 

must also consider whether work conditions for 

teachers in Jewish schools make it reasonable 

to think about a prof~ssif of Jewish education. 

How many hours do~ _ers work each week? 

How many teachers are fulh time? What are their 

earnings and benefits? What incentives might 

stimulate more teachers to work full time if 

positions were available? 

SBITINGS AND HOURS OF WORK 

Most of the teachers we surveyed reported that 

they work in one school. Specifically, 80% teach 

in one school, 17% teach in two schools, and 3% 

teach in more than two schools. Thirty-one per­

cent of the respondents teach in day schools as 

their primary setting (the setting in which they 

work the most hours), including 18% under 

Orthodox sponsorship and 13 % under other 

sponsorships. Forty percent work in supplemen­

tary schools. The remaining 29% teach in pre­

schools, including 4% under Orthodox sponsor­

ship and 25% under other sponsorships. Whereas 

20% of teachers work in more than one school, 

approximately 35% of positions are held by teach­

ers who teach in more than one school. V 
There is no agreed-upon definition of fulll ime 

work in the field of Jewish education. When we 

define full-time teaching as more th~ hours 

per week, we find that 28 % wo/ ful¼time in 

one school, and 32% work fJ l~time when all 

their positions in Jewish education are taken into 

account. When asked on the survey, 31 % of 

the teachers described themselves as a "full-time 

Jewish educator." Thus, altern#ve definitions 

give similar results, on averag~ eaching in sup­

plementary schools is overwhelmingly a part-time 

occupation; 96% teach 12 hours or less in their 

primary setting, and almost two thirds teach 

fewer than 5 hours per week (see Table 5). ~---

By contrast, day school teachers are about even ly 

split between those who work 25 hours per week 

or moni n their primary setting and those who 

wolk)i ss. Among pre-school teachers, 43% work 

ful~e, 37% work 13 to 24 hours per week, 

and 20% work 12 hours per week or less. Similar 

differences appeared in Miami, where 55% of day 

school teachers and 50% of pre-school teachers 

reported working 25 hours per week or more, 

compared with 5 % of supplementary school 

teachers (Sheskin, 1988). In Los Angeles, only 

16% of teachers reported 25 hours of teaching 

per week or more (Aron and Phillips, 1988). This 

figure was not broken down by setting, but two 

thirds of the respondents were supplementary 

school teachers, and one third were day school 

teachers. (Pre-school teachers were not included 

in the Los Angeles survey.) In Atlanta, Baltimore, 

and Milwaukee, about two thirds of the teachers 

who work in more than one school teach in 

supplementary schools as their second school. 

In our interviews with teachers, we discovered 

that teachers and principals work together to 

assemble "employment packages" to provide 

some teachers with more paid work. Rabbis in 

Orthodox day school settings are commonly 

recruited to take responsibility for worship and 

extracurricular activities to fill out their work 

week. Teachers in other settings assume responsi­

bility for a variety of additional activities, includ­

ing working in the library, tutoring students at 

the school, engaging in family edt/ation, leading 

worship services, directing gran~lated projects, 

and so forth. Even with these additional responsi-

' bilities, few are able to put together an, employ-

ment package that is considered fulljpme, 

although many find they devote more than 40 

hours per week to their institutions. 

One pre-school teacher who presently teaches part 

time exemplifies the struggle of putting together a 

full-time position. Looking ahead at her career I __, 
12 o,.\1~nr.te-d- ? 



Conditions 
of Work Table 5. Weekly Hours of Work among Teachers In Jewish Schools (Primary Setting) 

H OU RS 

pl~e spollt~~ 
b IA ('(Jr-Is of nl,(,111~.ers 
rXt1le.r fVllWl ~{, 

Vj~'' c;ol~ 

~ 2 op+ioflS · 
I 

,, 
(i) 1/J(O.f J&noO .S ~•• 

afk.A ''s4.pp1<.mU1 W 
o ~ plans, she expressed a desire to work full time as 

(D a4 4 i1ltlnK' ro VV a Judaic pre-school teacher. But her school, like 

a f kA 1\St{f p lenWlWj most others in her community, offers Judaic pro-

su,oo \$' 1 
C\l''l~ grams only in the morning. She could become fullA 

,, Pf{ - &c.Jiool..s '' time only by teaching non-Judaic subjects in the 

afternoon, by working with older students in a 

day school in the afternoon, or by the school's 

reorganization of the timing of curricular offerings. 

Typically, the Jewish educational "marketplace" 

does not provide an opportunity for a teacher like 

thls one to specialize (teaching a particular subject 

to a specific age group) and to work full time. 

" SALARY 

Earnings from Jewish education must be viewed 

in the context of the part-time nature of Jewish 

education. Table 6 shows that 58% of the teach­

ers we surveyed reported earning less than 

$10,000 from their work in Jewish education in 

one school, while 43% reported earning less than 

$5,000. (In Los Angeles, 69% of teachers earned 

less than $10,000 per year, according to Aron 

and Phillips, 1988, but their sample was two~ 

thirds supplementary teachers.) Fifteen percent 

of the teachers in our survey said they earned 

between $10,000 and $15,000; 18% reported 

wages between $15,000 and $30,000; while 9% 

reported earnings of over $30,000 annually. As 

one educational director of a day school lament­

ed: "We certainly lose the best teachers to princi­

palships, assistant principalships, administrative 
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roles, because that is what day schools are willing 

to pay for. They are not willing to pay the same 

thing for teachers." 

1'his is a problem with which all education sys­

tems (not only Jewish education) must contend: 

Because there are few opportunities for job pro­

motion within teaching, often a teacher must 

leave the classroom to advance professionally. 

Table 6. Teachers' Earnings from One School 

EARNINGS Percent 

Teaching at more than one school provides 

modest gains to teachers' incomes; the gains are 

limited because teachers rarely work more than 

10 hours per week at the second school. Seventy­

four percent of those who teach in more than one 

school reported they receive less than $5,000 for 

the additional work, while 19% receive between 

$5,000 and $10,000. 

We asked the teachers: "How important to your 

household is the income you receive from Jewish 



Conditions 
of Work educationr Only 20% of teachers surveyed report­

ed that their income from Jewish education is the 

main source of Income for their household. Fifty­

one percent Indicated that their income from 

Jewish education is an impo~tJ6t source of addi­

tional in~'t12· while 29% ~ their wages from 

teaching elf<! insignificant to their household 

income. Responses to a similar question in Los 

Angeles were more evenly distribute~% said 

their income from Jewish education 'ls.. the main 

source of household income; 34% called It an 

important supplement; and 32% said it was unim­

portant (Aron and Phillips, 1988). In Miami, 57% 

of day school teachers reporci~t more than 

half their household income oom.e.s from Jewish 

teaching, but only 24% of pre-school teachers and 

18% of supplementary school teachers reported 

that level of importance (Sheskin, 1988}. 

An exception to the general pattern in Atlanta, 

Baltimore, and Milwaukee, and more consistent 

with Miami's, i.s that im:ome frvm teaching for 

teachers in Orthodox day schools Is typically not 

only )n important source of additional pay but 

thetf main source of income. Fifty-nine percent 

of teachers in Orthodox day schools!eported that 

their wages from Jewish education ·a::'fu.e main 

source of incom~, compared to 35% who lndicat-
wu~ 

ed their wages aM an important source of addi-

tional income; only 6% teachers in Orthodox 

Table 7, Teachers' Satisfaction with Salaries 

SETTING 
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Very 
satisfied 

schoolyeported their income from Jewish educa-wo. 
tion i-#fns!g:i}Hicant. Moreover, among those who 

work fut¼rtfue in Orthodox day schools (that is, 

those who work 25 hours per week or more, 

or about ~ou/ fifths of teachers in Orthodox day 

schools), ~ o said their wages from Jewish 

educationw~ their main source of income. 

For many teachers the additional income, how­

ever small, is very meaningful. As one educator 

stated: "The salary is extremely important. That's 

how I pay for my kid's education. I have to be 

working. I want to be working, but also that 

salary is essential." Overall, teachers were more 

satisfied than dissatisfied with their salaries, but 

the level of satisfaction varied substantially by 

setting. As Table 7 illustrates, a substantial 

majority of supplementary school teachers were 

somewhat or very satisfied with their salaries. 

However, just under half the day school teachers 

md only 37% of pre-school teachers reported 

satisfaction with their salaries. A comparison 

between full-time and pan-time teachers revealed 

somewhat less satisfaction among full-time 

teachers, but the main differences in satisfaction 

cccurred across the three settings, as exhibited in 

Table 7. Our interviews confirmed a general 

pattern of greater satisfaction with salaries among 

supplementary school teachers, and the most 

dissatisfaction among pre-school teachers. 

Somewhat 
satisfied 

Somewhat 
dissatisfied 

Very 
dissatisfied 



Conditions 
of Work BENEFITS 

Few benefits are available to teachers in Jewish 

schools. Given the part-time nature of teaching, 

the scarcity of benefits may not be surprising. 

However, most full-time Jewish educators (those 

teaching more than 25 hours per week) reported 

that they are not offered many benefits (see 

Table 8). Full-time teachers are most likely to 

be offered tuition subsidies (75%) (i.e., reduced 

tuition for their children at their school) and 

money to attend/onferences (66%). Of those 

who teach ful¥ne, only 28% are offered disa• 

bility benefits, 48 % are offered health benefits, 

and 45 % have pension plans. 

/ Table 8. Availa bility of Benefits for Full-Time and 

A 
Part,,,_Tlme Te achers: Percentages of teachers who 
are offe red various b; neflts 

i n-time Part-time All 
BENEFIT teachers teachers teachers 
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When teachers put together "job packages" that 

include part-time positions in a number of settings, 

they are not eligible for health, pension, or disabil• 

ity benefits from any one institution. Even when 

benefits are offered, the size of the benefits may 

be negligible. One day school principal indicated: 

Today a health plan for a family is about $5500 

a year. A full-time teacher may get $900 from 

the school; the rest they have to pay for. They 

that much. The same thing with pension plans. 

The pension plan until now was a fair plan. It 

was little, but it was fair. That's been suspended 

because of the financial crisis, so there is none 

at all. That's all the benefits there are. 

Benefits differ somewhat across settings, mainly 

as a function of the ~:_r')P-tage of teachers in that 

setting who work fulWfine. Forty-seven percent 

of teachers in day schools reported that health 

benefits are available to them. Only 29% of those 

in pre-schools and a mere 7% of supplementary 

school teachers are offered health benefits. About 

46% of teachers in day schools and 27% of those 

in pre-schools are offered pensions, as compared 

With just 7% of supplementary school teachers. 

WORK CONDITIONS AND 
MOTIVATION FOR TEAClilNG 

Although earnings and benefits are meager com­

pared to most professions, they are still important 

to many teachers in Jewish schools. When we 

surveyed part-time teachers about what possible 

L11.centives would encourage them to work full: ... 

time in Jewish education, salary, benefits, and 

job security/tenure were the most important 

incentives (see Table 9~. At e same time, it is 

not extrinsic motivato · ch as salary and bene-
1his 

fits that attract people tol\work~in .fe•,vish eeluca 

~ Instead, those who have chosen the field 

of Jewish education typically find their greatest 

rewards in the intangibles. As one supplementary 

school teacher commented: 

[F]inancially, no, this is not the best job in the 

world. The reward is watching children grow. 

I don't think any of the synagogues really pay 

that well. We have no benefits. I've worked 

26 years without any benefits whatsoever. 

Nothing. When I retire, it is: 'Good-bye. It was 

nice knowing you.' You really have to love 

what you are doing, let's face it. 

Similarly, another teacher explained that the oppor-

get a small allocation. It's a token, but it's n~ ty to teach Judaism to children was key for her: 

15 
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Conditions 
of Work When I go into any position, it's not how much 

are you going pay me, it's what kind of job am 

I going to do. Am I really going to reach the 

children, am I golng to have the support of 

the administration, am I going to impart what 

I know? 

A synagogue educator who formerly taught in a 

public high school emphasized her commitment 

to the Jewish people in explaining her reason 

for working in Jewish education: 

(W]hile I was teaching in a public school set• 
ting .. .l decided [1hatJ If 1 was putting this much 

energy into working with teens and was doing 

a good job with it, I really felt strongly that T 
wanted to make a commitmem to doing it 

with Jewish teenagers. 

Other teachers emphasized the warmth of the 

Jewish community as a reward from Jewish 

teaching. A pre-school educator commented: 

I think the reason I am ln Jewish education is the 

community .... I feel very comfonablc. When I 

Our research suggests that the current teaching 

force is largely composed of persons who find 

their greatest rewards from teaching In the intan­

gible rather than tangible benefits. Of course, 

persons for whom the tangible benefits would 

be more salient may simply not have chosen to 

enter this field. It is interesting to note that our 

findings about the importance of intangible 

rewards mirror the findings of research on gener­

al education, where intangible benefits are also 

highly salient for teachers (Lortie, 1975). 

SUMMARY AND [ MJi ICATIONS 
.\1ost educators work p r{rime, have few tangible 

benefits, and receive salaries that they consider 

to be an important, supplementary part of their 

household income. For some educators, this situa­

tion Is compatible with their goals and family 

siluatlons. For others, the current situation does 

nol meet their needs, and they are not pleased 

with their salaries and benefits. Since we did not 

first came to the Center, it was almost a sense of question persons who chose not to enter Jewish 

family. I just always enjoyed coming to work, education, we cannot say whether these work 

enjoyed the people that I was working with. conditions discourage people from entering the 
~ - - ·•'-' o.li711~ . 

Table 9. Percentag~ y Part-Time Teach ers Who Indicated That a Particular Incentive Would Encourage 
Them to Work Fulll l'me (First, Second, and Third Most Important Incentives) 

INCENTIVE First Second Third 
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Conditions 
of Work 

Career 
Patterns 

field at all, but these results are consistent with 

that speculation. 

What do these findings imply for the notion of 

building a profession of Jewish education? The 

working conditions of teachers in Jewish schools, 

particularly the part-ti.me nature of work, the 

modest significance of earnings, and the absence 

of benefits for many teachers, are not typical 

of other professional occupations. Moreover, we 

found that many teachers chose their positions 

because of the availability of part-time work. On 

the one hand, these conditions may make it 

difficult to build a profession. The scardty of 

To build the profession of Jewish education, it 

is essential to learn about the career patterns of 

today's teachers. How were they recruited into 

Jewish education? How experienced are they? Do 

they view Jewish education as a career? What are 

their plans for the future? Answering these ques­

tions will telJ us whether investing in our current 

teachers is a sound strategy. 

ENTERING JEWISH 
EDUCATION 

The field of Jewish education offers relatively 

easy access to prospective members, although 

pre-schools are more highly regulated by the state 

than other settings. In interviews, we learned that 

teachers in Jewish schools enter the field as early 

as high school and as late as retirement. This 

wide range, combined with the part-time nature 

of teaching in Jewish settings, allows educators to 

teach while they are pursuing other endeavors, 

such as post-secondary schooling. Since educators 

typically enter the field in an unregulated man­

ner, without complete formal preparation or certi­

fication, there is a common perception that "any-

full-time positions with substantial salary and 

benefits packages may make it difficult to recruit 

teachers who are willing to conform to high 

standards of professional preparation and devel­

opment. On the other hb d/4st because some­

one chooses to work par~ e does not mean 

he or she would necessarily resist efforts to raise 

standards. A part-time teacher may be experi­

enced and committed to Jewish teaching, and 

therefore welcome opportunities for professional 

development. To resolve these issues, we need to 

examine the career orientation and experiences 

of full -time and part-time teachers. 

dedsions to enter the field and expect on-the-job 

training to prepare them as they teach. Interviews 

with supplementary school teachers suggest that 

an overwhelming number entered the field with­

out much planning. They became Jewish educa­

tors because someone, usually a friend, told them 

about an opening at the synagogue. As one sup­

plementary teacher recounted: 

Well, basically, I got recruited through a friend. I 

have a friend who was teaching here and she said 

it was fun and great and a good thing to do. She 

thought I might like doing that. My first reaction, 

of course, was: "Who am I to be teaching?" I 

have no formal education as a teacher and cer• 

tainly not of Judaica or Hebrew. And she just said 

from what she knew that I knew, I had all the 

qualifications. I had no experience in Jewish 

education, but my friend persuaded me. And so 

just indirectly, and luckily, I became involved in 

Jewish education. 

Teachers most commonly obtained their current 

positions by approaching the school directly 

(29%), through a friend or mentor (30%), or by 

being recruited by the school (24%). Our inter-

body can do it." Some educators make casual views indicated that it is rare for teachers to be 
_r-
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Career 
Patterns recruited for their positions from outside their 

current community. 

Factors influencing the decision to w~ at a 

particular school coincide with the pa~e nature 

of teaching. On the survey, 87% of teachers said 

the hours and days available for work was an 

important reason for choosing to work at a partic­

ular school. This was the most prevalent reason 

mentioned. As one teacher explained, 

I had my third child, and I was feeling like I 

needed to get out and do sometJ ing, but I 

couldn't do something on a f~ ime basis. 
I\ '-' 

[Working as a Jewish educator] seemed to 

coincide with what I needed at the time. 

Location was also an important factor, cited by 

75% of the teachers, and the reputation of the 

school was listed as important by 66% of the 

teachers. Religious affiliation was~~cated as 

:::;:~::::o,::; ,::::\e~ :;::." 
gogues where they are also members - and 51 % 

vv 
of the teachers mentioned salary as an important 

factor in choosing to work at a particular school. 

The most important reason for choosing a specific 

second school was the same as that for choosing 

the first: scheduling. In addition, 64% percent of 

those teaching in a second school reported that 

location was a significant factor in their decision 

to teach in a particular school, and 55% listed 

salary as an important factor. 

EXPERIENCE 

There is considerable stability in the field of Jewish 

' teaching. The top panel of Table 10 indicates that 

14% of teachers have been in the field for more 

than 20 years; 24% for between 10 and 20; and 

29% for 6 to 10 years. Another 27% have worked 

in Jewish education for 2 to 5 years, and only 6% 

were in their first year at the time of our survey. 

At the same time, teachers' tenure at their current 
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Table 10. Stability and Cont inuity of Teache rs 

schools is Jess extensive than their experience in 

the field. The majority of teachers, 59%, have 

been teaching in their current institutions for 5 

years or less; 18% have been teaching in their 

c.irrent settings for the first time. Others, totaling 

just 18%, have been teaching in their current 

institutions for more than 10 years. 'Iwenty-three 

percent have been teaching 6 to 10 years in their 

current schools. 

Supplementary schools have the highest propor­

tion of novice teachers. Whereas only 9% of sup­

plementary school teachers were new to Jewish 

education, 27% were new to their current schools. 

'Iwelve percent of day school teachers and 13% 

of pre-school teachers were new to their current 

schools. Figures for new teachers reflect new facul­

ty positions as well as movement across schools. 

V 



Career 

Patterns CAREER OPPORTUNITIES 

There are limited career advancement opportunities 

in the three communities. Teachers can make hori­

zontal moves from one setting to another, although 

their denominational or philosophical orientation 

constrains this movement to a certain degree. 

There are two ways teachers move out of their 

regular positions. Some apply for non-teaching 

positions when they become vacant, while others 

are tapped by administrators who see promising 

qualities in them. The fact that teachers are 

recruited without benefit of a position's being 

advertised narrows the perceived range of oppor­

tunities. Our interviews indicated that many posi­

tions are filled before it is generally known that 

they are vacant. Vertical movement is constrained 

by the small n wnber of positions, and top-level 

administrative positions are sometimes flJled by 

recruits from outside the community. 

Jewish education (those who teach fewer than 25 

hours per week) indicate that they have careers 

in Jewish education. At the same time, 31 % of 

the full-time Jewish educators do not view 

Jewish education as their career. 

Teachers in day schools and pre-schools under 

Orthodox sponsorship are the most likely to indi­

cate they have a career in Jewish education. In 

these settings, close to 90% describe themselves 

as having a career in Jewish education. Almost 

two thirds of teachers in other day schools also 

describe Jewish education as their career, as do 

56% of teachers in other pre-schools and 44% 

of supplementary school teachers. 

FUTURE PLANS 

Th e majority of teachers we surveyed plan to 

continue working in their present positions (see 

Table 12). Across all settings, 64% of the teachers 

reported that they plan to stay in their present 

CAREER PERCEPTIONS positions over the next 3 years, and only 6% 

Interesting!~ ~lough only a minority of teach- planned to seek a position outside Jewish educa-

ers work fulWfme in Jewish education (32%), a tion. In day schools, as many as 76% reported 

majority, 59% of teachers, describe themsejph as that they expected to stay in their current jobs. 

having a career in Jewish education (see./able (Teachers in Orthodox and other day schools 

11). In fact, 54% of those who work par~t iine~ ponded similarly to this question.) 

g.l13nr .. ~ ( 
Table 11. Teachers' Career Percepti ns TEACHER EMPOWERMENT 
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Our interviews with teachers indicated that 

they play little role in developing school policies 

for curriculum and instruction. In general, the 

teacher's role is not to participate in developing 

the curriculum but to implement it. Teachers 

generally feel autonomous in their classrooms, 

but this freedom is constrained by set curricula 

and resources. Teachers seldom participate in 

networks beyond their own schools. Moreover, 

teachers have few opportunities to collaborate 

with other teachers even within their own 

schools. While the phenomenon of teacher 
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Patterns Table 12. Future Pla ns of Teachers In Jewish Schools 

FUTURE PLANS Day 
SETTINGS 

Supp. Pre- TOTAL 

'J'1o 1~~t ol~11n1.~
1 
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isolation is not unknown in general education, it 

is exace.:b,~a in Jewish education because of 

the par~e nature of most teachers' work. 

By and large, teachers are at their institutions to 

meet their classes and to attend infrequent faculty 

meetings. This is true across all settings. Since their 

agreements with their institutions call for a certain 

amount of pay for a certain number of contact 

hours with students, principals are often reluctant 

to ask them to be present for professional discus­

sions and teachers have accepted the "drop-in" 

structure laid out for them. The framing of their 

work agreements and the structure of their work 

settings conspire to discourage teachers from col­

laborating together either in curricular areas or 

on professional matters that extend beyond the 

classroom walls. There are some exceptions, but, 

in general, teachers lead isolated professional lives 

and do not participate in the conversations that 

affect their professional futures. 

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS 

having a career in Jewish education. Most strik­

ingly, 44% of supplementary school teachers 

•1iew their work in this way. 

The commitment and stability reflected in these 

findings suggest that the notion of a profession 

of Jewish education is not as far-fetched as its 

part-time nature might indicate. If teachers plan 

to stay in Jewish education and view it as a 

career, they may respond positively to increa ed 

opportunities for professional growth. ~ ~--professional growth, the weaknesses in re-ser-

vice training may be add~ssed. Moreover, the 

commitment and i't~i(y of teachers in Jewish 

education suggesti'tli.an investment in their pro­

fessional growth would have a long-term payoff. 

Only 6% of teachers who responded to our survey 

were in their first year of working in Jewish edu­

cation, but 18% were new to their current schools. 

The finding that 3 times as many teachers were 

new to their schools as were new to the field 

reflects movement by teachers among Jewish 

schools. Individual schools may therefore question 

whether they will reap the full benefits of provid-
Most teachers in Jewish schools have substantial 

experience in Jewish educal ·tn. Most plan to 
ing extensive professional development to their 

continue teaching in thi eir rrent positions, and teachers. Consequently it seems important to view 

a majority indicate ~ t ey have made Jewish professional growth for teachers as a responsibility 

education their career .Even among part-time of the local and continental Jewish community 

teachers, more than half describe themselves ~ tion to being an obligation for schools. 
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Conclusions 

The findings in this report shed light on the char­

acteristics of teachers in Jewish schools in North 

America. The study was restricted to three cities, 

but the findings are similar to data available from 

other cities and most likely reflect patterns that 

are common to many communities. Although the 

results show substantial diversity among teachers, 

both within and across settings, and although 

the field of Jewish teaching is not highly profes­

si~ l/ ed, the potential exists for enhancing the 

pro"j/ssional standards and conditions of teach­

ing in Jewish schools. 

A number of key findings contribute to 

this conclusion: 

l Roughly half the teachers have completed for­

mal training in the field of education . Far fewer 

have degrees or certification in Jewish content 

areas; outside of Orthodox day schools, such 

training is especi.ally rare. 

2 Overall, 19 % of teachers are formally trained 

in both education und Jewish content; 47% are 

trained in one area or the other; and 34% are 

not formally trained in either field. 

3 Pre-collegiate Jewish education does not make up 

for teachers' limited backgrounds in Jewish content. 

Almost one third of the teachers received no pre­

collegiate Jewish education after age 13, including 

29% of supplem entary school teach ers and 55% of 

pre-school teachers. Eleven percent of teachers in 

non-Orthodox pre-schools are not Jewish. 

4 In-service education also fails to compensate 

for limited formal training. Required workshops 

averaged 3.8 over 2 years for day school teachers, 

4.4 for supplementary school teachers, and 6.2 

among pre-school teachers. Particularly in day 

and supplementary schools, the amount of 

required in-service training was far below com­

mon standards for public school teachers. 

5 Interviews raised questions about the quality of 

in-service education, highlighting the isolated and 

fragmented character of workshops. In-service 

education is not targeted to meet teachers' diverse 

needs, and it is not part of a coherent plan for 
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their professional growth, particularly in day and 

supplementary schools. 

6 Coupled with limited formal training is the find­

ing that work conditions are not proftfs'sionalized: 
;..,;' 

The teaching force is largely parS,time; even in day 

and pre-sclt!fols, around half the teachers work 

part~ Only 20% of teachers say their earnings 

from Jewish education are the main source of 

family income. 

7 Benefits are scarce, even for full-time teachers. 

Among full-time teachers in all settings, only 48% 

reported that they are offered health benefits, 

45% have access to pensions, and 28% are offered 

disability coverage. 

8 Despite these conditions, most teachers in 

Jewish schools describe their work in Jewish 

education as a career. Even among supplementary 

school teachers, almost all of whom work parl,i~ 

time, 44% say they have a career in Jewish edu-

cation. Most teachers have 6 or more years of 

experience, and most plan to stay in the field. 

Vvhat should we make of these findings? Taken as 

a whole, they suggest that improving the quantity 

and quality of professional development f~ / 

teachers, along with enhancing the condit ions of 

employment, is the strategy most likely to improve 

the quality of the teaching force in Jewish schools. 

IMPROVING OPPORTUNITIES FOR 
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

Why should professional development be the focus 

of efforts to respond to these findings? First, many 

teachers are limited in their formal training, and 

improved and extended in-service education may 

compensate for the lack of pre-service training. 

Second, the field of Jewish education is largely 

part~time, and many teachers choose it precisely 

because of that characteristic. Hence, while we 

do not mean to dismiss intensified recruitment 

efforts, the part-time nature of the work means 

it is unlikely that the field will be transformed 

through recruitment of a large cadre of teachers 

who are formally trained as Jewish educators. 
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Third, and most strikingly, enhancement of profes­

sional growth is a powerful strategy for reform 

because teachers are committed, stable, and career­

oriented. Even among part-time teachers who 

lack formal training as Jewish educators, many 

view their work in Jewish education as a career 

and plan to stay in their positions for some time 

to come. These teachers are a ripe target for higher 

standards for professional growth. While it is not 

realistic to expe~ wish schools to hire only 

trained teachers_,,- .)ecause the candidates are sim­

ply not available~ ur data suggest that it is real­

istic to ask teachers to participate In some degree 

of high-quality ongoing professional training. 

Our findings about in-service education point to 

two necessary aspects of change. First, the quan­

tity must b/ increased. At present, the extent of 

ln-servlce~s far too meager, especially In day and 

supplementary s'71o1 to compensate for back­

ground defidenci~Secood, the quality must 

be improved. Our interviews i.mllcated that ln­

service experiences are isolated, fragmented, not 

targeted to meet diverse needs, and generally 

not part of a coherent program. These problems 

should be remedied. 

Other analyses of our data suggest wefs of 

addressing these problems. Gamoran .et..K (m 
1 '\c\1 Ii 
~) noted that supplementary teachers In a 

community that provided financial incentives to 

teachers and schools or attending workshops 

reported signili tly higher levels of required 

in-servic . so, teachers in pre-schools that are 

certified by the state reported more requlred 

workshops on average. These findings indicate 

that raising standards is possible, that the com­

munity as a whole can be a source of standard6, 

and that financial inducements may help main­

tain adherence to standards. 

Raising standards for quantity will be of little avail, 

however, if the quality of professional growth is not 
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improved simultaneously. Staff development should 

emphasize the diverse needs of teachers, correspond­

ing to their varied training, experience, subject-mat­

ter knowledge, and ade levels. New professional 

development should _lso e ph'asize the need for a 

coherent, ongoing, ~IAA:~ilMeEl'program for teach­

ers, instead of one-shot, isolated generic workshops. 

In light of teachers' commitment to their work, we 

anticipate that they would be eager to participate in 

high-quality, targeted programs. 

IMPROVING CONDmONS 
OF WORK 
Conditions of work must also be shifted towards 

higher standards. This is important for three reasons. 

First, it may encourage more people to train profes-

5lonally as Jewish educators. Our data do not 

address this possibllity, but it is plausible. Second, 

improving the conditions of work may encourage 

rn.ore teachers to work fW~ ur data do 

address this notion: Part-time teache.rs indicated 

t'lat salary, benefits, and job security could make 

faem consider full-time work. Standards for profes­

sional growth can be higher for full-time teachers, 

so the two reforms (more professional growth and 

more professional working conditions) could build 

upon one another. Third, improving work condi­

t.ons for teachers ls a moral imperative. In this 
h 

day, it is not appro/prfate that many teachers in 
" ~ 

Jewish schools work fuU"time in Jewish education 

but are not offered health benefits. 

Indeed, perhaps the most important reform of work­

ing conditions would be tp_ extend benefit packages 

to teachers who work full,..time in Jewish education. 

Community agencies could create progr~ JI 
provide benefits to teachers who work rt\yime 

by teaching at more than one institution. Such 

programs could serve as incentives to increase the 

proportion of full-Lime teachers and could require 

of participants intensive professional development. 
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Salaries for pre-school teachers pose a more 

difficult problem. Earnings are low and teachers 

are dissatisfied, but this is a characteristic of the 

field of early childhood education and is not spe­

cific to Jewish schools. However, if Jewish schools 

could be on the forefront of increasing pay stan­

dards for early childhood education, they could 

also demand professional growth in the area of 

Jewish content as well as in child development; 

this would address the most serious shortcoming 

among teachers in Jewish pre-schools. 

TOWARD A 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

To some extent, these problems can be addressed 

on a community-by-community basis, as each 

community studies its educators and devises a 

comprehent iv7 ran in response. The need for 

community,(fde planning la, education is 

clear. Opportunities for ful~ime work and career 

advancement ultimately rest with the commu­

nity as a whole. For example, the position of 

Ncommunity educator"' can provide an opportu­

nity to create fu~e work, with appropriate 

salary and benefits, for teachers employed at 

more than one school. In addition, these educa­

tors may take on leadership responsibilities 

within the community, such as mentoring new 

teachers or peer coaching. 

This study draws on two sources of data: a survey 

of teachers in Jewish schools, and a series of 

interviews with Jewish teachers, p rincipals, 

and other educational leaders in the CUE 

Lead Communities of Atlanta, Baltimore, and 

Milwaukee. (Educational leaders were also sur­

veyed; those results will be reported by Goldring, 

Gamoran, and Robinson, forthcoming.) The 
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Questions about standards and accountability for 

educational personnel might also be addressed 

at the community level. Communities may design 

systems for professional dev~opment, which 

include standards for irfs~ ce training coupled 
I\ 

with increased salaries and benefits for qualifying 

teachers. Although communities cannot set bind-

ing rules for individual schools, community 

guidelines might provide a moral force that wo~ d 

upgrade the quality of personnel. h 1 addition~ 

fflOral suasion, cornnH1nit, stamlan:t~ M 
ClaC~:J-UP-0'¥-(;0J:t:UID.llll-¥-!:HBM=ittVeS;-Stt-eh-as. 

sal~endit suppl~ea~ u -

~dticato1~~urther, because teachers 

may change schools but remain in Jewish educa-

tion, professional growth for teachers must be 

seen as a communal responsibility in addition to 

a mandate for schools. 

To succeed, a comprehensive plan would have to 

incorporate the full educational spectrum of the 

community, address the critical needs identified 

in this report, and be adequately funded to do so. 

At the same ti.me, national Jewish organizations 

can play an important role in supporting these 

efforts by setting standards, developing programs 

of in-service education, and providing intellectual 

resources and normative support for change. 

The task may be daunting, but the stakes are 

high, and now is the time to act. 

surveys were administered in the spring and fall 

of 1993 to all Judaica teachers at all Jewish day 

schools, supplementary schools, and pre-school 

programs in the three communities. General 

studies teachers in day schools were not included. 

Non-Jewish pre-school teachers who teach Judaica 

were included. Lead Community project directors 
vtor& 

in each community coordinated the survey admin- ,Shou.L&,,t 

ht broKen 
bl-fru tw't)ll'l1 

P~- r.lecue-' 
o.i{JuS r 
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istration. Teachers completed the questionnaires 

and returned them at their schools. (Some teach­

ers who did not receive a survey form at school 

were mailed a form and a self-addressed envelope 

and returned their forms by mall.) An updated 

version of the survey and the interview protocols 

is available from the CUE (Gamoran et al., 1996). 

Over 80% of the teachers in each community 

filled out and returned the questionnaire, for a 

total of 983 teachers out of 1192 who were 

surveyed. In analyzing the results, we avoided 

sampling inferences (e.g., t-tests) because we 

are analyzing population figures, not samples. 

Respondents include 302 day school teachers, 

392 supplementary school teachers, and 289 

pre-school teachers. Teachers who work at more 

than one type of setting were categorized accord­

ing to the setting (day school, supplementary 

school, or pre-school) at which they teach the 

most hours ( or at the setting they listed first, if 

hours were the same for cwo types of settings). 

Each teacher was counted only once. If teachers 

were counted in all the settings in which they 

teach, the results would look about the same, 

except that supplementary school teachers would 

look more like day school teachers, because 61 

day school teachers also work in supplementary 

schools. In most cases, we report results separ­

ately by setting (day, supplementary, and pre­

school); in some cases where differences·were 

salient, we further separate day schools and 

pre-schools under Orthodox sponsorship from 

other day and pre-schools. 

Despite differences in the Jewish populations of 

the three communities, results were generally 

comparable across communities for schools of a 

given type; we do not provide separate results by 

community in this report. The broad compara-
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bility of results from the three communities in 

this study suggests that the profile of teachers 

presented here is likely to resemble that of many 

other communities. Where possible, we provide 

results from other surveys carried out in Boston, 

Miami, and Los Angeles, which shed light on the 

generalizability of our results. We also compare 

findings to the 1990 National Jewish Population 

Survey to see how teachers differ from other 

Jewish adults on some indicators. 

Missing responses were excluded Crom calcula­

tions of percentages. Generally, fewer than 5 % 

of responses were missing for any one item. An 

exception was the question about certification in 

.'ewish education ~In two commu­

llities, many teachers left this blank, apparently 

because they were not sure what it meant. On 

the assumption that teachers who did not know 

what certification meant were not themselves 

certified, for this Item only we calculated percent­

ages based on the total who returned the survey 

forms, instead of the total who responded to the 

question. Another question with substantial 

missing data asked teachers to report their ages. 

Because 50% of teachers did not respond to 

this question, we have not reported this result. 

1be Interviews for our study were designed 

and carried out by Julie Tammivaara, Roberta 

Goodman, and Claire Rottenberg, CUE field 

researchers. Interviews were conducted with 

teachers in pre-schools, supplementary schools, 

and day schools, as well as with educational 

directors and educators at central agencies and 

institutions of Jewish higher learning. In total, 

125 educators were interviewed, generally for 

one to two hours. All quotations in this report 

are from those interviews. 
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Key findings of this study-the strong commitment of teachers, coupled with their limited train­

ing and minimal opportunities for professional development-have already influenced the 
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continental debate about impr0,cem~ Jewish education. This repo1t provides the full details 

of the study of teachers in Jewish schools, including information from surveys and interviews. 

Where possible, results from the study are compared to those of earlier surveys from Boston, 

Los Angeles, and Miami. 
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Ms ~N f n1 one-third of the teachers received no }:H'e-c-e-lJ.egiateJ.Jewish education after age I 3. Similarly, in-ser-

vice professional development fails to make up for limited formal naining. Most teachers attend~ 

around two workshops per yea1~ or fewer. The quality of workshops is also problematicjXn-service 

education is ~t onlyWrequem;-btt~ot aimed at teachers' specific needs, and in most schools 

it is not part of a coherent plan for professional growth. 

Generally, work conditions are not professionalized. Most teachers work part-time in Jewish edu­

cation. Only 20% of teachers say their earnings from Jewish education are their main source of 

family income, although this figure is much higher in Orthodox day schools. Benefits are scarce, 

even for full-time teachers. For example, among full-time teachers in all three settings, only 48% 

reported'that they are offered health benefit~ " trl. 1... 417 . 
,u1~ o"''i "'15 ,o ricw(.. Qc~.s.s ~n.s)ons. 

Despite these conditions, the teachers are strongly committed to their work in Jewish education. 

Close to 60% desc1ibe their work in Jewish education as a career. Even among pan-time teachers, 

over half described'their work in Jewish education as a career. 

In light of teachers' limited training but strong com1nitment, the authors argue that improving 

the quality and quantity of professional development should be the plimary focus of refo1m 
0. e,C(,l.S. +o 

effo1ts. Improving working conditions, in duding increasing t:h~looility-af'benefits and oppor-

tunities for full-time work, should also b e part of a comprehensive plan for reform. 

l 
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The need for well-trained teachers in Jewish 

education has been recognized since the 

beginning of the modern Ame1ican Jewish 

community. In a 1907 lecture on the prob-

J lems of Jewish education, Solomon Schechter 

1
(19 15, p. 110)1explain<j: .. 

The first difficulty under which we labor is . / 

the great dearth of trained teachers ... ~ #-~~ · L .im' 1:,.(-r o,r 

Training is absolutely essential for the devel­

opment of adequate Jewish teachers. Very 

[ew people today would think of entrusting 

their legal affairs to anyone but a lawyer 

who had received special training entitling 

him to engage in his professional activities. 

Still less people would permit anyone who 

had not received a long and arduous course 

of training followed by a period of practice 

in medicine ro minister to their physical 

ailments. Yet those who are entrusted with 
American teacher, with his knowledge of :,,.,/ ;. 

the English language and his familiarity 

with the best educational methods, will thus 

in the end prove to be the only fit person to 

instruct also in religion, but unfortunately 

he is not always sufficiently equipped with a 

knowledge of Hebrew things in general and 

Hebrew language in particular to enable 

him to accomplish his duties in a sarisfact• 

ory manner. 

Schechter recognized the need for modern 

educational methods in the Jewish classroom 

and, simultaneously, the need for educators to 

be well-versed in Jewish studies. In a similar 

vein, Emanuel Gamotan commented in h is 

manual for teacher training for the Reform 

movement (1924, p.2 ) 

I 

the responsibility of molding the character 

✓ of the yount' of developing the Jews of (n(o,uu/it,lr 

/ tomorrow 6) are 100 often people who J/::>GlflJ 

present no other qualification for their task 

than that of availability. 

The concerns of Schechter and Gamoran are 

Still echoed today. According to A Time to Act, the 

1990 report of the Commission on Jewish 

Education in North Amelica, building the pro­

fession of Jewish education is one essential con­

dition for improving Jewish education in No11h 

America. The Council for Initiatives in Jewish 

Education (CIJE) was established to implement 

the Commission's recommendations. 

·:Jsf 
fession of Jewish education is · the ques-

I t 
[T]he crux of the problem of Jewish educa­

tion centers about the question of the Jewish 

- teacher:-),J:t is therefore of the utmost impor-
\ 

A fusL step in the process of b~-ldin,g the pro-

tion: What is the character of the teaching 

profession in today's Jewish schools? To 

address this question, CIJE canied out a 

study of teachers and leaders in Jewish schools 

in collaboration with its three Lead 

✓ @ 
cltk. ,ru k 

tance that our teachers be adequately trained, 

thoroughly imbued with Jewish spirit, 

possessed of Jewish knowledge and pedagog­

ically qualified. 

For Gamoran, the essential components in 

the background of a Jewish educator were 

commitment to and knowledge of Judaica 

and pedagogical training. Yet one or more of 

these were usually missing. Gamoran 

explained that teachers lacked adequate 

training (p.5): 

3 

Communities-Atlanta, 

Milwaukee. 

Baltimore, and 

rw. 
,J The findings of The CIJE Study of Educators 

have conuibuted to new local initiatives as well 

as to national programs sponsored by CfJE 

(CIJE, 1997). Findings about the teachers' 

background and professional training were 
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I published in 1994 (Gamoran et al., l ~~- wider Jewish community, in hopes of bring­

Findings about the leaders are forthcoming ,, 

✓ (Gold.ling, Gamoran, and Robinson, in p/ s}. 

The purpose of this report is to share the 

findings about Jewish teachers with the 

4 

ing continental attention to the problems 

and prospects of building the profession of 

Jewish education. 
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One of the central questions of the CUE study j ~ ngs and benefits for teachers in Jewish schools? 

was to learn about the professional background} / How many hours do they work? Are teachers 

of teachers who work in Jewish schools.- How commonly employed in more than one school? 

adequate is their training in the field of educa­

tion? How extensive is their background in 

Jewish studies? Do they engage in activities that 

continually enhance their preparation for teach­

ing? Answers to these questions are essential 

for policy decisions. 

If professional preparation and growth for teach­

ers are important, professional conditions for 

work may be closely related. What are the earn-

What are the prospects for full-tin1e work as a 

Jewish teacher? 

A third set of issues concerns Jewish education 

as a career. How are teachers recruited to Jewish 

education? How experienced are they? Do they 

view their work as a career? What are their 

future plans? Addressing these questions may 

provide guidance about communal investment 

in our current teaching force. 

About the Study and its Participants 

This study was canied out by the Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education {CIJE), in collabora­

tion with the three Lead Communities of Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee. Data sources includ-

ed sui:veys of nearly I 000 teaGb.e,rs and interviews with over 100 edu.cators. Further infonnation on 

the data and metho·dology of the study maJ be found in the Appendix. 

The surv.ey lndiGated that teathers in the three communities are predominantly female (84%) and 

married (80%). A l~ge n\ajol;ity are American-born {86%), while 7% percent were born in Israel. 

Sutveys fro!n other dties have indicated much higher proportions of Israeli-born teachers: 17% in 

Boston {Frank, Margolls, and Weisner, 1992); 25% in Los Angeles (Aron an1 Phillips, .19~8); and 

in Miami, 15% of synagogue school teachers and 29% of Judaic studies day school teachers 

(Sheskin, 1988). 

Our respondents represent a vartety of religious affiliations. Thirty-two percent are Orthodox, and 

8%r define themselves as n:aditional. Th11·ty-one percent identify with the Reform movement; 25% 

see them.selves as Conservative. (The remaining 4% list other affiliations, indudin~ I 0/o 

Reconstructionist.) Sixty-thtee percent of the teachers have visited Israel, and 51 % of those have 

lived in Israel for ~~e,monrlfs o;u more. Twenty-one percent of the teachers in our survey described 

themselves as fluent Hebrew speakers. 

To what extent are teachers in Jewish schools 

trained as educators? Are they prepared in areas 

of Jewish content? What standards are main­

tained for their ongoing professional develop-

EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND 

Teachers in the Jewish schools of Atlanta, Balti­

more, and Milwaukee are highly educated . Table 

I shows that 74% have college degrees, and 29% 

j ment? Our first task is to examine the background have graduate or professional degrees. compared 

and training of teachers in Jewish schools. to the national Jewish population, the teachers 
~ J\{9/l ::-
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are more likely to have college degrees, and 

about equally likely to have post-collegiate 

degrees. According to the 1990 National Jewish 

Population Survey, around 50% of both men 

and women who identify as Jews have college 

degrees, and 24% of women a~-3.~ 0/oofm en 

have graduate degrees (Kos~ et ~I., 1993). 

More important for our interests is the finding 

that as many as 43% of the teachers in the 

Jewish schools of the three communities have 

university degrees in education, and iUI~~-

tutes. Just over half the teachers have wor ed in 

general education. Whereas day, supplememary, 

and pre-school teachers are about equally likely 

to have degrees and experience in general 
1/ 

education, these comparisons mask important 

denominational differences within settings: 

Teachers in day and pre-schools under Orthodox 

sponsorship have less formal training and experi­

ence in general education compared to those in 

day and pre-schools under other sponsorships. 

Thirty-seven percent of the day school teachers 

reported a college major or seminary degree in 

Jewish studies, and slightly more are certified in w¼ Ill 

Jewish education Gee Tab~~ - (Certification is typ- h~d? 

ically granted by a local Board of Jewish Education; !JG'J 
standards for certification may vary across commu- qv<,1-fbn 
nities.) Again, these figures differed within the day !~' 
scfl I setting: Teachers in Orthodox day schools },1J -

certification Jewish education or studies. 

Jvt -fip-1-
..2il L12 

If 11,fle ~ 
~ 

(CJJM,, Table 1. General Educational Backgrounds of eachers in Jewish School s --------------1------------"'"-i..,..------- ~~y;~ 
SETTING College 

Degree 

tH J - " 
GradJPr .iivdt1llhon ~rom_ Worked in <.J:>nfy / 

Degree 1 Un1vers1ty General Education 

Teachers in other settings, whether Orthodox or 

not, have far less formal preparation in Jewish 

studies. Table 2 indicates that only 12% of sup-

represented only when It resulted in ordination, 

degrees, or other formal certification.) Similar 

contrasts in Judaic studies train ing between day 

, ( plementary school teachers, 16% of teachers in school and other teachers were reported in 

Q .,,,. Orthodox pre-schools, and 3% of teachers in Miami (Sheskin, 1988). 

'---rd-l~ \ other pre-schools majored in Jewish studies: the Teachers in supplementary schools and pre-x lf< J.11? ) percentages are moderately higher but follow schools have relatively little formal preparation 

0 A}•~ ~ } the san1e pattern for certification in Jewish to be Jewish educators (see Tabk'"i.). Even in "<J ,n f 
\ ', ~ U J education. (Thes_e_ fig~re~ are for ~ost-seco~dary day schools, where formal preparation is m os! 1,, J 

~ J .fj, degrees and certtflcauo-€J sf yeshiva stud~tensive, only half the tead1ers are trained m 

0\'j' /\~J.r£ ,\\tt . ~ t hJV). l .fell·f- luuv! , ~i19ri; ,. ,,J~'l~ 6 w~.in+ AJJM (/\SufviraA f /)(Urw,t , ~\\I 
\ .p I 6 OOCJ l~k ~et}(· 
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Table 2. Collegia'" an: P {.•~ionai Jowi,h 
Educational Background/:ff Teachers in 
Jewish Schools 

SETilNG Certification 
in Jewish 
Education 

Degree in 
Jewish 
Studies 

education, and half are prepared in Jewish 

studies at the collegiate or professional level. 

(This includes both Jewish studies majors and 

Jewish education certification.) 

Overall, 19% of the teachers we surveyed have 

professional or collegiate training in both Jewish 

studies and education (thim~ludes teachers 

/ institutes). Another 47%~ormal training 

in one field or tbe other but not both, including 

35% with backgrounds in education and 12% 

certified in Jewish subjects (including Jewish 

education) . The remaining 34% of teachers in 

Jewish schools in the three communities lack 

collegiate or professional degrees in both areas. 

F~ re I provides a graphic display of thjs pattern 

for all teachers. The pattern differs somewhat across 

settings and sponsorships: Among day school tead1-

ers, only 10% in Orthodox schools and 23% in 

non-Orthodox schools lack degrees in both areas, 

whereas the figure is 38% for pre-school teachers 

and 44% for supplementary school teachers. 

This analysis views teachers who are certified in 

Jewish education but who lack a degree in gener­

al education as partially trained, because certifi­

cation in Jewish education typically does not 

require the same level of training in education as 

7 

a secular degree. To count those with certificates 

in Jewish education as trained in general educa­

tion would lead to the conclusion that about 25% 

instead of 19% are formally trained in education 

and in Jewish studie-;' ~ still only a quarter of v V 

all teachers in Jewish settings. 

An important qualification to these fi ndings is 

that they emphasize formal schooling. Jewish 

content, however, is learned not only in school 

but in informal settings, such as the home, the 

synagogue, summer camp, and Israel exper iences, 

among others. To focus only on formal education 

thus underestimates the extent of Jewish knowl­

edge among teachers in Jewish schools. Still, it is 

widely recognized in the field of education that 

full preparation for teaching includes formal 

training in one's subject matter as well as in ped­

agogy (e.g., Darling-Hammond, 1994), so that the 

lack of formal training in Jewish studies among 

many of the teachers is a matter of concern. 

Figure 1. Extent of Professional Training in General 
Education a nd Jewish Studies 

Trained in 
Both 

Trained in 
Jewish Studies 

Only 

Trained in 
General 

Education 
Only 

Trained in 
Neither 

PRE-COLLEGIATE JEWISH 
EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND 

What sort of Jewish education did the teachers 

receive when they were children? 

On the whole, teachers in Jewish schools are 

much better educated Jewishly than the typical 

American Jew. For example, according 10 the 

J 990 National Jewish Population Survey 

(I<osmin et al., I 993 ), 22% of males and 38% of 

fen1ales who identify as Jews received no Jewish 

I 
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education as children; the comparable figure is 

only 8% for the teachers in our survey when 

childhood education both before and after age 

13~ 

Table 3 indicates that among teachers in Ortho­

dox day schools and pre-schools, a majority 

attended day schools (or schools in Israel), and 

nearly all teachers in Orthodox day schools and 

over two thirds of those in Orthodox pre-schools 

attended a Jewish school at least 2 days a week 

both before and after age 13. Among teachers in 

other day schools, abouL two thirds a ttended a 

Jewish school al least twice a week before age 

13, and over half a ttended al least that often after 

age 13. Supplementary school teachers partici­

pated less, but still much more than the average 

American Jew: Before age 13, 24% of teachers 

attended day schools, and another 40% attended 

a supplementary school of 2 days or more a 

week, while 25% attended only once a week, 

and 11 % did not attend at all. After age 13, 29% 

attended day school, 17% attended a Jewish 

school twice a week, and the proportion that 

reported "none" rises to 29%. 

Teachers in non-Orthodox pre-schools stand 

out as having received substantially less Jewish 

schooling as children. Fewer than one third 

before age 13 and less than one seventh after 

Table 3. Pre-Collegiate Jewish Educational Background o1 Teachers in Jewish Schools 

Setting None 

Setting None 

8 

BEFORE AGE 13 
1 day per 
week only 

2 days or more 
supplementary 

AFTER AGE 13 

1 day per 
week only 

2 days or more 
supplementary 

School in Israel 
or day school 

School in lsraeVj'\ 
yeshiva, or 1..:./ 
day school 
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age 13 attended a Jewish school twice or more 

each week. One reason for these low figures is that 

11 % of teachers in non-Orthodox pre-schools are 

not Jewish. (A survey in Miami also reported that 

7% of early childhood teachers in Jewish schools 

were not Jewish; see Sheskin, 1988). Even exclud­

ing the non-Jewish teachers, however, over half of 

teachers reported taking a course in Judaica or 

Hebrew at a university, community center, or syna­

gogue during the previous 12 months. Although 

we did not ask more specific questions about these 

courses, it is clear that attendance at workshops 

does not capture the full extent of continuing 

education obtained by day school teachers. 

teachers in non-Orthodox pre-schools received no Furthermore, the survey did not ask about univer-

Jewish schooling after the age of Bat Mitzvah. sity courses in education. When these courses are 

I counted, day school teachers come closer to the 

PROFESSIONAL ~ of professional development required in 
DEVELOPMENT 

public education, but they do not attain it, nor are 
Nearly all pre-school teachers reported that they Lhey required to do so, even though they are less 
were required to attend in-service workshops. In 

our interviews, we learned that most pre-schools 

were licensed by the states in which they were 

located, and state accreditation requirements 

demanded staff development. On the surveys, 

pre-school teachers reported they were required 

to attend an average of 6.2 in-service workshops 

over a two-year period. While these workshops 

generally satisfied state requirements, they are 

not sufficient to compensate for the limited 

Judaic backgrounds of most pre-school teachers. 

Day school teachers attend substantially fewer 

workshops. Almost 80% said workshops were 

required, but the number required averaged only 

3.8 workshops over a two-year period {see 

Figure 2). This level of staff development is far 

below normal standards in public education. For 

example, teachers in Wisconsin are required to 

complete 180 hours of workshops over a five­

year period in order to maintain their teaching 

license. On the assumption that a typical work­

shop lasts 3 hours, day school teachers in our 

study averaged about 29 hours of workshops over 

a five-year period, less than one sixth of what is 

required for state-licensed teachers in Wisconsin. 

Wisconsin teachers can also maintain their licenses 

by earning six college or university credits over a 

five-year period. About 32% of the day school 

9 

well prepared initially compared to their peers 

in public education. 

Figure 2. Average number of required workshops 
over a two-year period 

Day school Supplementary Pre-School 

Supplementary school teachers reported slightly 

more in-service training than day school tead1ers, 

although not as much as pre-school teachers (see .EoY'""; 
Figure 2). Also, 44% of the supplementary school 

teachers repor~ed taking a Judai_ca or Hebrew /; "" 

course~ · a umverslty, comn1umty center, or syna/{j 
~~ ~ . 

gogue ( any of these courses meet for only a 
A S&z. mt. 

few hour~ As in the case of day school teachers, 

professional development for supplementary 

teachers falls well short of common professional 

standards for public school teachers. 

Staff development activiries were even less fre­

quent in a Miami survey (Sheskin, 1988.), which 

found that day school tead1ers averaged 3.7 
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Judalca workshops over a three-year period; 

supplementary school teachers averaged 3.2 

Judaica workshops; and pre-school teachers 

averaged 3.4 such workshops. During the same 

three-year period, day school and pre-school 

teachers reported having taken 0.8 courses in 

teaching methods on average, and supplement­

ary school teachers averaged 1.1 courses. 

Consistent with their diverse backgrounds, the 

teachers varied substantially in the areas in which 

they would like to improve (see Table 4). Among 

the most popular were skills in motivating 

children to learn, creating materials, and content 

knowledge in Hebrew and history. Variation 

across settings followed predictable patterns. For 

example, pre-school teachers were more con­

cerned with child development, and teachers in 

non-Orthodox pre-schools were especially inter­

ested in learning about Jewish customs and cere­

monies. Teachers in Orthodox day schools were 

most concerned with learning more history, while 

teachers in non-Orthodox day schools more often 

perceived a need for improved Bible knowledge. 

It is noteworthy that interests in motivating stu­

dents, creating materials, and learning Hebrew 

were uniformly strong across settings. 

10 

In-service training is not only infrequent but, 

especially in day and supplementary schools, it 

tends to be sporadic and not geared to teachers' 

specific needs. On the survey, teachers indicated 

they typically find the workshops "somewhat 

helpful." Aside from Hebrew language, many 

teachers had in fact attended a workshop in 

an area in which they desired to improve. Yet 

our interviews indicated several concerns about 

the workshops. Particularly in day and supple­

mentary schools, there is rarely any overall 

coordination among offerings or progrA of S / 
professional development: Teachers feel that a 

workshop is an event unto itself, without any 

apparent connection to previous staff develop-

ment activities or follow-up afterwards. 

Teachers who learn something practical and con­

crete see the workshop as useful. One pre-school 

teacher commented about workshops: 

[S]ome of them are wonderful and really do 

address just Lhe issues you need to hear about, 

very practical things .... I went lO a wonderful 

oue that covered several of the major Jewish 

holidays. She showed us some very useful 

things we could take back to our classroom. 
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Conversely, another teacher who found nothing 

of practical value dismissed the workshop experi­

ence as "dreadfully boring and non-helpful to 

me." Moreover, in-service training tends to be 

provided uniformly for all teachers, rather than 

offering different programs designed to meet the 

varied needs of teachers with diverse backgrounds/ 

in pedagogy and Jewish content. Given the~ 

range of training, experience, subject matter/ and 

grade levels among teachers in Jewish schools, it 

is unlikely that a given workshop will be appro­

priate for many teachers, even with.in lhe same 

school. As one day school teacher remarked, 

A lot of times, I guess because Jewish education 

is so small, you end up in a [workshop] class 

with a range of people teaching all the way 

from pre-school co renth grade. You can't 

teach a [workshop] class like that. The way you 

approach Lhe material depends entirely on 

the age that the children are. Developmentally 

what works for an eighth grader does not 

work for a kindergartner and vice versa. 

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS 

Compared to other settings, day school teachers of 

Judaica are relatively well prepared, both Jewishly 

and pedagogically. Still, fewer than half have 

undergone the level of professional preparation 

that is standard among public school teachers, 

although day schools generally require their teach­

ers of secular subjects to meet the standard require­

ments. In addition, staff development demands for 

day school Judaica teachers are minimal, and are 

fewer than the requirements for day school teach­

ers of secular subjects, who typically meet state 

requirements for ongoing certification to maintain 

their teaching licenses. Both for pre-service prepa­

ration and in-service development, Jewish day 

schools in Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee 

typically hold teachers of secular subjects to higher 

standards than teachers of Jewish subjects. 
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Among supplementary and pre-school teachers, 

few are fully prepared as professional Jewish 

educators. That is, only small proportions of teach­

ers in those settings have extensive training in 

both education and Judaica. In particular, only 

46% of supplementary school teachers are trained 

in education, and most teachers in non-Orthodox 

pre-schools received minimal formal Jewish edu­

cation as children, let alone at the college level. 

Professional growth opportlll1ities are needed to 

advance their levels of knowledge and skills. 

Professional development for Jewish educators is 

not only a matter of remediation, of making up 

for deficiencies. It is also a means of renewal and 

growth, which is imperative for all teachers. Even 

those who are well prepared for their positions 

must have opportunities to keep abreast of the I 
field, to learn exciting new ideas, and to be invig- fM 

YfOt, 
orated by contact with other educators. (For a 

concise review of current directions in profession­

al development, see Dilworth and Imig, 1995.) 

What must teachers know in order to teach? 

Beyond pedagogic and content knowledge is the 

notion of Npedagogic content knowledge"-that 

is, the knowledge of what it is about the content 

that is most essential for successfully imparting it 

to a student (Shulman, 1986). This is the knowl­

edge of how to create bridges between subject 

matter and student. Teachers need a rich and deep 

knowledge of the subject matter to place it in a 

meaningful context for their students. Although 

students do not always respond to instruction in 

predictable ways, a teacher who possesses peda­

gogic content knowledge has the power to find 

new ways of enabling students to learn the mater­

ial at hand. In thinking and planning professional 

development for Jewish teachers in the future, 

then, we must consider not only pedagogy and 

not only Judaica but their integration-the 

leaching of Jewish subject matter. 



Conditions 
Having identified a need for the professional 

preparation and development of teachers, we 

wh e!(.J my {1\){)11)/? ~ ryust also consider whether work conditions for 

~ eachers in Jewish schools make it reasonable 

to think about a profession of Jewish education. 

~ J How many hours do teachers work each week? 
r/urk -efl .Sa~S ~~yn~ I How many teachers ~ fulll\time? What are their 

,, ttJl-f-i"IY\l " earnings and benefits? What incentives might 

v,Jn<N"<. vtl'\tA 'A'hfl~ stimulate more teachers to work full time if 

positions were available? 

A~r,.U5 
h1f"tn 
htv'-(, 

~e~ "JiJ-

SETTINGS AND HOURS OF WORK 

Most of the teachers we surveyed reported that 

they work in one school. Specifically, 80% teach 

in one school, 17% teach in two sch ools, and 3 % 

teach in more than two schools. Thirty-one per­

cent of the respondents teach in day schools as 

their primary setting (the setting in which they 

work the most hours), including 18% under 

Orthodox sponsorship and 13 % under oLher 

sponsorships. Forty percent work in supplemen­

tary schools. The remaining 29 % reach in pre­

schools, including 4% under Orthodox sponsor­

ship and 25 % under other sponsorships. Whereas 

20% of teachers work in more than one sd10ol, 

approximately 35% of positions are held by teach­

ers who teach in more than one school. 

J There is no agreed-upon defini tion of tu ll'lrime 

work in the field of Jewish education. When we 

define full-time teaching as more than 25 hours 

l per week, we find that 28% work ful~ime in 

J one school, and 32% work ~ l~ ime ! hen all 

their positions in Jewish education are taken into 

account. When asked on the survey, 3 I% of 

the teachers described themselves as a "full-time 

j Jewish ~ducator." Thus, alternmre definitions 

give similar results, on averag~ eaching in sup­

plementary schools· is overwhelmingly a part- Lime 

occupation; 96% reach 12 hours or less in their 

primary setting, and almost two thirds teach 

fewer than 5 hours per week (see Table 5). 
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By contrast, day school teachers are about evenly 

split between those who work 25 hours per week 

or more in their primary setting and those who 

work less. Among pre-school teachers, 43% work 

/ f ulltime, 3 7 % work 1 3 to 24 hours per week, 

anf 20% work 12 hours per week or less. Similar 

differences appeared in Miami, where 55% of day 

school teachers and 50% of pre-school teachers 

reported working 25 hours per week or more, 

compared with 5 % of supplementary school 

teachers (Sheskin, 1988). In Los Angeles, only 

16% of teachers reported 25 hours of teaching 

per week or more (Aron and Phillips, 1988). This 

figure was not broken down by setting, but two 

thirds of the respondents were supplementary 

school teachers, and one third were day school 

teachers. (Pre-school teachers were not in.eluded 

in the Los Angeles survey.) In Atlanta, Baltimore, 

and Mi.lwaukee, about two thirds of the teachers 

who work in more than one school teach in 

supplementary schools as their second school. 

In our interviews with teachers, we discovered 

that teachers and principals work together to 

assemble "employment packages" to provide 

some teachers with more paid work. Rabbis in 

Orthodox day school settings are common ly 

recruited to take responsibili ty for worship and 

extracu rricular activities to fill out their work 

week. Teachers in other se ttings assume responsi­

bility for a variety of additional activities, includ­

ing working in the library, tutoring students at 

the school, engaging in family education, leading 

J worship services, directing grantrelated projects, 
A. 

and so forth. Even with these additional responsi-

bilities, few are able to put together an employ-

/ ment package that is considered ful0 ime, 
}\ 

although many find they devote more than 40 

hours per week to their institu tions. 

One pre-school teacher who presently teaches part 

time exemplifies the struggle of putting together a 

fu ll-time position. Looking ah ead al her career 

/\ 
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of Work Table 5. Weekly Hours of Work among Teachers in Jewish Schools (Primary Setting) 

HOU RS 

Setting 1-4 

1hl- "(OW.> J- pc1m~fil 
SYJl)vl~ ot. l\1€"'~ 
so" e~ =- '/'JV~ r ,, 
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/)\,.4 11ff-t-sc:linol~" / 

) Odil+ undlfJb"J 
i/lU U/YIJ"f\lflt" pl,ans, she expressed a desire to work full Lime as 

a Judaic pre-school teacher. But her school, like 

most orhers in her community, offers Judaic pro-

/ grams only in the morning. She could become full/I 

time only by teaching non -Judaic subjects in the 

afternoon, by working with older students in a 

G 

day school in the afternoon, or by tbe school's 

reorganization of the timing of curricular offerings. 

Typically, the Jewish educational "marketplace" 

does nol provide an opportunity for a 1cacher like 

/ 

this one Lo specialize (Leaching a partic0ar subject 

10 a specific age group) and to work [ull time. 
A 

SALARY 

Earnings from Jewish education must be viewed 

in the context of the pan-rime nature of Jewish 

education. Table 6 shows that 58% of the teach­

ers we surveyed reported earning Jess than 

$10,000 from their work in Jewish education in 

one sch,iol. while 43% reported earning less than 

$5,000 . (In Los Angeles, 69% of teachers earned 

less than $ I 0,000 per year, according to Aron 

J and Phillips, 1988, but their sample was two; 

thirds supplementary teachers.) Fifteen percent 

of the teachers in our survey said they earned 

between $10,000 and $l5.000; 18% reported 

wages between $15,000 aJld $30,000; while 9% 

reported earnings of over $30,000 annually. As 

one educationa l director of J di!',' school lament­

ed: "We certainly !use the best 1eachers 1,, prinri­

palships. assistallt principalships, ad111inis1r 11 i\ v 

13 

5-12 13-24 25+ 

roles, because that is what day schools are willing 

10 pay for. They are not willing 10 pay the same 

thing for teachers." 

This is a problem with which all education sys­

tems (not only Jewish education) must contend: 

Because there are few opportunities for job pro­

motion within teaching, often a teacher must 

leave the classroom Lo advance professionally. 

Table 6. Teachers' Earnings from One School 

EARNINGS 

$100()0!:-.$14999 

$ 1S0<10-$79,9-99 

$20000-$24999 

Percent 

3% 

40% 

1.5% 

15% 

9% 
5% 

'4% 

~% 

Teaching at more than one school provides 

modest gains to teachers' incomes; the gains are 

limited because teachers rarely work more lhaJ1 

10 hours per week at the second school. Seventy­

four percent of those who Leach in more than one 

school reported they rC'cC'ive lt'ss than S'>.000 fo r 

the additi,rnal wurk. while I <J'11., rnl'iv,• h,•1w,·, ,, 

$5,000 and $ I ll.CH)tl 

hnu~d1<1ld h tlh' i11-.,111v \',lt, r,•u•iv, l• •1 
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of Work education?" Only 20% of teachers surveyed report- schools reported their income from Jewish educa-

ed that their income from Jewish education is the / rion~insignificant. Moreover, among those who 

main source of income for their household. Fifty- work ful~time in Orthodox day schools (that is, 

one percent indicated that their income from / those w.no work 25 hours per week or more, 

Jewish education is an imporrt source of addi- or about four fifths of teachers in Orthodox day 

J tionaJ income, while 29% ~ their wages from schools), 79% said their wages from Jewish 

/ teachinl ~ insignificant to their household / education ~heir main source of income. 

income. Responses to a similar question in Los 

Angeles were more evenly distributed: 32% said 

' 

th . . f J . h d · W?f th · eir mcome rom ew1s e ucat10n 1" e mam 

source of household income; 34% called it an 

in1portant supplement; and 32% said it was unim­

portant (Aron an d Phillips, l 988). In Miami, 57% 

of day school teachers reported that more than 

/ half their household income ~~s from Jewish 

teaching, but only 24% of pre-school teachers and 

18% of supplementary school teachers reported 

that level of importance (Sh eskin, l 988). 

An exception to the general pattern in Atlanta, 

Baltimore, and Milwaukee, and more consistent 

with Miami's, is that income from teaching for 

teachers in Orthodox day schools is typically not 

/~ Yan important source of additional pay but 

r - th~ main source of income. Fifty-rune percent 

/ of teachers in Orthodox day schools reported that 
Wtw 

For many teachers the additional income, how­

ever small, is very meaningful. As one educator 

stated: "The salary is extremely important. That's 

how I pay for m y kid's education. I have to be 

working. I want to be working, but also tha t 

salary is essential." Overall, teachers were more 

satisfied than dissatisfied with their salaries, but 

the level of satisfaction varied substantially by 

setting. As Table 7 illustrates, a substantial 

majority of supplementary school teachers were 

somewhat or very satisfied with their salaries. 

However, just under half the day school teachers 

and only 37% of pre-school teachers reported 

satisfaction with their salaries. A comparison 

between full-tlme and part-time teachers revealed 

somewhat less satisfaction among full-time 

teachers, but the main differen ces in satisfaction 

occurred across the three se ttings, as exh ibited in 

Table 7. Our interviews con firmed a general 

pattern of greater satisfaction with salaries among 

supplementary school teachers, and the most 

dissatisfaction among pre-school teachers. 

their wages from Jewish education are the main 

source of income, compared to 35% who indicat­

J ed their wages ~ an important source of addi­

tional income; only 6% teachers in Orthodox 

Table 7. Teachers' Satisfactio n w it h Salaries 

SETTING 

14 

Very 
satisfied 

Som ewhat 
satisfied 

Somewhat 
d issatisf ied 

Very 
d issatisfied 
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BENEFITS 

Few benefits are available to teachers in Jewish 

schools. Given the part-time nature of teaching, 

the scarcity of benefits may not be surprising. 

However, m ost full-time Jewish educators (those 

teaching more than 25 hours per week) reported 

that they are not offered m any benefits (see 

Table 8). Full-time teachers are most likely to 

be offered tuition subsidies (75%) (i.e., reduced 

tuition for their children at their school) and 

money to attend conferences (66%). Of those 

/ who teach ful ~tirne, only 28% are offered disa­

bility benefits, 48% are offered health benefits, 

and 45% have pension p lans. 

Table 8. Availability of Benefits for Full-Time and 
Part.l ime Teachers: Percentages of teachers who 
are offered various benefits 

BENEFIT 
@ 11-tlme Part-time All 

teachers teachers teachers 

When teachers put together Njob packages" that 

include part-rime positions in a number of settings, 

they are not eligible for h ealth, pension, or disabil­

ity benefits from any one institution. Even when 

benefits are offered, the size of the benefits may 

be negligible. One day school principal indicated: 

Today a health plan for a family is about S 5500 

a year. A full-time teacher may get $900 from 

the school; the rest they have to pay for. They 

get a small allocation. It's a token, but it's not 

15 

that much. The same thing with pension plans. 

The pension plan until now was a fair plan. It 

was little, but it was fair. That's been suspended 

because of the financial crisis, so there is none 

at all. That's all the benefits there are. 

Benefits differ somewhaL across settings, mainly 

as a function of the percentage of teachers in that 

/ setting who work ful~time. Forty-seven percent 

of teachers in day schools reported that health 

benefits are available to them. Only 29% of those 

in pre-schools and a mere 7% of supplementary 

sd1ool teachers are offered health benefits. About 

46% of teachers in day schools and 27% of those 

in pre-schools are offered pensions, as compared 

with just 7% of supplementary school teachers. 

WORK CONDITIONS AND 
MOTIVATION FOR TEACIBNG 

Although earnings and benefits are meager com­

pared to most professions, they are still important 

to many teachers in Jewish schools. When we 

surveyed part-time teachers about what possible 

J incentives would encourage them to work fulr 

time in Jewish education, salary, benefi ts, and 

job security/tenure were the most inlportanl 

incenLives (see Table 9). At the same time, it is 

j not extrinsic motivator4 such as salary and bene­

fits that attracL people to~or~ifl Jewish educa-✓ 
~. Instead, those who have chosen the field 

of Jewish education typically find their greatest 

rewards in the intangibles. As one supplementary 

school teacher commented: 

(F]inancially, no, this is not the best job in the 

world. The reward is watching children grow. 

I don't think any of the synagogues really pay 

that well. We have no benefits. I've worked 

26 years without any benefits whatsoever. 

Nothing. When I retire, it is: 'Good-bye. It was 

nice knowing you.' You really have 10 love 

what you are doing, let's face it. 

Similarly, another Lead1er explained that the oppor­

tunity to teach Judaism to dlildren was key for her: 
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When I go into any position, it's not how much 

a re you going pay me, it's what kind of job am 

I going to do. Am I really going to reach the 

children, am I going to have the support of 

the administration, am I going to impart what 

I know? 

A synagogue educator who formerly taught in a 

public high school emphasized her commitment 

to the Jewish people in explaining her reason 

for working in Jewish education: 

(W]hile I was teaching in a public school set­

ting .. .! decided (that] if I was putting this much 

energy into working with teens and was doing 

a good job w ith it. r really felt strongly that I 

wanted to make a commitment co doing it 

with Jewish teenagers. 

Other teachers emphasized the warmth of the 

Jewish community as a reward from Jewish 

teaching. A pre-school educator commented: 

I think the reason I am in Jewish education is the 

community . . .. I feel very comfortable. When I 

first came to the Center, it was almost a sense of 

family. I just always enjoyed coming to work, 

enjoyed the people that I was working with. 

Our research suggests that the current teaching 

force is large ly composed of persons who find 

their greatest rewards from teaching in the intan­

gible rather than tangible benefits. Of course, 

persons for whom the tangible benefits would 

be more salient may simply not have chosen to 

en ter this field. It is interesting to note that our 

findings about the importance of intangible 

rewards mirror the find ings of research on gener­

al education, where intangible benefits are also 

highly salient for teachers (Lortie, 1975). 

/

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS 

Most educators work part,time, have few tangible 
fl. 

benefits, and receive salaries that they consider 

to be an important, supplementary part of their 

household income. For some educators, this situa­

tion is compatible with their goals and family 

situations. For others, the current situation does 

not meet their needs, and they are not pleased 

with their salaries and benefits. Since we did not 

question persons who chose not to enter Jewish 

education, we cannot say whether these work 

conditions discourage people from entering the 

Table 9. Percentag_!s of Part-Time Teachers Who Indicated Tha t a Par ticular Incentive Would Encourage 
Them to Work Full Time (First. Second, and Third Most Important Incentives) 

INCENTIVE First Second Third 
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field at all, but these results are consistent with 

that speculation. 

What do these findings imply for the notion of 

building a profession of Jewish education? The 

working conditions of teachers in Jewish schools, 

particularly the part-time nature of work, the 

modest significance of earnings, and the absence 

of benefits for many teachers, are not typical 

of other professional occupations. Moreover, we 

found that many teachers chose their positions 

because of the availability of part-time work. On 

the one hand, these conditions may make it 

difficult to build a profession. The scarcity of 

To build the profession of Jewish education, it 

is essential to learn about the career patterns of 

today's teachers. How were they recruited into 

Jewish education? How experienced are they? Do 

they view Jewish education as a career? What are 

their plans for the future? Answering these ques­

tions will tell us whether investing in our current 

teachers is a sound strategy. 

ENTERING JEWISH 
EDUCATION 

The field of Jewish education offers relatively 

easy access to prospective members, although 

pre-schools are more highly regulated by the state 

than other settings. In interviews, we learned that 

teachers in Jewish schools enter the field as early 

as high school and as late as retirement. This 

wide range, combined with the part-time nature 

of teaching in Jewish settings, allows educators to 

teach while they are pursuing other endeavors, 

such as post-secondary schooling. Since educators 

typically enter the field in an unregulated man­

ner, without complete formal preparation or certi­

fication, there is a common perception tha t "any­

body can do it." Some educators make casual 

17 

full-time positions with substantial salary and 

benefits packages may make it difficult to recruit 

teachers who are willing to conform to high 

standards of professional preparation and devel­

opment. On the other hand, just because some­

one chooses to work part. time does not mean 

j he or she would necessa~y resist efforts to raise 

standards. A part-time teacher may be experi­

enced and committed to Jewish teaching, and 

therefore welcome opportw1ities for professional 

development. To resolve these issues, we need to 

examine the career orientation and experiences 

of fu ll-time and part- ti.me teachers. 

decisions to enter the field and expect on-the-job 

training lo prepare them as they teach. Interviews 

with supplementary school teachers suggest that 

an overwhelming number entered the field with­

out much planning. They became Jewish educa­

tors because someone, usually a friend, told them 

about an opening at the synagogue. As one sup ­

plementary teacher recounted: 

Well, basically, I got recruiled lhrough a friend. I 

have a friend who was teaching here and she said 

ir was fun and great and a good lhing to do. She 

lhought I might like doing lhat. My first reaction, 

of course, was: "Who am I to be teaching?" I 

have no formal education as a teacher and cer­

tainly not of Judaica or Hebrew. And she just said 

from what she knew tha t I knew, I had all the 

qualifications. I had no experience in Jewish 

education, but my friend persuaded me. And so 

just indirectly, and luckily, I became involved in 

Jewish education. 

Teachers most commonly obtained their current 

positions by approaching the school directly 

(29%), thro-igh a fri ead or mentor (30%), or by 

being recruited by the school (24%). Our inter­

views indicated that it is rare for teach ers to be 
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Patterns recrui ted for their posirions from ou tside their 

current community. 

Factors influencing the decision Lo w(~jt a 

j particular school coincide wilh the paYe nalure 

of teaching. On the survey, 87% of teachers said 

the hours and days available for work was an 

important reason for choosing LO work at a partic­

ular school. This was the most prevalent reason 

mentioned. As one teacher explained, 

j 

I had my third child. and I was feeling like 

needed to get ou t and do something, but 

couldn ' t do something on a ru1\[ime basis. ;.. 

(Working as a Jewish educator) seemed 10 

coincide with what I needed a l the time. 

Location was a lso an important faclor, ciled by 

75% of the teachers, and the reputation of the 

school was listed as important by 66% of lhe 

teachers. Religious affiliation was indicated as 

/ important by 68% of the Leach er[-)5% percent 

J of supplementary school teachers teach in syna• 

gogues where they are also members,;--)nd SI% 

of the teachers mentioned salary as an important 

factor in choosing to work at a particular school. 

The most important reason for choosing a specific 

second school was r.he same as I.hat for choosing 

Lhe first: scheduling. In addition, 64% percent of 

those teaching in a second school reported that 

location was a significant factor in their decision 

to teach in a particular school, and 55% lisLed 

salary as an important facto r. 

EXPERIENCE 

There is considerable stability ln the field of Jewish 

teachlng. The top panel of Table 10 indicates Lhat 

14% of teachers have been in the field fo r more 

than 20 years; 24% for between 10 and 20; and 

29% for 6 to 10 years. Another 27% have worked 

in Jewish education for 2 to 5 years, and only 6% 

were in their first year at the time of nur rnrvey. 

At the same time, teachers' rcnu rc ,11 thl'ir n1rrc•n1 
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Table 10. Stability a nd Continuity of Teachers 

2 to 5 

6'to 10 

11 to 20 

2io5 
&to 10 

l1 ffo 20 

N9te: <Zolumns• rnfty; nof'sum 'to roe~ 
due-io rouflding., ·• 

schools is less e xtensive than their experience in 

the field . The majority of teachers, 59%, have 

been teaching in their current institutions for 5 

years or less; 18% have been teaching in their 

current seuings for the firs t time. Others, totaling 

just 18%, have been teaching in their current 

institutions for more than 10 years. 1\vcnty-three 

percent have been teaching 6 to l O years in their 

current schools. 

Supplementary schools have the highest propo r­

tion of novice teachers. Whereas on ly 9% nr sup­

plementary school teachers were new le) Jewish 

education, 27 % vvere new 10 their current sd1,mls. 

1\•vclve percent of day sclmcil tcadwr, ,111d i ·\ ·. 

or pre-Sdll)OI lc'illhc•rs IVt'H ' ill'\\ \11 1!' : 

Khnlils, Fi)!llrt's f.,r :1e1,· 1•·,1d1v1, rL. 1 ·, • , 

i) po~i, i n 11, h \\"Lil ,l~ 11ld\'<'lll<'' " 0 
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CAREER OPPORTUNITIES 

There are limited career advancem ent opportunities 

in the three communities. Teachers can make hori­

zontal moves from one setting to another, although 

their denominational or philosophical orientation 

constrains this movement to a certain degree. 

There are two ways teachers move out of their 

regular positions. Some apply for non-teaching 

positions when they become vacant, while others 

are tapped by administrators who see promising 

qualities in them. The fact that teachers are @. 
recruited without benefit of a position's being 

advertised n arrows the perceived range of oppor­

tunities. Our interviews indicated that many posi­

tions are filled before it is generally known that 

they are vacant. Vertical movement is constrained 

by the small number of positions, and lop-Jevel 

administrative positions are sometimes filled by 

recruits from outside the community. 

CAREER PERCEPTIONS 

Interestingi _ though onJy a minority of teach­

ers work f 11 · e in Jewish education (32%), a 

majority, 59 o of teachers, describe L.hemselves as 

having a career in Jewish education (see Table 

II). In fact, 54% of those who work p~e in 

Table 11. Teachers' Career Perceptions 

19 

Jewish education (those who teach fewer than 25 

hours per week) indicate that they have careers 

in Jewish education. At the same time, 31 % of 

the full-time Jewish educators do not view 

Jewish education as their career. 

Teachers in day schools and pre-schools under 

Orthodox sponsorship are the most likely to indi­

cate they have a career in Jewish education. In 

these settings, close to 90% describe themselves 

as having a career in Jewish education. Almost 

two Lhirds of teachers in other day schools also 

describe Jewish education as their career, as do 

56% of teachers in other pre-schools and 44% 

of supplementary school teachers. 

FUTURE PLANS 

The majority of teachers we surveyed plan to 

continue working in their present positions (see 

Table 12). Across all settings, 64% of the teachers 

reported that they plan to stay in their present 

positions over the next 3 years, and only 6% 

planned to seek a position outside Jewish educa­

tion. In day sd1ools, as many as 76% reported 

that they expected to stay in their current jobs. 

(Teachers in Orthodox and other day schools 

responded similarly to this question.) 

TEACHER EMPOWERMENT 

Our interviews with teachers indicated that 

they play little role in developing school policies 

for curriculum and instruction. In general, the 

teacher's role is not to participate in developing 

the curriculum but to implement it. Teachers 

generally feel autonomous in their classrooms, 

bu t this freedom is constrained by set curricula 

and resources. Teachers seldom participate in 

networks beyond their own schools. Moreover, 

teach ers have few opportunities 10 collaborate 

with other teachers even withi.c their uwn 

schools. While the phenomenon of tead1er 
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Table 12. Futu re Plans of Teache rs in Jewish Schools 

FUTURE PLANS Day 

SETTINGS 

Supp. 

56% 

4% 

7% 

22% 

Pre- TOTAL 

No~•: ~lum.ns may nots-um to 1'()0~ due to rounoing. 

isolation is not unknown in general education, IL 

J 
is exa~jted in Jewish education because of 

the p~~?he nature of most teachers' work. 

By and large, teachers are at their insLitulions to 

meet their classes and to auend infrequem faculty 

meetings. This is true across all settings. Since their 

agreements with their institutions call for a certain 

amount of pay for a certain mtmber of contact 

hours with students, principals are often reluctant 

LO ask them Lo be present for professional discus­

sions and teachers have accepted the "drop- in" 

structure laid our for them. The framing of their 

work agreements and the structure of their work 

seuings conspire to discourage teachers from rnl­

laborati.ng together either in curricular areas or 

on professional rnauers that e xtend beyond the 

classroom walls. There are some exceptions, but, 

in general, teachers lead isolated professional lives 

and do not participate in the conversations that 

affect their professional futures. 

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS 

Most teachers in Jewish schools have substantial 

experience in Jewish education. Most plan to 

continue teaching in their current positions, and 

a majority indicatc~~they have made Jewish J educati,>n Lheir caieerf v(•n among pan-linw 

ll'achers, more than 1a f describe thcmselv<.•~ ,1, 
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having a career in Jewish education. Most strik­

ingly, 44% of supplememary school teachers 

view their work in this way. 

The commitment and stability reflected in these 

f!nc!lngs suggest that the notion of a profession 

of Jewish education is not as far-fe tched as its 

pan-time nature might indicate. If teachers plan 

to stay in Jewish education and view it as a 

career, they may respond positively to increased 

/

opportunities for professiona l growth. Through 

professional growth, the weaknesses i 

j commitment and stability of teachers in Jewish 

education suggcs(ihan invesLmem in their pro­

fessional growth would have a long-term payoff. 

Only 6% of teachers who responded to our survey 

were in their first year of working in Jewish edu­

cation, but 18% were new to their current schools. 

The finding that 3 times as many teachers were 

new to their schools as were new to the field 

reflects movement by teachers among .Jewish 

schools. Individual schools may therefore question 

whether 1hey will reap 1he full lwncfits of pnl,·id­

ing extensive prof,•s:;ional dl'vdopmcnt 1,1 ;! 1 ,·i: 

LL·achcrs. Cnn~,·q u,·ml,· it -;,•vms imporl.,!lt 11 • , ., 

pnikssiunJI ~rnwth I ,r i<',ldll'r~ ,1~ .i . ,·~p,,11,. tiir1, 

nl the !<>c.11 ,ind <.unl illt'!l l d ! kwj~l; t 1rn111u1 ,'" 

·n .1dd1ti,m 1,1 twin,! ;111 ,1h!i:~.111,,1: '. 1: ,, ,,.,, , • (j 

)o~b­
odd 
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The findings in this report shed light on the char­

acteristics of teachers in J ewish schools in North 

America. The study was restricted to three cities, 

but the findings are similar to data available from 

other cities and most likely reflect patterns that 

are common to many communities. Although the 

results show substantial diversity among teachers, 

both within and across settings, and although 

the field of Jewish teaching is not highly p rofes­

sionalized, the potential exists for enhancing the 
n 

pr~essional standards and conditions of teach-

ing in Jewish schools. 

A number of key findings contribute to 

th1s conclusion: 

l Roughly half the teachers have completed for­

mal training in the field of education . Par fewer 

have degrees or certification in Jewish coment 

areas; outside of Orthodox day schools, such 

training is especially rare. 

their professional growth, particularly in day and 

supplementary schools. 

6 Coupled with limited formal training is the find. 

/ ing that work conditions are no/J!irofessionalized: 

The teaching force is largely p~me; even in day 

~JJ ~n~-schools. around half the teachers work 
\d Jy,., pa t I' e. Only 20 % of teachers say their earnings 

n1J~ from Jewish education are the main source of 

) 

family income. 

7 Benefits are scarce, even for full- time teachers. 

Among full-time teachers in all settings, only 48% 

reported that they are offered health benefits, 

45% have access to pensions, and 28% are offered 

disability coverage. 

8 Despite these conditions, most teachers in 

Jewish schools describe their work in Jewish 

educarion as a career. Even among supplementary 

school teachers, almost all of whom work paA--:) 

time, 44% say they have a career in Jewish ~ 
cacion. Most teachers have 6 or more years of 

experience, and most plan to stay in the field. 
2 Overall, 19% of teachers are formally trained 

in boch ed ucation and Jewish con tent; 47% arc 

trained in o ne area or the other; and 34% are 

not formally trained in either field. 

3 Pre-collegiate Jewish education does not make up / 

What should we make of these findings? Taken as 

a whole, they suggest that in1pr0Ving the quantity 

and qualily of professional development for 

"' teachers, along with enhancing the conditf ions of 
(!_/ 

for teachers' limited backgrounds in Jewish content. 

Almost one third of the teachers received no pre­

collegiate Jewish education after age 13, including 

29% of supplementary school teachers and 55% of 

pre-school teachers. Eleven percent of teachers in 

non-Orthodox pre-schools are not Jewish. 

4 In-service education also fails to compensate 

for limited formal training. Required workshops 

employment, is the strategy most likely to improve 

the quality of lhe teaching force in Jewish schools. 

IMPROVING OPPORTUNITIES FOR 
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

Why should professional development be the focus 

of efforts to respond to these findings? First, many 

teachers are limited in their formal training, and 
averaged 3.8 over 2 years for day school teachers. . d d d d · · d t· improve an exten e tn-serv1ce e uca 10n may 
4.4 for supplemen tary school teachers, and 6.2 

among pre-school teachers. Particularly in day · I 
compensate for the lack of pre-service training. 

d 1 h l h f 
Second, the fie ld of J ewish education is largely 

an supp ementary sc oo s, t e amount o e,{: ~ - . . 
required in-service training was far below com-a~~ par~n~ e, and many tea~h~rs choose Jt preasely 

mon standards for public school teachers. n-,r,t11 because of lhat charactenstic. Hence, while we 

n-tr-t1 do not mean to d ismiss intensified recru itment 
5 Interviews raised questions about the quality of 

in-service education, highlighting the isolated and 

fragmented cha racter of workshops. In-service 

education is not targeted to meet teachers' diverse 

needs, and it is not part of a coherent plan for 
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efforts, the pan-rime nature of the work means 

i1 is unlikely that the field will be transformed 

through recruitment of a large cadre of teachers 

who are formally trained as Jewish ed ucators. 
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Third, and most strikingly, enhancement of profes­

sional growth is a powerful strategy for reform 

because teachers are committed, stable, and career­

ortented. Even among part-time teachers who 

lack formal training as Jewish educators, many 

view their work in Jewish education as a career 

and plan to stay in their positions for some time 

to come. These teachers are a ripe target for higher 

standards for professional growth. While it is not 

realistic to expect Jewish schools to hire only 

/ trained teachm - )ecause the candidates are siin­
v 

ply not available'-our data suggest that it is real­v (I 

/ istic to ask teachers to participate in some degree 

of high-quality ongoing professional training. 

Our findings about in-service education point to 

two necessary aspects of change. First, the quan­

tity must be increased. At present, the extent of 

in-servicA is far too meager, especially in day and 

supplementary schools, to compensate for back­

ground deficiende~ Second, the quality must 

be improved. Our interviews indicated that in­

service experiences are isolated, fragmented, not 

targeted Lo meet diverse needs, and generally 

not pan of a coherent program. These problems 

should be remedied. 

Other analyses of our data suggest_ways_g_f---, 11\'\'1 
~ addressing these problems. Gainoran et al. {~ 

J ~ noted that supplementary teachers in a 

community that provided financial incentives to 

teachers and schools for attending workshops 

reported significantly higher levels of required 

in-service. Also, teachers in pre-schools that are 
A 

certified by the state reported more required 

workshops on average. These findings indicate 

that raising standards is possible, that the com­

munity as a whole can be a source of standards, 

and that financial inducements may help main­

tain adherence to standards. 

Raising standards for quantity will be of li ttle avail, 

however, if the quality of professional growth is not 
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improved simultaneously. Staff development should 

emphasize Lhe diverse needs of teachers, correspond­

ing to their varied training, experience. subject-mat­

ter knowledge, and grade levels. New professional 

development should also emp asi~e the need for a 

j h . . . 1!'-M'i++-1,16- -P lliJrtd f ch co erent, ongOLill!,,-;!fteMGl:licl!:n!:e&-progran1 or tea -

ers, instead of one-shot, isolated generic workshops. 

In light of teachers' commitment to their work, we 

anticipate that they would be eager to participate in 

high-quality, targeted programs. 

IMPROVING CONDITIONS 
OF WORK 

Conditions of work must also be shifted towards 

higher standards. This is important for three reasons. 

First, it may encourage more people to train profes­

sionally as Jewish educators. Our data do not 

address this possibility, but it is plausible. Second, 

/

improving the conditions ~ work may encourage 

more teachers to work full tin1e. Our data do 
-f;.-

addrcss this notion: Part-time teachers indicated 

that salary, benefits, and job security could make 

Lhem consider full-time work. Standards for profes­

sional growth can be higher for full-time teachers, 

so the two reforms (more professional growth and 

more professional working conditions) could build 

upon one another. Third, improving work condi-

J tions for teachers is a moral imperative. In this 

day, it is not appretvriat~ that many teachers in 

j Jewish schools work full .time in .Jewish education 

but are not offered heal~ benefits. 

Indeed, perhaps the most in1portant reform of work­

/ ing conditions would be t~extend benefit packages 

to teachers who work full, time in Jewish education. 
I\ 

Community agencies could create progran1S to 

/ provide benefits to teachers who work fulltin1e 
/\ -, 

by teaching at more than one institution. Such 

progranlS could serve as incentives to increase the 

proportion of full -rime teachers and could require 

of parricipants intensive professional development . 
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Appendix: 

Salaries for pre-school teachers pose a more 

difficult problem. Earnings are low and teachers 

are dissatisfied, but this is a characteristic of the 

field of early childhood education and is not spe­

cific to Jewish schools. However, if Jewish schools 

could be on the forefront of increasing pay stan­

dards for early childhood educati<?n, they could 

also demand professional growth in the area of 

Jewish content as well as in child development; 

this would address the most serious shortcoming 

among teachers in Jewish pre-schools. 

TOWA RD A 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

To some extent, these problems can be addressed 

on a community-by-community basis, as each 

community studies its educators and devises a 

I 
comprehen!i ve plan in response. The need for 

community'wide planning in education is 

j clear. Opponunrnes for ful!{ime work and career 

advancement ultimately rest with the commu­

nity as a whole. For example, the position of 

j Ncommunity edu.s.ator" can provide an opportu­

nity to create ful'Kime work, with appropriate 

salary and benef~, for teachers employed at 

more than one school. 1n addition, these educa­

tors may take on leadership responsibilities 

within the community, such as mentoring new 

teachers or peer coaching. 

Data This study draws on two sources of data: a survey 

and Methods of teachers in Jewish schools, and a series of 

interviews with Jewish teachers, principals, 

and other educational leaders in the CUE 

Lead Communities of Atlanta, Baltimore, and 

Milwaukee. (Educational leaders were also sur­

veyed; those results will be reported by Goldring, 

Garnoran, and Robinson, forthcoming. ) The 
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Questions about standards and accountability for 

educational personnel might also be addressed 

at the community level. Communities may design 

systems for professional development, which 

/ include standards for intrvice training coupled 

with increased salaries and benefits for qualifying · 

teachers. Although communities cannot set bind­

ing rules for individual schools, community 

guidelines might provide a moral force that would 

upgrade the quality of per~o.~ ;.~~:%~;2,; /J 
/ meral suasion, community stlnaards r:iig_!1t _!-,~ 't 

rk. back~ ap b~ eoffi:HH.1nity-klcen.g:,.es, such as I.V 1 - - - --- - -
salary and hene.f~t-s1:1-pplemew;.~t,~!ret~~ mi:~i--} 

rff'ty educarot" puSl□ons. Further, because teachers 

may change schools but remain in Jewish educa­

tion, professional gro\-vth for teachers must be 

seen as a conununal responsibility in addition to 

a mandate for schools. 

To succeed, a comprehensive plan would have to 

incorporate the full educational spectrum of the 

community, address the critical needs identified 

in this report, and be adequately funded to do so. 

At the san1e time, national Jewish organizations 

can play an important role in supporting these 

effo11s by setting standards, developing programs 

o[ in-service education, and providing intellectual 

resources and normative suppon for change. 

The task may be daunting, but the stakes are 

high, and now is the tin1e to act. 

surveys were administered in the spring and fall 

of 1993 to all Judaica teachers at all Jewish day 

schools, supplementary schools, and pre-school 

programs in the three communities. General 

studies teachers in day schools were not included. 

Non-Jewish pre-school teachers who teach Judaica 

were included. Lead Community project directors 

in ead1 community coordinaied the survey admjn-

Od 11 'f I d(,(, 
..brvbi wed 

j,cfvit.. vrn1r,, 
p>j , 



Appendix: 
Data 

and Methods 

istration. Teachers completed the questionnaires 

and returned them at their schools. (Some teach­

ers who did not receive a survey form at school 

were mailed a form and a self-addressed envelope 

and returned their forms by mail.) An updated 

version of the survey and the interview protocols 

is available from the CUE (Gamoran et al., 1996). 

Over 80% of the teachers in each community 

filled out and returned the questionnaire, for a 

total of 983 teachers out of 1192 who were 

surveyed. In analyzing lhe results, we avoided 

sampling inferences (e.g., Hests) because we 

are analyzing population figures, not samples. 

Respondents include 302 day school Leachers, 

392 supplementary school teachers, and 289 

pre-school teachers. Tead1ers who work at more 

than one type of setting were categorized accord­

ing to the setting (day school, supplementary 

school, or pre-school) at which they teach the 

most hours (or at the setting they listed first, if 

hours were the same for two types of settings). 

Each teacher was counted only once. If teachers 

were counted in all the settings in which they 

teach, the results would look about the same, 

except that supplementary school teachers would 

look more like day school teachers, because 61 

day school teachers also work in supplementary 

schools. In most cases, we report results separ­

ately by setting (day, supplementary, and pre­

school); in some cases where differences-were 

salient, we further separate day schools and 

pre-schools under Orthodox sponsorship from 

other day and pre-schools. 

Despite differences in th e Jewish populations of 

the three communities, results were generally 

comparable across communities for schools of a 

given type; we do not provide separate results by 

community in this report. The broad compara-
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bility of results from the three communities in 

this study suggests that the profile of teachers 

presented here is likely to resemble that of many 

other communities. Where possible, we provide 

results from other surveys carried out in Boston, 

Miami, and Los Angeles, which shed light on the 

generalizability of our results. We also compare 

findings to the 1990 National Jewish Population 

Survey to see how teachers differ from other 

Jewish adults on some indicators. 

Missing responses were excluded from calcula­

tions of percentages. Generally, fewer than 5% 

of responses were missing for any one item. An 

exception was the question about certification in 

Jewish education~~In two commu-

j nlties, many Leachers left this blank, apparently 

because I.hey were not sure what it meant. On 

lhe assumption that teachers who did not know 

what certification meant were not themselves 

certified, for this item only we calculated percent­

ages based on the total who returned the survey 

forms, instead of the total who responded to the 

question. Another question with substantial 

missing data asked teachers to report their ages. 

Because 50% of teachers did not respond to 

this question, we have not reported this result. 

The interviews for our study were designed 

and carried out by Julie Tammivaara, Roberta 

Goodman, and Claire Rottenberg, CUE field 

researchers. Interviews were conducted with 

teachers in pre-schools, supplementary schools, 

and day schools, as well as with educational 

directors and educators at central agencies and 

institutions of Jewish higher learning. In total, 

125 educators were interviewed, generally for 

one to two hours. All quotations in this report 

are from those imerviews. 
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Bill , Can you fed ex me the l atest version o f the Teachers' Report, 
the one from Nessa that "looks"like the report already? I gave her back 
my copy. Send it to my Ed Leadership office. 
Thanx 
E . 
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To: Chava Werber, CWerber 
CC: ellen, INTERNET:ellen.goldring@vanderbilt.edu 
CC: bill r, (74104,3335) 
From: Adam Gamoran, AGamoran 
Date: 3/6/98, 6:39 AM 
Re: Teachers Report - ONE LITTLE MISTAKE 

Chava, 

The report looks good, thanks for your careful proofreading. I think I found a MISTAKE we made. 

Page 11 , middle right, says the following: "When we define full-time teaching as more than 25 hours per week, ... " 
This should be 'When we define full-time teaching as 25 hours per week or more, ... " That's what it says a little 
farther down, and that's what it says in Table 5. Chava, it would be good if you could check with Bill about this, but I 
am 99.99% sure I am right. 

Adam 

1 



To: Chava Werber, CWerber 
CC: "Goldring, Ellen B", INTERNET:ellen.b.goldring@vanderbilt.edu 
CC: Adam Gamoran, INTERNET:gamoran@post.tau.ac.il 
From: Bill Robinson, [74104,3335) 
Date: 3/18/98, 2:43 PM 
Re: Teachers Report 

Chava, 

In addition to agreeing to Adam's correction (of wich we spoke), I have two other corrections to The Teachers 
Report. 

On page 1, paragraph 4: Three different types of punctuations (i.e., colon, period, and semi-colon) are used to 
separate sets of two sentences in which the following sentence more specifically addresses the issue raised in the 
initial sentence. It seems that more consistency is needed, but I only pass this along as a suggestion. 

On page 12, second column, line 4: "full time" needs a hyphen. 

That's it and good luck with the final version, 
Bill 
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To: nessa, (74671,3370] 
To: Chava Werber, CWerber 
CC: ellen, INTERNET:ellen.goldring@vanderbilt.edu 
CC: bill r, (74104,3335] 
From: Adam Gamoran, AGamoran 
Date: 4/5/98, 6:50 AM 
Re: typo 

Dear Nessa and Chava, 

I have discovered a minor typo in the Teachers Report. I'm sure it's too late to do anything but just in case, or in 
case we do a second printing, or whatever: 

On p.3 of the last version I saw, the following is part of a quote from Emanuel Gamoran: 

Very few people today would think of entrusting their legal affairs to anyone but a 
lawyer who had received special training entitling him to engage in his 
professional activities. Still less people would permit anyone who had 
not received a long and arduous course of training followed by a period of 
practice in medicine to minister to their physical ailments. 

But the second sentence above should read: 

Still less would people would permit anyone who had not received a 
long and arduous course of training followed by a period of practice in 
medicine to minister to their physical ailments. 

Somehow in the editing or typesetting process, the words "would" and "people" were transposed. I happened to 
discover this because I'm using the quote in a presentation tomorrow. 

No big deal, this should be the least of what we find. 

Adam 
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To: Chava Werber, CWerber 
CC: ellen, INTERNET:ellen.goldring@vanderbilt.edu 
CC: nessa, [74671 ,3370] 
CC: bill r, (74104,3335] 
From: Adam Gamoran, AGamoran 
Date: 4/9/98, 7:34 AM 
Re: the teachers report 

I found another typo in The Teachers Report, and this one is much more problematic: Figure 1 says 19% of 
teachers are "Trained in Jewish Studies Only," but this number should be 12%1!!! That's the number in the text, and 
that's the number that makes the %'s add up. 

I'm sorry this was not caught during the proofreading process. At least it is correct in the text. Any chance of fixing it 
in Figure 1? I suppose it's too late. How about including an errata slip? 

Adam 
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To: Chava Werber, CWerber 
CC: ellen, INTERNET:ellen.goldring@vanderbilt.edu 
CC: nessa, (7 4671 ,3370) 
CC: bill r, [74104,3335] 
From: Adam Gamoran, AGamoran 
Date: 4/20/98, 4:07 AM 
Re: teachers report 

Dear Chava. guess what, when I spotted the error in figure 1, that was in the next-to-most-recent copy, not the latest 
copy. So I was all worked up over nothing, and our proofreading process worked after all. Figure 1 is already 
correct in the version of 2/13/98. Sorry for the trouble. 

The quote I spotted does need to be corrected. 

Adam 
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