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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 

22 

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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To: [unknown] , 7 4 671 , 3370 
From: INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu, INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Ed 
Date: 1/29/98, 11:32 AM 
Re : Teacher report 

Sender: GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu 
Received: from ctrall .Vanderbilt.Edu (ctrall .Vanderbilt.Edu [129.59 . 1.22)) 

by arl-i.mg-6.compuserve.com (8.8 .6/8. 8 . 6/2.10) with ESMTP id LAA28668 
for <7467l.3370@compuserve.com>; Thu , 29 Jan 1998 11:31 : 42 -0500 (EST) 

From: GOLDRIEB@ctrvax .Vanderbilt.Edu 
Received: from PATHWORKS-MAIL by ctrvax. Vanderbilt .Edu (PMDF V5.l-10 #24212) 
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Thu, 29 Jan 1998 10:31 : 13 CST 

Date: Thu , 29 Jan 1998 10:31:13 -0600 (CST) 
Subject: Teacher report 
To: 74671.3370@compuserve.com 
Message-id: <01ISY2D6N58W9FYNBL@ctrvax .Vanderbilt . Edu> 
X-VMS-To: in%"74671.3370@compuserve.com" 
MIME-version: 1.0 

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 
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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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