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FROM: INTERNET:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu, INTERNET:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu
TO: robin, 74043,423
DATE: 10/3/94 5:54 PM

Re: RE: reactions

Sender: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu
Received: from eunice.ss¢.wisc.edu by dub-img-1.compuserve.com (8.6.4/5.940406sam)
id RAAD9736; Mon, 3 Oct 1994 17:42:23 -0400

From: <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu>

Received: from GAMO.DECnet MAIL11D_V3 by eunice.ssc.wisc.edu;
id AA10714; 5.65/42; Mon, 3 Oct 1994 16:38:23 -0500

Date: Mon, 3 Oct 1994 16:38:23 -0500

Message-Id: <9410032138. AA10714@eunice.ssc.wisc.edu>

To: "74043.423@compuserve.com"@ssc.wisc.edu

Cc: ELLEN@ssc.wisc.edu, GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu

Subject: RE: reactions

(Please pass this message along to Nessa):

Thanks for the kind words. We did not leave out the "nuggets” for any
particular reason, except perhaps space considerations. We can add a
box of "nuggets" if you think it would help. If you don't think it's too
long, does that mean you're considering an 8-page report? Also, how
did you like the color graphs? Can we afford a color document, or will
we go with black and white (or maybe black and one color?)? I'li at
least use the color graphs for overhead slides.

Adam



stimulated to take a close look at their teaching personnel, and work out action plans to suit their
contexts.

Professional development for Jewish educators is not only a matter 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 leam exciting
new ideas, and to be invigorated by contact with other educators. And even those who teach only a
few hours each week can be nurtured to develop as educators through a long-term commitment (O
learning and growth.

The solution to the problem must be continental as well as local. Communities need help from the
major Jewish movements and their affiliated seminaries and colleges, and from other institutions of
Jewish higher leaming around North America. What resources are available to promote in-service
education -- in manpower and expertise as well as financial? What should be the content of in-service
education for different types of schools? What standards for professional development should be
advocated? What creative ways can be found 1o enhance the professional growth of all Jewish
educators? Advancement on these fronts demands collaboration throughout North America on the goal
of improving the personnel of Jewish education.

It is not your responsibility 1o complete the task, but neither are you free to avoid it. The day
is short, the task is large, the workers are lazy, and the reward is great; and the master of the
house is pressing. --- Pirke Avot

Text for Box 1.
Box 1. About the g« swion wadcators of Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee.

Teachers in the Jewish schools of the lead communities are predominantly female (84%) and American
bom (86%). Only 7% were bom in Israel and less than 1% each are from Russia, Germany, England,
and Canada. The large majority, 80%, are married. The teachers identify with a variety of Jewish
religious movements. Thirty-two percent are Orthodox, and 8% call themselves traditional. One
quarter identify with the Conservative movemept, 31% see themselves as Reform, and the remaining
4% list Reconstructionist and other preferences. One-quarter work full time in Jewish educaton (i.e.
they reported teaching 30 hours per week or more), and about one-fifth work in more than one school.

Text for Box 2:
Box 2. About the study of educators.

The CIJE stdy of educaiors was coordinated by Lhe Monitoring, Evaluation, and Feedback (MEF)

teamn of the CIJE. It involved a survey of nearly all the formal Jewish educators in the community,
and a series of in-depth interviews with a more limited sample of educators. The survey form was

adapted from previous surveys of Jewish educators, with many questions adapted from the Los



Angeles Teacher Survey. The interview questions were designed by the MEF team. Interviews were
conducted with teachers in pre-schools, supplementary schools, and day schools, as well as education
directors and educators at central agencies and instituions of Jewish higher leaming, In total, 126
educators were interviewed, generally for one to two hours, CIJE field researchers conducted and
analyzed the interviews.

The survey was administered in spring 1993 or fall 1994 to all Judaic and Hebrew teachers at all
Jewish day schools, congregational schools, and pre-school programs in the three communities. Day
school teachers of secular subjects 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 retumed them at their schools. (Some
teachers who did not receive a survey form at school were mailed a form and a self-addressed
envelope, and returned their forms by mail.) Over eighty percent of the teachers in each community
filled out and returned the questionnaire, for a total of almost 1000 respondents. (A different form
was administered to education directors, but those data have yet 10 be analyzed.)

The questionnaire form and the interview protocols will be available for public distnbution in 1995.
Contact: Nessa Rappoport, CIJE, 15 E. 26th St., Room 1010, New York, NY 10010-1579.

This Research Brief was prepared by the CIJE MEF team: Adam Gamoran, Ellen Goldring, Roberta
Louis Goodman, Bill Robinson, and Julie Tammivaara. The authors are grateful for suggestions from
CIIE staff, the MEF advisory board, and Lead Community participants. Thcy are especially thankful
to the Jewish educators who participated in the study.

Future research reports are in preparation, covering such topics as career opportunities, salaries,
benefits, recruitment, and so on. '

Text for Box 3:

Box 3. Technical notes.

In total, 983 teachers responded out of a total population of 711807 in Lhe three communities. In
general, we avoided sampling inferences (e.g., t-tests) because we are analyzing population figures, not
samples. Respondents include 301 day school jeachers, 384 supplementary school teachers, and 291
pre-school teachers. Teachers who work at more than one type of setting were calegorized according
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 is
counted only once. If teachers were counted in all the setlings 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.

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. In at least one community, 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 was were
not certified, we present the percentage who said they were certified out of the total who reurned the
survey forms, not out of the total who responded to this item,
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RESEARCH BRIEF:
BACKGROUND AND PROFESSIONAL TRAINING OF TEACHERS IN JEWISH SCHOOLS

The Jewish community of North America is facing a crisis of major proportions. Large
numbers of Jews have lost interest in Jewish values, ideals, and behavior...The responsibility
for developing Jewish identity and instilling a commitment to Judaism...now rests primarily
with education. - A Time to Act

In November 1990, the Commission on Jewish Education in North America released A Time 1o Act, a
report that set forth a mandate for dramatic change in the delivery of Jewish education on this
continent. The key building blocks in the Commission’s plan were mobilizing community support
for Jewish education, and building the profession of Jewish education. The Commission created
the Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CUE) to facilitate its plan, and as a first step, the
CUE established three "Lead Communities” to work with CUE in mobilizing support and building the
profession at the local level. Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee were selected for their dedication to
and investment in Jewish education, as well as for the strength of their communal, educational and
congregational leadership.

A central tenet of CIJE is that policy decisions must be based on solid information. Hence, the three
Lead Communities boldly engaged in a study of theinteaching personnel, to provide a basis for a plan
of action to build and enhance the profession of Jewish education. Findings from the study are
informing policy discussions which are underway in all three cities. At this time, CLJE is releasing
information on one major topic -- background and professional training of teachers in Jewish schools -
- to spark discussion at the continental level. Although the findings come from only three
communities, we believe they characterize the personne! situation throughout North America -- if
anything, teachers in the Lead Communities may have stronger educational and Judaic backgrounds
than is typical, given the extraordinary commitment of these communities to Jewish education.

The overall picture is one of a teaching force in serious need of improvement. The large majority of
teachers lack solid backgrounds in Jewish studids, or are not professionally trained in education, or
both. In-service training, which might help remedy these deficiencies, is infrequent and haphazard,

fparticularly in day schools and supplementary schools.] The picture is not entirely bleak, however,
because most teachers --whether part-time or fuli-time -- are strongly committed to Jewish education,
and intend to remain in their positions. Consequently, investment in Jewish teachers is likely to pay
off in the future.

1. Are teachers in Jewish schools committed to Jewish education?

Yes. Alnost 60% of the teachers said that Jewish education is their career. Even among part-time
teachers {those who reported teaching fewer than 30 hours per week), half described Jewish education
as their career (see Figure 1). In supplementary schools where virtually no teachers are full-time
Jewish educators, 44% consider Jewish education their career.
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(FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE]

There is considerable stability in the teaching force as well, Thirty-eight percent of the teachers have
taught for more than ten years, while just 6% were in their first year as Jewish educators when they
responded to the survey (see Table 1). Almost two-thirds plan to continue teaching in their current
positions, while only 6% intend to seek a position outside of Jewish education in the near future.

[TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE])
g

2. Are teachers in Jewish schools trained as Jewish educators?

Most are not. According to teachers’ own reports, only 21% are trained as Jewish educators, with a
university or teacher’s institute degree in education and a college or seminary degree in Jewish studies.
Another 39% are partially trained, with a degree in education but not Judaica. Another partially-
trained group consists of the 10% who have a degree in Jewish studies, but not in education. This
leaves 30% of the teachers who are untrained: they lack professional training in both education and
Judaica (see Figure 2).

[FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE]

Teachers tended to report similar levels of preparation in general education, regardless of whether they
taught mainly in day schools, supplementary schools, or pre-schools. For example, close to half the
teachers in each setting reported university degrees in general education, and similar proportions have
worked in general education in the past (see Table 2). However, in addition to these figures, another
15% to 20% of day school and pre-school weachers have education degrees from teachers' institutes.

In the day school setting, these are primarily teachers in Orthodox schools who have attended one- or
two-year programs in Israel. (In Orthodox day schools, 37% of teachers have universily degrees in
education, compared to 67% of teachers in day schools under other sponsorships.)

(TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE]}

Day school teachers are much more likely than teachers who work primarily in other settings to have
post-secondary iraining in Judaica. Table 3 show that 40% of day school teachers are certified as
Jewish educators, and 38% have a degree in Jewish studies from a college, graduate school, or
rabbinic seminary. (Here, teachers in Orthodon:-day schools are much more likely to have a degree
than those in other day schools, 50% compared with 24%.) Much smaller proportions of teachers in
supplementary and pre-schools have studied Judaica to this extent. Overall, around four-fifths of the
teachers lack advanced degrees and certification in Judaica, and even in the day schools, three-fifths of
the teachers lack such grounding in their subject mater.

[TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE]
3. Are teachers in Jewish schools well-educated as Jews?

Compared to the typical American Jew, teachers in Jewish schools are well-educated Jewishly.
According to "Highlights of the CJF 1990 National Jewish Population Survey,” by Dr. Barry Kosmin
and colleagues, 22% of males and 38% of females who identify as Jews reccived no Jewish education
as children. By conurast, only 10% of the teachers in Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee were not



formally educated as Jews in their childhoods. (Since 80% of the teachers are female, the contrast is
quite strong.)

Although almost all teachers received some Jewish education as children, for many the experience was
minimal. More than one-third of supplementary school teachers and over 60% of pre-school teachers
attended religious school once weekly or less before age 13. After age 13, the proportion who
received minimal or no Jewish education is even greater (see Figures 3, 4, and 5).

[FIGURES 3, 4, AND 5 ABOUT HERE]

One reason for relatively low levels of childhood Jewish education among pre-school teachers is that
many are not Jewish. They are teaching Jewish subject matter to Jewish children, yet they are not
Jewish themselves. Why is this the case? One pre-school director we interviewed shed light on the
question:

I have an opening for next year. [ have a teacher leaving who is not Jewish. I'm interviewing
three teachers, two of whom are Jewish, one of whom is not. And to be frank with you...l
should hire one {who is)...Jewish. Unfortunately, of the three people I am interviewing, the
non-Jewish teacher is the best teacher in terms of what she can do in the classroom. [ So it
creates a real problem because she doesn’t have the other pieccﬂ

Although the Jewish candidates were presumably better versed in Jewish content and as Jewish role
models, the non-Jewish applicant was more skilled as an educator, and this consideration carried more
weight. Many pre-school directors described a shortage of Jewish pre-school teachers. Overall, about
710%? of the teachers in Jewish pre-schools are not Jewish, and in one community the figure is as
high as 20%. '

4, Does in-service training compensate for background deficiencies?

No. Although the large majority of teachers are required 10 atiend some workshops, most attend very
few each year. Close to 80% of all teachers were required to attend at least one workshop during a
two-year period. Among these teachers, around half atiended no more than four workshops over the
two-year time span.

Pre-school teachers attend workshops more regylarly than teachers in other settings (see Figure 6).
This occurs, we learned in interviews, because most pre-schools are licensed by the state, which sets
standards for teachers’ professional development. Generally, pre-school teachers who attended
workshops did so with the frequency required by state regulations (between 6§ and 7 every two years,
with some variation across communities). Given shortages in subject matter and pedagogic
backgrounds, however, one may ask whether it would be appropriate to exceed state standards, which
are aimed at professionally trained teachers,

[FIGURE 6 ABOUT HERE]

Although state requirements apply to secular teachers in day schools, Judaica teachers are not bound
by state standards. We found little evidence of sustained professional development among the day
school teachers we surveyed. On average, those who were required to attend workshops went to about
3.8 every two years, or less than two per year. How does this compare 1o secular standards? In

T



Wisconsin, for example, teachers are required to attend 180 hours of workshops over a five-year
period to maintain their teaching license. [f a typical workshop lasts 3 hours, then day school teachers
in our study engage in about 27 hours of workshops over the five year period, less than one-sixth of
that required for secular teachers in Wisconsin. (Despite variation among states in our study, we
found litle difference across communities in the extent of professional development among day school
teachers.)

Supplementary school teachers reported slightly higher average workshop attendance, at about 4.4
sessions in a two year period. If one keeps in mind that most supplementary school teachers had little
or no formal Jewish study after Bar/Bat Mitzvah, and only half are trained as educators, the current
status of professional development for supplementary school teachers may also give rise to senous
concem.

Atlanta, Balimore, and Milwaukee offer a number of valuable in-service opportunuties for their
teachers. All three communities have city-wide teacher conventions, and all three offer some form of
incentive for professional development Still, in-service education tends to be infrequent and
haphazard, particularly for supplementary and day schools. In interviews, teachers reported they find
some sessions to be informative and useful, while others are not. Even at besi, however, workshops
are isolated events, lacking the continuity of an overall system and plan for professional development.

5. What does it mean, and what can we do?

Almost four-fifihs of the teachers we surveyed lacked professional training in education, Jewish
content, or both. A substantial minority of teachers received minimal Jewish education even as
children. Yet the teachers engage in relatvely little professional development, far less than that
generally expected of secular leachers. '

Findings from day schools present a particular irony. Children in these schools study both secular and
Jewish subjects, but the special mission of these schools is to teach Judaism. Yet the Jewish day
schools hold their teachers of Judaica to lower standards than their secular teachers, for entry and for
professional development. The reason for this is obvious: Secular leachers typically comply with state
requirements, which are not binding on Judaica teachers.

Pre-schools provide more staff development, but their teachers are the least prepared in Jewish content
when they enter their positions. Indeed, an important minority are not Jewish.

Supplementary schools are staffed by many teachers with education backgrounds, but limited
backgrounds in Jewish content. In-service opportunities exist, but they are infrequent and lack
coherence.

Yet in all setings, teachers are strongly devoted to Jewish educaton. We found them to be
enthusiastic and positive, committed to the intrinsic rewards of working with children and making a
contribution to the Jewish people. Hence, we propose that in addition to recruiting teachers with
strong Judaic and educational backgrounds, it is worth investing in our current teachers to improve
their knowledge and skills. The three Lead Communities, Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee, are
each devising plans to improve the caliber of their Jewish educators; these plans will no doubt
emphasize professional development in addition to recruitment. We hope other communities will be



October 3, 1994

Dear Adam and Ellen: An indirect note--I should be on Compuserve by next week--to let you
know that I have read the brief and think you did a splendid job. I'll have modest suggestions for
clarity or emphasis, which I will send to you when | have read the brief line-by-line. (There are a
couple of instances where a change in the order of the sentences may make a point more easily.
And perhaps the length could be cut somewhat, although on a first reading nothing seemed
obviously extraneous.)

I'll also try to include any suggestions that Gail, Barry, or Alan may have; we are all in accord
that both substance and tone are on target.

I notice that you did not highlight the "nuggets" in chart form, as we had once discussed. Did you
feel the Q & A format took care of that? I still think there may be a place for such a chart.

Looking forward to seeing you on Wednesday.
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RESEARCH BRIEF:
BACKGROUND AND PROFESSIONAL TRAINING OF TEACHERS IN JEWISH SCHOOLS

The Jewish community of North America is facing a crisis of major proportions. Large
numbers of Jews have lost interest in Jewish values, ideals, and behavior...The responsibility
for developing Jewish identity and instilling a commitment to Judaism...now rests primarily
with education. -— 4 Time to Act

In November 1990, the Commission on Jewish Education in North America released 4 7ime to Act, a
report that set forth a mandate for dramatic change in the delivery of Jewish education on this
continent. The key building blocks in the Commission’s plan were mobilizing community support
for Jewish education, and building the profession of Jewish education. The Commission created
the Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CUE) to facilitate its pian, and as a first step, the
CUE established three "Lead Communities” to work with CIJE in mobilizing support and building the
profession at the local level. Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee were selected for their dedication to
and investment in Jewish education, as well as for the strength of their communal, educational and
congregational leadership.

A central tenet of CLIE is that policy decisions must be based on solid information. Hence, the three
Lead Communities boldly engaged in a study of their teaching personnel, to provide a basis for a pian
of action to build and enhance the profession of Jewish education. Findings from the study are
informing policy discussions which are underway in all three cities. At this time, CLIE is releasing
information on one major topic -- background and professional training of teachers in Jewish schools -
- to spark discussion at the continental level. Although the findings come from only three
communities, we believe they characterize the personnel situation throughout North America -- if
anything, teachers in the Lead Communities may have stronger educational and Judaic backgrounds
than is typical, given the extraordinary commitment of these communities to Jewish education.

The overall picture is one of a teaching force in serious need of improvement. The large majority of
teachers lack solid backgrounds in Jewish studies, or are not professionally trained in education, or
both. In-service training, which might help remedy these deficiencies, is infrequent and haphazard,
particularty in day schools and supplementary schools. The picture is not entirely bleak, however,
because most teachers --whether part-time or full-time -- are strongly committed to Jewish education,
and intend to remain in their positions. Consequently, investment in Jewish teachers is likely to pay
off in the future.

1. Are teachers in Jewish schools committed to Jewish education?

Yes. Almost 60% of the teachers said that Jewish education is their career. Even among part-time
teachers (those who reported teaching fewer than 30 hours per week), half described Jewish education
as their career (see Figure 1). In supplementary schools where virtually no teachers are full-time
Jewish educators, 44% consider Jewish education their career.



[FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE]

There is considerable stability in the teaching force as well. Thirty-cight percent of the teachers have
taught for more than tecn years, while just 6% were in their first year as Jewish educators when they
responded to the survey (see Table 1). Almost two-thirds plan to continue teaching in their current
positions, while only 6% intend to seek a position outside of Jewish education in the near future.

[TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE]
2. Are teachers in Jewish schools trained as Jewish educators?

Most are not. According to teachers’ own reports, only 21% are trained as Jewish educators, with a
university or teacher’s institute degree in education and a college or seminary degree in Jewish studies.
Another 39% are partially trained, with a degree in education but not Judaica. Another partially-
trained group consists of the 10% who have a degree in Jewish studies, but not in education. This
leaves 30% of the teachers who are untrained: they lack professional training in both education and
Judaica (see Figure 2).

[FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE]

Teachers tended to report similar ievels of preparation in general education, regardless of whether they
taught mainly in day schools, supplementary schools, or pre-schools. For example, close to half the
teachers in each setiing reported university degrees in general education, and similar proportions have
worked in general education in the past (see Table 2). However, in addition to these figures, another
15% to 20% of day school and pre-school teachers have education degrees from teachers’ institutes.
In the day school setting, these are primarily teachers in Orthodox schools who have attended one- or
two-year programs in Israel. (In Orthodox day schools, 37% of teachers have university degrees in
education, compared to 67% of teachers in day schools under other sponsorships.)

[TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE]

Day school teachers are much more likely than teachers who work primarily in other settings to have
post-secondary training in Judaica. Table 3 show that 40% of day school teachers are certified as
Jewish educators, and 38% have a degree in Jewish studies from a college, graduate school, or
rabbinic seminary. (Here, teachers in Orthodox day schools are much more likely to have a degree
than those in other day schools, 50% compared with 24%.) Much smaller proportions of teachers in
supplementary and pre-schools have studied Judaica to this extent. Overall, around four-fifths of the
teachers lack advanced degrees and certification in Judaica, and even in the day schools, three-fifths of
the teachers lack such grounding in their subject matter.

[TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE)]
3. Are teachers in Jewish schools well-educated as Jews?

Compared to the typical American Jew, teachers in Jewish schools are well-educated Jewishly.
According to “Highlights of the CJF 1990 National Jewish Population Survey,” by Dr. Barry Kosmin
and colleagues, 22% of males and 38% of females who identify as Jews received no Jewish education
as children. By contrast, only 10% of the teachers in Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee were not



formally educated as Jews in their childhoods. (Since 80% of the teachers are female, the contrast is
quite strong.)

Although almost all teachers received some Jewish education as children, for many the experience was
minimal. More than one-third of supplementary school teachers and over 60% of pre-school teachers
auended religious school once weekly or less before age 13. After age 13, the proportion who
received minimal or no Jewish education is even greater (sec Figures 3, 4, and 5).

[FIGURES 3, 4, AND 5§ ABOUT HERE]

One reason for relatively low levels of childhood Jewish education among pre-school teachers is that
many are not Jewish, They are teaching Jewish subject matter to Jewish children, yet they are not
Jewish themselves. Why is this the case? One pre-school director we interviewed shed light on the
question:

I have an opening for next year. I have a teacher leaving who is not Jewish. I'm interviewing
three teachers, two of whom are Jewish, one of whom is not. And to be frank with you...I
should hire one [who is]...Jewish, Unfortunately, of the three people I am interviewing, the
non-Jewish teacher is the best teacher in terms of what she can do in the classroom. So it
creates a real problem because she doesn’t have the other piece.

Although the Jewish candidates were presumably better versed in Jewish content and as Jewish role
models, the non-Jewish applicant was more skilled as an educator, and this consideration carried more
weight. Many pre-school directors described a shortage of Jewish pre-school teachers. Overall, about
210%? of the teachers in Jewish pre-schools are not Jewish, and in one community the figure is as
high as 20%.

4, Does in-service training compensate for background deficiencies?

No. Although the large majority of teachers are required to attend some workshops, most attend very
few each year. Close to 80% of all teachers were required to attend at least one workshop during a
two-year period. Among these teachers, around half attended no more than four workshops over the
two-year time span.

Pre-school teachers attend workshops more regularly than teachers in other settings (see Figure 6).
This occurs, we learned in interviews, because most pre-schools are licensed by the state, which sets
standards for teachers’ professional development. Generally, pre-school teachers who attended
workshops did so with the frequency required by state regulations (between 6 and 7 every two years,
with some variation across communities). Given shortages in subject matter and pedagogic
backgrounds, however, one may ask whether it would be appropriate to exceed state standards, which
are aimed at professionally trained teachers.

[FIGURE 6 ABOUT HERE)

Although state requirements apply to secular teachers in day schools, Judaica teachers are not bound
by state standards. We found little evidence of sustained professional development among the day
school teachers we surveyed. On average, those who were required to atiend workshops went to about
3.8 every two years, or Jess than two per year. How does this compare to secular standards? In



Wisconsin, for example, teachers are required to attend 180 hours of workshops over a five-year
period to maintain their teaching license. If a typical workshop lasts 3 hours, then day school teachers
in our study engage in about 27 hours of workshops over the five year period, less than one-sixth of
that required for secular teachers in Wisconsin. (Despite variation among states in our study, we
found little difference across communities in the extent of professional development among day school
teachers.)

Supplementary school teachers reported slighdy higher average workshop attendance, at about 4.4
sessions in a two year period. If one keeps in mind that most supplementary school teachers had little
or no formal Jewish study after Bar/Bat Mitzvah, and only half are trained as educators, the current
status of professional development for supplementary school teachers may also give rise 10 s¢rious
concem.

Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee offer a number of valuable in-service opportunities for their
teachers. All three communities have city-wide teacher conventions, and all three offer some form of
incentive for professional development. Still, in-service education tends to be infrequent and
haphazard, particularly for supplementary and day schools. In interviews, teachers reported they find
some sessions to be informative and useful, while others are not. Even at best, however, workshops
are isolated events, lacking the continuity of an overall sysiem and plan for professional development.

§. What does it mean, and what can we do?

Almost four-fifths of the teachers we surveyed lacked professional training in education, Jewish
content, or both. A substantial minority of teachers received minimal Jewish education even as
children. Yet the teachers engage in relatively little professional development, far less than that
generally expected of secular teachers.

Findings from day schools present a particular irony. Children in these schools study both secular and
Jewish subjects, but the special mission of these schools is to teach Judaism. Yet the Jewish day
schools hold their teachers of Judaica to lower standards than their secular teachers, for entry and for
professional development. The reason for this is obvious: Secular teachers typically comply with state
requirements, which are not binding on Judaica teachers.

Pre-schools provide more staff development, but their teachers are the least prepared in Jewish content
when they enter their positions. Indeed, an important minority are not Jewish.

Supplementary schools are staffed by many teachers with education backgrounds, but limited
backgrounds in Jewish content. In-service opportunities exist, but they are infrequent and lack
coherence.

Yet in all settings, teachers are strongly devoted to Jewish education. We found them to be
enthusiastic and positive, committed to the intrinsic rewards of working with children and making a
contribution to the Jewish people. Hence, we propose that in addition to recruiting teachers with
strong Judaic and educational backgrounds, it is worth investing in our current teachers to improve
their knowledge and skills. The three Lead Communities, Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee, are
each devising plans to improve the caliber of their Jewish educators; these plans will no doubt
emphasize professional development in addition to recruitment. We hope other communities will be



stimulated to take a close look at their teaching personnel, and work out action plans to suit their
contexts.

Professional development for Jewish educators is not only a matter 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 leam exciting
new ideas, and to be invigorated by contact with other educators. And even those who teach only a
few hours cach week can be nurtured to develop as educators through a long-term commitment to
learning and growth.,

The solution to the problem must be continental as well as local. Communities need help from the
major Jewish movements and their affilialed seminaries and colleges, and from other institutions of
Jewish higher leaming around North America. Whalt resources are available to promote in-service
education -- in manpower and expertise as well as financial? What should be the content of in-service
education for different types of schools? What standards for professional development should be
advocated? What creative ways can be found to enhance the professional growth of all Jewish
educators? Advancement on these fronts demands collaboration throughout North America on the goal
of improving the personnel of Jewish education.

It is not your responsibility to complete the task, but neither are you free to avoid it. The day
is short, the task is large, the workers are lazy, and the reward is great; and the master of the
house is pressing. --- Pirke Avot

END-

Text for Box 1:
Box 1. About the Jewish educators of Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee.

Teachers in the Jewish schools of the lead communities are predominantly female (84%) and American
bom (86%). Only 7% were bomn in Isracl and less than 1% each are from Russia, Germany, England,
and Canada. The large majority, 80%, are married. The teachers identify with a variety of Jewish
religious movements. Thirty-two percent are Orthodox, and 8% call themselves traditional. One
quarter identify with the Conservative movement, 31% see themselves as Reform, and the remaining
4% list Reconstructionist and other preferences. One-quarter work full time in Jewish education (i.c.
they reported teaching 30 hours per week or more), and about one-fifth work in more than one school.

Text for Box 2.
Box 2. About the study of educators.

The CIJE study of educators was coordinated by the Monitoring, Evaluation, and Feedback (MEF)

team of the CIJE. It involved a survey of nearly all the formal Jewish educators in the community,
and a series of in-depth interviews with a more limited sample of educators. The survey form was

adapted from previous surveys of Jewish educators, with many questions adapted from the Los



Angeles Teacher Survey. The interview questions were designed by the MEF team. Interviews were
conducted with teachers in pre-schools, supplemeniary schools, and day schools, as well as education
directors and educators at central agencies and institutions of Jewish higher leaming. In total, 126
educators were interviewed, generally for one to two hours. CLE field researchers conducted and
analyzed the interviews.

The survey was administered in spring 1993 or fall 1994 1o all Judaic and Hebrew teachers at all
Jewish day schools, congregational schools, and pre-school programs in the three communities. Day
school teachers of secular subjects 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 retumed them at their schools. (Some
teachers who did not receive a survey form at school were mailed a form and a self-addressed
envelope, and rerumed their forms by mail.) Over eighty percent of the teachers in each community
filled out and retumed the questionnaire, for a total of almost 1000 respondents. (A different form
was administered to education directors, but those data have yet 10 be analyzed.)

The questionnaire form and the interview protocols will be available for public distribution in 1995.
Contact: Nessa Rappoport, CIIE, 15 E. 26th 51, Room 1010, New York, NY 10010-1579.

This Research Brief was prepared by the CUE MEF team: Adam Gamoran, Ellen Goldring, Roberta
Louis Goodman, Bill Robinson, and Julie Tammivaara. The authors are grateful for suggestions from
CLE staff, the MEF advisory board, and lead Community participants. They are especially thankful
o the Jewish educators who panicipated in the study.

Future research reports are in preparation, covering such topics as career opportunities, salaries,
benefits, recruitment, and so on.

Text for Box 3:

Box 3. Technical notes.

In otal, 983 teachers responded out of a iotal population of 711807 in the three communities. In
general, we avoided sampling inferences (e.g., t-tests) because we are analyzing population figures, not
samples. Respondents include 301 day school teachers, 384 suppiementary school teachers, and 291
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 setling they listed first if hours were the same for two types of settings). Each teacher is
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.

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. In at least one community, 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 was were
not certified, we present the percentage who said they were certified out of the total who retumed the
survey forms, not out of the total who responded to this item.



Tuesday October 4

HOLD FOR ARRIVAL: TUESDAY OCTOBER 4

TO: Adam Gamoran

# ( Ellen Goldring )

FROM: Nessa Rapoport

FAX:319-9130

Welcome to New York. As the meeting tomorrow ends at 3:00, could we take some time
afierward to talk about the research brief? (I've now had the chance to read it line-by-line and can
have a more concrete conversation.) Gail will be able to join us, and perhaps Barry as well. You
can leave me a message at home tonight (873-8385) or simply let me know tomorrow. See you
then.

ALsao/

Nessa
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Council for Initiatives in Jewish Educationm (CIJE)

3 Brief: Background and Professional Training of Teachers
in Jewish Bchools

The responsibility for developing Jewish identity and
instilling a commitment to Judaism...now rests
primarily with education.

--A Time to Act

In November 1990, the Commission on Jewish Education in North
America released A Time to Act, a report calling for dramatic
change in the scope, standards, and quality of Jewish education
an this continent. It concluded that the revitalization of
Tewish educatic 'ill depend on two vital tasks: building the
profession of J...sh education; and mobiligzing community support
for Jewish education. The Council for Initiatives in Jewish
Education (CIJE) was established to implement the Commission's
conclusions.

Since 1992, CIJE has been working with three lead communities --
Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee -- to demonstrate models of
systemic change at the local level. The lead communities boldly
engaged in a pioneering, comprehensive study of their teaching
personnel in day schools, supplementary schools, and pre-schools.
Formal Jewish educators were surveyed, and a select sample were
interviewed in depth. The goal: To create a communal plan of
action to build the profession of Jewish education in each
community.

Two years later, the initial results of this study are
illuminating not only for the three communities but as a catalyst
for reexamining the personnel of Jewish education throughout
North America. This policy brief summarizes the study's findings
in a critical area: the background and professional training of
teachers in Jewish schools (beox 1).

Are teachers in Jewish schools trained as Jawish educatora?
a

Most are not. The survey indicates that only 21%'wer§1trained as
Jewish educators, with a university or teacher's institute degree
in education, as well as a college or seminary degree in Jewish
studies. An additional 39% are partially trained, with a degree
in education but not Judaica. Ten percent of the teachers have a
degree in Jewish studies, but not in education. The remaining
30% of teachers are untrained, lacking professional training in
either education or Judaica (fig. 1).

Does the teachafggltraining differ according to educational
setting?



Training in education: Al f the teachers in each setting
(day schools, pre-schools, ... -~ Jplementary schools) reported
university degrees in education (table 1). An additional 15% to
19% of pre-school and day school teachers have education degrees
from teac--~'s institutes, as do 6% of supplementary school
teachers. rhese institutes are usually one- or two-year prograns
taken in ..2u of university study

Training in Jewish studies: Day school teachers of Judaica are
much more likely than teachers who work primarily in other
settings to have post-secondary training in Jewish studies.
Forty percent of day school teachers are certified as Jewish
educators, and 38% have a degree in Jewish studies from a
college, graduate school, or rabbinic seminary (table 2). 1In
supplementary and pre-schools, the proportions are much smaller.
Overall, around 80% of the teachers lack advanced deg—-es and
certification in Judaica, and even in the day schools 60% lack
such grounding in their subject matter (box 2}.

What Jewish education did the teachers receive as children?

Almost all the teachers received some Jewish educat as
children, but for many the education was minimal. re age 13,
25% percent of supplementary school teachers and 4¢ f ——e-
school teachers attended religious school once a wt H 11% of
supplementary teachers and 22% of pre-school teache id not

attend at all at that age. After age 13, even greater
proportions received minimal or no Jewish education (figs. 2, 3;
box 3).

One of the more startling findings is that many pre-school
teachers are teaching Jewish subject matter to Jewish children--
but are not themselves Jews. Overall, 10% of the teachers in
Jewish pre-schools are not Jewish. In one community, the figure
is as high as 20%.

Why is this the case? One pre-school director we interviewed
shed light on the question:

I have an opening for next year. I have a teacher leaving
who is not Jewish. I'm interviewing three teachers, two of
whom are Jewish; one of whom is not. And to be frank with
you...I should hire one [who is]...Jewish. Unfortunately,
of the three people I am interviewing, the non-Jewish
teacher is the best teacher in terms of what she can do in
the classroom. So it creates a real problemn.

In this instance, the Jewish candidates were better versed in
Jewish content and were Jewish role models, but the non-Jewish
applicant was more skilled as an educator, and that consideration
carried more weight. Many pre-school directors described a
shortace of qualified Jewish teachers.

Doe prvice training compensate for background defiolencies?



No. Most teachers attend very few in-service programs such as
workshops each year. Close to 80% of all teachers were required
to attend at least one workshop during a two-year period. Of
these teachers, around half attended no more than four workshops
over a two-year time span.

Pre-school teachers: These teachers typically attended 6 or 7
workshops in a two-year period, which is more than teachers in
other Jewish settings (fig. 4). Most pre-schocls are licensed by
the state, and teachers receive professional development as
required by state standards. Given the minimal backgrounds of
many of these teachers in both Judaica and education, however, it
is appropriate to ask whether in Jewish settings the reguirements
should exceed state standards, which are aimed at teachers who
have already had professional training.

Day school teachers: Although state requirements apply to
general studies teachers in day schools, Judaica teachers are not
bound by state standards. We found little evidence of sustained
professional development among the day school teachers we
surveyed. On average, those who were required to attend
workshops did so about 3.8 times every 2 years -- or less than 2
workshops a year.

How does this compare to secular standards? In Wisconsin, for
example, teachers are required to attend 180 hours of workshops
over a five-year period to maintain their teaching license. Day
school teachers in our study engaged in about 29 hours of
workshops over a five-year period (assuming a typical workshop
lasts 3 hours). This is less than one-sixth of the requirement
for state-licensed teachers in Wisconsin. (Despite variations
among states in our study, we found little difference across
communities in the extent of professional development among day
school teachers.)

Professional development for Jewish educators is not only a
matter 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. Since most day school teachers have incomplete
professional preparation, the scarcity of in-service is an even
more pressing matter.

Supplementary school teachers: These teachers reported slightly
higher average workshop attendance, about 4.4 sessions in a two-
year period. But since most supplementary school teachers had
little or no formal Jewish training after bar/bat mitzvah, and
only about 50% are trained as educators, the current status of
professional development for these teachers is of serious
concern. Even those who teach only a few hours each week can be
nurtured to develop as educators through a long-term program of
learning.



Summary: Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee offer a number of
valuable in-service opportunities for their teachers. All three
communities have city-wide teacher conventions, and all three
offer some form of incentive for professional development.

Still, in-service education tends to be infrequent and haphazard,
partlcularly for day and supplementary school teachers. At best,
workshops are isolated events, lacking the continuity of an
overall system and plan for professional development. Veteran
and beqginning teachers may be offered the same workshops;
teachers of strong Judaic content but little pedagogic training
may be offered the same opportunities as teachers with strong
backgrounds in general education but little Judaica.

he likelihood of changing this picture in the future epends to

_n important extent on teachers' willingness to parti..pate in
professional development. Hence, the study of educators examined
teachers' commitment to Jewish education.

Are teachers in Jewish schools committed to Jewish education?

Yes. Almost 60% of the teachers view Jewish education as their
career. Even among part-time teachers (those teaching fewer than
30 hours a week), half described Jewish education as their career
(fig. 5). In supplementary schools, where almost no teachers are
full-time educators, 44% consider Jewish education their career.

There is considerable stability in the teaching force as well.
Thirty-eight percent of the teachers have taught for more than 10
years, while only 6% were in their first year as Jewish educators
when they responded to the survey (tabla 3). Sixty-six percent
intend to continue teaching in their same positions, and only 6%
plan to seek positions outside Jewish education in the near
future (box 4).

What do these findings mean, and what can we do?

Almost 80% of the teachers we surveyed lacked professional
training in education, Jewish content -- or both. A substantial
minority of teachers received scant Jewish education even as
children. Yet the teachers have relatively little in-service
training, far less than what is commonly expected of state-
licensed teachers.

our findings in day schools are particularly ironic. Although
children in these schools study both general and Jewish subjects,
the special mission of these schools is to teach Judaism. Yet
the day schools hold their teachers of Judaica to lower standards
than their general studies teachers.

Pre-schools provide more staff development, but the teachers are
the least prepared in Jewish content when they enter their
positions. Indeed, an important minority are not Jewish.






Supplementary schools are staffed by many teachers with training
in educatlon, but limited background in Jewish content. In-
service opportunities exit, but they are infrequent and lack
continuity.

And yet, in all settings, teachers are strongly devoted to Jewish
education. They are enthusiastic and committed to the intrinsic
rewards of working with children and making a contribution to the
Jewish people. The commitment they exhibited means that it would
be well worth investing in their professional development to
improve their knowledge and skills.

Each of the lead communities -- Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee
-- is devising a comprehensive plan to improve the caliber of its
Jewish educators. We hope that other communities will be
stimulated to take a close look at their teaching personnel, and
work out action plans to suit their contexts.

The solution to the problem must be continental as well as local.
Communities need help from the major Jewish movements and their
affiliated seminaries and colleges, and from other institutions
of Jewish higher learning in North America. What resources are
available to promote in-service education--in personnel and
expertise as well as in dollars? What should be the content of
in-service education for different kinds of schools? What
standards for professional development should be advocated? What
creative ways can be found to enhance the professional growth of
all Jewish educators?

These challenges in building the profession of Jewish education
require new partnerships and renewed commitment. [I MADE THIS UP,
AND WE NEED MORE. ]

[CONCLUSION IS BOTH VERY IMPORTANT AND VERY WEAK RIGHT NOW. THERE
IS NOT AN ANSWER TO "WHAT CAN WE DO ABOUT IT?"]

Tt is not your responsibility to complete the task, but neither
are you free to desist from it.
--Pirke Avot

[I WOULDN'T MIND A NEW QUOTE. )

Text for Box 1:
Box 1. About the Jewish educators of Atlanta, Baltimore, and
Milwaukee.

Teachers in the Jewish schools of the lead communities are
predomlnantly female (84%) and American born (86%). Only 7% were
born in Israel and less than 1% each are from Russia, Germany,
England, and Canada. The large majority, 80%, are married. The
teachers identify with a variety of Jewish religious movements.,
Thirty-two percent are Orthodox, and 8% call themselves



traditional. One quarter identify with the Conservative
movement, 31% see themselves as Reform, and the remaining 4% list
Reconstructionist and other preferences. One—quarter work full
time in Jewish education (i.e. they reported teaching 30 hours
per week or more), and about one-fifth work in more than one
school.

Text for Box 2:
Box 2. About the study of educators.

The CIJE study of educators was coordinated by the Monitoring,
Evaluation, and Feedback (MEF) team of the CIJE. It involved a
survey of nearly all the formal Jewish educators in the
community, and a series of in-depth interviews with a more
limited sample of educators. The survey form was adapted from
previous surveys of Jewish educators, with many questions adapted
from the Los Angeles Teacher Survey. The interview questions
were designed by the MEF team. Interviews were conducted with
teachers in pre-schools, supplementary schools, and day schools,
as well as education directors and educators at central agencies
and institutions of Jewish higher learning. In total, 126
educators were interviewed, generally for one to two hours. CIJE
field researchers conducted and analyzed the interviews.

The survey was administered in spring 1993 or fall 1994 to all
Judaic and Hebrew teachers at all Jewish day schools,
congregational schools, and pre-school programs in the three
communities. Day school teachers of secular subjects 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 envelope, and returned their forms by
mail.) Over eighty percent of the teachers in each community
filled out and returned the questionnaire, for a total of almost
1000 respondents. (A different form was administered to
education directors, but those data have yet to be analyzed.)

The questionnaire form and the interview protocols will be
available for public distribution in 1995. Contact: Nessa
Rappoport, CIJE, 15 E. 26th St., Room 1010, New York, NY 10010~
1579.

This Research Brief was prepared by the CIJE MEF team: Adam
Gamoran, Ellen Goldring, Roberta Louis Goodman, Bill Robinson,
and Julie Tammivaara. The authors are grateful for suggestions
from CIJE staff, the MEF advisory board, and Lead Community
participants. They are especially thankful to the Jewish
educators who participated in the study.



Future research reports are in preparation, covering such topics
as career opportunities, salaries, benefits, recruitment, and so
on.

Text for Box 3:

Box 3. According to "Highlights of the CJF 1990 National Jewish
Population Survey," by Dr. Barry Kosmin and colleagues, 22% of
men and 38% of women who identify as Jews received no Jewish
education as children. By contrast, only 10% of the teachers in
Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee were not formally educated as
Jews in childhood.

Text for Box 4:

Box 4. Techanical notes.

In total, 983 teachers responded out of a total population of
211807 in the three communities. In general, we avoided sampling
inferences (e.g., t-tests) because we are analyzing population
figures, not samples. Respondents include 301 day school
teachers, 384 supplementary school teachers, and 291 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 first if hours were the same
for two types of settings). Each teacher is 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 loock more like day school teachers, because
61 day school teachers also work in supplementary schools.

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. In at least one community, 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 was were not certified, we present the percentage
who said they were certified out of the total who returned the
survey forms, not out of the total who responded to this item.
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Annette,

I forwarded your message around and we will try to set up the call, although
coordinating schedules on Sunday may be difficult. Let me take this
opportunity to give you an update. First, we've been working hard, under
Nessa's guidance, on making exactly the revisions you suggest -- shortening
the text and making it readable by a general audience. I think we're

making some progress on that front.

Second, the presentation at the CIJE board went extremely well. There were
many positive comments from board members. However, some perceptively
expressed the concern that for the presentation at the GA, the story needs

to be told somewhat differently. Although the Jewish community responds

to crisis (and we're trying to show this is a crisis), we respond when

some hope is held out that the situation can be improved. Thus, for the

oral presentation, we're thinking of offering some testimony that teachers
CAN grow professionally and when they do, it DOES make a difference in the
classroom. This might be delivered by me, or by a speaker to follow me in
the GA forum.



Your input on this is welcome.

Adam



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

Re: Sunday's Telecon

Dear Adam:

We're a bit confused. 11:00 am central time is not 10:00 am NY time: it's 12:00 pm. That's
ok with us but please confirm that you mean 12:00 pm on Sunday for this call. (We assume it
will last no more than 2 hours.) We will arrange the call when everything is confirmed.

Thanks,

Nessa and Gail



Date: October 7, 1994
To:  Alan, Barry, Gail, Nessa
From: Robin

Re:  Telecon With Annette this Sunday

I just received a phone call from Adam Gamoran regarding an E-mail message from Annette.
She would like to set up a Telecon with all of you, Ellen, and Adam this Sunday between
5:15 pm - 7:00 pm her time. She would like to know if this is possible and if y'all on this end
could set it up. Adam forwarded her message to all your accounts. Please let me know your
responses and any other details so that [ can send a message to Adam ASAP.

Thanks,

Robin



FROM: Annette Hochstein, 100274,1745

TO:  Gamoran, INTERNET Gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu

CC:  Gail Dorph, 73321,1217
Ellen Goldring, INTERNET: goldrieb@ctrvax.vanderbilt.edu
Alan Hoffmann, 73321,1220

DATE: 10/7/94 10:59 AM

Re:  Policy Brief GA
Hello to all,

Please give copy to Nessa and anyone else who wants to read but isn't
in my home list. Thanks!]

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkokkkkkkkkkkx

We read the document with great interest and believe
that it contains all the the elements necessary for
drafting the policy brief. However we beleive that
it requires too much

discrimination among the various data points

and arguments

to get the point across to busy GA attendents.
Therefore the suggestions

below are only geared at the translation of that
document into a product for the GA. We hope they
are useful for Nessa.

Two guiding questions and approaches to these
informed our thinking;

1.what should be the message:

a. the bad news about teachers, their preparation and
m-service training

b. the good news about potential for improvement

¢. something can be done about the situation:
operational suggestions that lead to suggestions

for possible action

(perhaps points a) and b) should be in reversed



order)

2. how should the document be crafted if we want
to maximize the chances for promoting discussion
and then action?

a. we think a short and hard-hitting document.
Perhaps 2-4 pages of easily accessible design, with
highlighted main points, brief textual-contextual
paragraphs, any information, background, supporting
data in appendix form.

b. key points should be few and easily memorizable

¢. key points should be highlighted

d. the minimum necessary context could be offered
with each key point

e.additional inormatton should be appended, added
as exhibit, etc.(e.g., who is the CIJE, what is MEF,
how was research conducted)

To illustrate, here is a sampling of points one might
use to give the message: (mostly direct quotes
lifted from the document or variations on them):

a) the score:

The overall picture is a rich and diverse one.
Nonetheless it brings home an unavoidable
conclusion: the teaching force is in

serious need of improvement.

wRkx - Almost four fifth of the teachers we surveyed
lacked solid background in Jewish studies, or
professional training in education, or both.

**** 30% of the teachers are untrained: they lack
professional traning in both education and Judaica.

¥*x* Only 40% of days-school teachers are certified
as Jewish educators

*¥*¥* More than one third of supplementary school
teachers and over 60% of pre-school teachers
attended religious school once weekly or less



before age 13. After age 13 the proportion who
recieved minimal or no Jewish education is even
greater

(needs language editing)

*xx* About 10% of teachers in Jewish pre-schools are
not Jewish. In one community the figure is as high

as 20%.

**** In-gervice training, which might help
remedy these deficiencies is infrequent and
haphazard, particularly in days-schools and
supplementary schools

Even at best workshops are isolated events, lacking
the continuity of an overall system and plan
for professional development

The teachers in our survey went on average to
two workshops per year. If a typical workshop
lasts 3 hours it is clear that shortages in
subject matter and pedagogic background
cannot be remedied by current in-service
training practices.

b) the good news: something can be done
-- because of the commitment of the teachers

**** Most teachers are strongly committed to
Jewish education and intend to remain in their
positions. Therefore investment in Jewish
teachers is likely to pay off.

Almost 60% of the teachers said that Jewish
education is their career

-- because there are models in general and in Israeli
education for training, for in-service training

-- because of the will to dedicate resources

c)what can be done?

The Jewish Community of North America will need



to decide how to address these challenges.
* What resources are available to promote
in-service education - institutions, faculty,

fiancial support

* What should be the content of in-service education
for different types of school?

* What standards for professional development should
be advocated?

* What creative ways can be found to enhance the
professional growth of all Jewish educators?

etc.

A few additional points regarding the document
itself - editorial and other;

There are some points of nomenclature and
language that could be clarified or made
consistent:

¥ Judaica, Jewish studies?

* Secular education - general education?

* teacher's institute = Jewish teacher's institute

* Degree of Jewish studies from insitutions of Higher
Jewish Learning (does this include places like
Graetz? if not how does one refer to these?)

* manpower? faculty; staff, human resources

Page 1, end of first paragraph: preferable not to say
why the three communities were selected ("for their
dedication..."). Other communities may contest the
statement. Same true for the end of the next
paragraph ("-- if anything teachers in the Lead
Communities may have..."). Too contestable.

Hope this is helpful. Should we have
a telecon about the brief?

Good luck and good inspiration,



Shabbat Shalom,

annette



FROM: INTERNET:GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu, INTERNET.GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu
TO: (unknown), 73321,1217

Nessa Rapoport, 74671,3370
DATE: 10/10/94 2:19 AM

Re: corrected numbers for box 4

Sender: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu

Received: from robin.ssc.wisc.edu by arl-img-1.compuserve.com (8.6.4/5.940406sam)
id CAA18569; Mon, 10 Oct 1994 02:18:05 -0400

From: <GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu>

Received: from ssc.wisc.edu by ssc.wisc.edu (PMDF V4.3-7 #6454)

id <0THI3D7XNDYOATKECI@ssc.wisc.edu>; Mon, 10 Oct 1984 01:19:08 CST

Date: Mon, 10 Oct 1894 01:19:08 -0600 (CST)

Subject: corrected humbers for box 4

To: 74671.3370@compuserve.com, 73321.1217@compuserve.com

Cc: GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt. Edu

Message-id: <01HI3D7XPSRMATK6CI@ssc.wisc.edu>

X-VMS-To: NESSA, GAIL

X-VMS-Cc: ELLEN

MIME-version: 1.0

Content-type: TEXT/PLAIN; CHARSET=US-ASCII

Content-transfer-encoding: 7BIT

Piease note the following corrections for box 4 of the research brief
(technical notes):

total population of teachers = 1192

respondents included: 302 day school teachers
392 supplementary teachers
289 pre-school teachers

it occurs to me that boxes 1 and 3 are substantive; boxes 2 and 4 are
methodological. You may want to place boxes 1 and 3 in the area of the
main text, and move the material from boxes 2 and 4 fo an appendix at the
end in small print.
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OVERVIEW

A two-year study of formal Jewish educators in three communities
provides a rich and diverse picture of teachers' preparation and
development as educators. The study indicates that the teaching
force is in serious need of improvement, and provides reason for
optimism that such improvement can take place.

Preparation for Teaching

Most teachers are not professionally trained as Jewish educators.
Only 21% have a degree in education and in Jewish studies.
Thirty percent of teachers do not have a degree in either
education or Jewish studies. Even among day school teachers,
only 40% are certified as Jewish educators.

Ten percent of pre-school teachers are not Jewish. In one
community the figure is as high as 20%. These figures pertain to
teachers in Jewish schools teaching Jewish content.

In-Service Training for Teachers

in-service training, which could help remedy these deficiencies,
is infrequent and haphazard, particularly in day schools and
supplementary schools. Even the best teacher workshops are
isolated events, not connected to one another as part of a



comprehensive plan for professional development.

Most teachers attended no more than four workshops during the
previous two years. Pre-school teachers averaged six to seven
workshops, supplementary teachers averaged between four and five,
and day school teachers typically attended three or four

workshops over a two-year period.

Juxtaposing the lack of professional preparation alongside the
infrequency of in-service training presents a striking picture of
a system in need of reform.

Teachers' Commitment to Jewish Education

The study found that teachers are enthusiastic about teaching and
committed to Jewish education. They enjoy the intrinsic rewards
of working with children and contributing to the Jewish people.

Almost 60% of all teachers, including 72% of full-time teachers
and 54% of part-timers, view Jewish education as their career.
Sixty-six percent of the teachers plan to remain in their current
positions, and only 6% intend to leave Jewish education in the
near future. Almost 40% of the teachers have taught for more
than 10 years, and only 6% were in their first year of teaching
when the study took place.

A Time to Act

Teachers' enthusiasm and commitment offer a great opportunity to
improve on the problems of insufficient preparation. The time is
ripe for new, comprehensive plans for teachers' professicnal
development. The challenge for schools, communities, and North
American Jewry, is to create opportunities and incentives that
teachers can embrace. The challenge for teachers is to
participate in designing and taking advantage of new

opportunities for professional growth.
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3080 Broadway
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Department of
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(212) 473-8028

Qctober 12, 1984

Dr. Eilen Gotdring

Peabody College

Vanderbilt Universtty

Box 514

Nashville, Tennessee 37207

Dear Ellen:

In your remarks at the CIJE meeting on October 5, 1994, you voiced your hope that
Jewish educators end institutions which prepare Jewish educators would create visions
and build programs imbued with Jewish sources and vajues. Your comments suggest
that this is not currently the case. | recall thet you made a simiiar remark at the Goais
conference in Jerusalemn. You'll be happy to know that text-based courses, discussions of
Jewish vailues and meaning are the comerstone of the curriculum we offer our students at
the Seminary, and this approach is one shared by my colleagues in the other schools of
higher leaming in Jewish education.

Wiriting as Chairman and President of The Association of Institutions of Higher Leaming
for Jewish Education, | Invite you to visit our constituent institutions. Please request our
bulletins, look &t our course descriptions and syllabi, built on the very premise you
advacate: that Jewish education must be qualitatively different from secular education,

it would be most unfortunate if those participeting in CLJE functions and seminars came
away with the misimpression that our schoo!s and (natitutions of higher learning are not
imbued with Jewish study and by implication, do not share visions informed by Jewish
learning. Your wish is already a reality. Do take me up on my offer. My colleagues and |

are very proud of our accomplishments in this regard.

AD:gm
cc: Alan Hoffman

apmra oaanh whma nea
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Cc: ELLEN@ssc.wisc.edu, BILL@ssc.wisc.edu

Subject: RE: policy brief

(Bill, please confirm that this is the right answer):

Those who have education degrees number 54%. When the full three-way
cross-tabs of educ degree by Jewish studies degree by Jewish ed certif
is done, 60% percent have educ degrees. The reason for the discrepancy
is that some folks have missing data on Jewish studies majors, and when
they are dropped from the 3-way crosstabs, the proportion with education
degrees rises to 60%.

We should probably say something about this in the technical notes; others
will raise the same guestion.
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degrees rises to 60%.



TO:  Adam, internet:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu
Re: policy brief

hi adam. you and i had a communication about the numbers of those with education degrees
etc (oct. 20). | understood your response. | thought that you were going to insert some
clarifying note in some box that would explain it to others who might do their math as | had.
When | went over nessa's version today based on her conversation with you, this issue did
not appear. did you decide against including it or did you forget to include it when you spoke
to her? gail





















At the Continental Level

As an ever-increasin ommunities are engaged in the creation and implementation of
their individual plan. ontinental instituti ad organizations can begin to address
professional developuicue nun weir own vantage pi -his effort should be spearheaded by

those seminaries, colleges, and universities that offer degrees in Jewish education; by the
denominational movements; and by those national organizations whose primary mission is
Jewish education.

In collaboration with communal efforts, such educational institutions and organizations should
design their own plans to conceptualize in-service training elements for the field. They could also
contribute to building the profession of Jewish education by: energetically recruiting candidates
for careers in Jewish education; developing new sources of personnel; expanding training
opportunities in North America and Israel; creating professional development opportunities for
educational leaders; advocating improved salaries and benefits; making possible career tracks in
Jewish education; and empowering educators to have an influence on the curriculum, teaching
methods, and educational philosophy of the institutions in which they work.

The Jewish people has survived and flourished because of a remarkable commitment to the

centrality of teaching and learning. The North American Jewish community has continued this

commitment, with the result that American Jews are among the most highly educated citizens in

this country. We need to bring the same expectations to Jewish education as we do to general
ducation, for the sake of the unique heritage we alone can ransmit through our teachers to our
hildren.

(C) Copyright 1994, Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CIJE)

Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CIJE)
15 East 26th Street
New York, N.Y. 1001)
Telephone: (212) 532-2360
Fax: (212) 532-2646
[Add logo]

Text for Box 1: [next to text]
Box 1. About the Jewish educators of Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee.

Teachers in the Jewish schools of these communities are predominantly female (84%) and
American-born (86%). Only 7% were born in Israel, and less than 1% each are from Russia,
Germany, England, and Canada. The large majority, 80%, are married. The teachers identify
with a variety of Jewish religious denominations. Thirty-two percent are Orthodox, and 8% call
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Barry Kosmin and colleagues, 22% of men and 38% of women who identify as Jews received no
Jewish education as children. In contrast, only 10% of the teachers in Atlanta, Baltimore, and
Milwaukee were not formally educated as Jews in childhood.

Text for Box 4: [for appendix]

Box 4. Technical notes.

In total, 983 teachers responded out of a total population of 1192 in the three communities. In
general, 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 according 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 is counted only once. Ifteachers 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.

Missing responses were excluded from calculations of perczntages. Generally, less than 5% of
responses were missing for ¢~ ~ne item. An ~xception was the question about certification in
Jewish education. Ir  least ... communi.,, .nany teachers left this blank, apparently because
they were not sure what it meant. On the assumption that teachers who did not know what the
term certification ineant were not themselves certified, we present the percentage who said they
were certified out of the total who returned the survey forms--not out of the total who responded
to this item. " *)/EL: NOMATTER HOW I TRY TO CLARIFY THIS LA™"ER SENTENCE,
IT'S DIFFICuLT TO UNwLURS™  ND:DO WE REALLY NEED TO INCLUDE IT?]



Friday Oct. 21, 1994

TO: Adam Gamoran, Ellen Goldring
CC: Seymour Fox, Annette Hochstein, Mike Inbar
FROM: Nessa Rapoport

This final draft of the policy brief is the result of several complete revisions by each of us, which
were then integrated into this version. I will need your feedback and specific suggestions by
Monday noon to meet our very tight deadline. (Adam, [ know you already have some minor
changes, in addition to anything else this version engenders.)

Please feel free to call me at any time if there are concerns or issues you feel need discussion-- on
Sat. night or Sunday at (212) 873-8385, or at CIJE on Monday moming. (Because the layout is
quite complex, we will not be able to make drastic changes in length or sequence at this point. In
fact, the greater length of the "outcomes" section already presents a design challenge.)

With many thanks.
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were then integrated into this version. I will need your feedback and specific suggestions by
Monday noon to meet our very tight deadline. (Adam, I know you already have some minor
changes, in addition to anything else this version engenders.)

Please feel free to call me at any time if there are concerns or issues you feel need discussion-- on
Sat. night or Sunday at (212} 873-8385, or at CLJE on Monday morning. {Because the layout is
quite complex, we will not be able to make drastic changes in length or sequence at this point. In
fact, the greater length of the "outcomes" section already presents a design challenge.)

With many thanks.



10/21/94
Overview

A major new study of classroom Jewish educators in three North American communities offers a
striking assessment of teachers' preparation and professional development in day school, pre-
school, and supplementary school settings.

Almost 80% of the teachers surveyed lacked professional training in etther education, Judaica--or
both. Yet teachers receive little in-service training to overcome their lack of background, far less
than is commonly expecied of fully licensed teachers in general education.

In day schools, teachers of Judaica have much less background as well as less in-service training
in their subject areas than general studies teachers in the same schools. Only 40% of those
teaching Jewish content are certified as Jewish educators.

In supplementary schools, 80% of the teachers lack advanced degrees or certification in Judaica.
Almost 30% had no Jewish schooling after the age of 13. In-service opportunities are infrequent
and usually not connected to each other in a comprehensive plan for professional development.

Pre-school teachers are the least prepared in Jewish content when they enter their positions,
Although early childhood educators have more staff development opportunities because of state-
mandated licensing requirements, the majority of these opportunities are in education rather than
in Judaica and Jewish education. Ten percent of these teachers are not Jewish; in one community
the figure is as high as 20%.

And yet, in all settings, the study shows that teachers are strongly committed to Jewish education
as a career. They are enthusiastic and devoted to working with children and to contributing to the
Jewish people.

This finding is a compelling argument for addressing a central problem identified by the study:
the insufficient preparation of teachers. Research in the field of education confirms that carefully
crafted in-service training can indeed improve the quality of teaching.

Given the commitment of the teaching force in Jewish schools, investment in well-designed
professional development for teachers can make a decisive difference, yielding rich rewards for
the entire North American Jewish community.



The Jewish community of North America is facing a crisis of major proportions. Large number
of Jews have lost interest in Jewish values, ideals, and behavior. The responsibility for
developing Jewish identity and instilling a commitment to Judaism...now rests primarily with
education.

--A Time to Act

In November 1990, the Commission on Jewish Education in North America released 4 Time fo
Act, a report calling for dramatic change in the scope, standards, and quality of Jewish education
on this continent. It concluded that the revitalization of Jewish education--whatever the setting
or age group--will depend on two vital strategic tasks: building the profession of Jewish
education; and mobilizing community support for Jewish education. The Council for
Initiatives in Jewish Education (CIJE) was established to implement the Commission's
conclusions.

Since 1992, CIIE has been working with three coinmunities--Atlanta, Baltimore, and
Milwaukee--to create models of systemic change at the local level. A central tenet of CIJE is that
policy decisions in education must be informed by solid data. These communities boldly engaged
in a pioneering, comprehensive study of their educational personnel in day schools,
supplementary schools, and pre-schools. All the education directors [AD/EL: WHAT SHOULD
BE THE TERM THROUGHOUT: "EDUCATION DIRECTOR," per your box, OR
"EDUCATIONAL DIRECTOR"?] and classroom teachers were included in the survey, and a
sample of each was interviewed in depth. The goal: To create a communal plan of action to
build the profession of Jewish education in each community and thereby develop a model for
North American Jewish communities who wish to embark on this process.

Two years later, the initial results of this study are illuminating not only for the three
communities but particularly as a catalyst for reexamining the personnel of Jewish education
throughout North America. Despite the differences among these communities, the findings in
each are so similar that we believe the profile of Jewish educators offered by the study is likely to
resemble those of most other communities. (A reading of the Boston, Miami, and Philadelphia
studies lends credence to this hypothesis.) [PLEASE REVIEW WORDING FROM "DESPITE":
CAN IT BE MORE PRECISE?]

This policy brief summarizes the study's findings in a critical area: the background and
professional training of teachers in Jewish schools (box 1).

Are teachers in Jewish schools trained as Jewish educators?

Most are not. The survey indicates that only 21% were trained as Jewish educators, with a
university or teacher's institute degree in education as well as a college or seminary degree in
Jewish studies. An additional 39% are partially trained, with a degree in education but not

Judaica. Ten percent of the teachers have a degree m Jewish studies, but not in education. The
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remaining 30% of teachers are untrained, lacking formal professional training in either education
or Judaica (fig. 1). [AD/EL: PLEASE REVIEW THESE FIGURES FOR BOTH ACCURACY
AND CLARITY]

Does the teachers’ training differ according to educational setting?

Training in education: About half the teachers in each setting (pre-schools, day schools, and
supplementary schools) reported university degrees in education (tahle 1). An additional 15% to
19% of pre-school and day school teachers have education degrees from teacher's institutes, as do
6% of supplementary school teachers. These institutes are usually one- or two-year programs in
lieu of university study.

Training in Jewish studies: Day school teachers of Judaica are more likely than teachers in other
settings to have post-secondary training in Jewish studies. Still, only 40% percent of day school
Judaica teachers are certified as Jewish educators; 38% have a degree in Jewish studies from a
college, graduate school, or rabbinic seminary (table 2). In supplementary and pre-schools, the
proportions are much smaller. Overall, around 80% of all teachers lack advanced degrees and
[AD/EL: IS THIS "AND" OR "OR"?] certification in Judaica, and even in the day schools 60%
lack such grounding.

What Jewish education did the teachers receive as children?

Almost all the teachers reccived some Jewish education as children, but for many their education
was minimal. Before age 13, 25% percent of supplementary school teachers and 40% of pre-
school teachers attended religious school only once a week; 11% of supplementary teachers and
22% of pre-school teachers did not attend at all. After age -3, even greater proportions received
minimal or no Jewish education (figs. 2, 3; hox 3).

One of the more startling findings is that niany pre-school teachers are teaching Jewish subject
matter to Jewish children--but are not themselves Jews. Overall, 10% of the teachers in Jewish
pre-schools are not Jewish. In one community, the figure is as high as 20%. [AD/EL: SHOULD
THIS BE 18%7]

Why is this the case? One pre-school director we interviewed shed light on the question:

I have an opening for next year. I have a teacher leaving who is not Jewish. I'm
interviewing three teachers, two of whom are Jewish, one of whom is not. And to be
frank with you...I should hire one [who is]...Jewish. Unfortunately, of the three people I
am interviewing, the non-Jewish teacher is the best teacher in terms of what she can do in
the classroom. So it creates a real problem.

In this instance, the Jewish candidates were better versed in Jewish content and were Jewish role
models, but the non-Jewish applicant was more qualified as an educator, and that consideration
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carried more weight. Many pre-school directors described an acute shortage of qualified Jewish
teachers with appropriate training in education.

Do present levels of in-service training compensate for background deficiencies?

No. Most teachers attend very few in-service programs each year. Close to 80% of all teachers
were required to attend at least one workshop during a two-year period. Of these teachers,
around half attended no more than four workshops over a two-year time span. (A workshop
ranges from a two-hour session to a one-day program.)

Pre-school teachers: These teachers typically attended 6 or 7 workshops in a two-year period,
which is more than teachers in other Jewish settings (fig. 4). Most pre-schools are licensed by
the state, and teachers are required to participate in state-mandated professional development.
Given the minimal background of many of these teachers in Judaica, however, present levels of
in-service training are not sufficient.

Day school teachers: Although state requirements apply to general studies teachers in day
schools, Judaica teachers are not bound by state standards. We found little evidence of sustained
professional development among the day school teachers we surveyed. On average, those who
were required to attend workshops did so about 3.8 times every 2 years -- or less than 2
workshops a year.

How does this compare to standards in public education? In Wisconsin, for example, teachers
are required to attend 180 hours of workshops over a five-year period to maintain their teaching
license. Day school teachers in our study engaged in about 29 hours of workshops over a five-
year period (assuming a typical workshop lasts 3 hours). This is less than one-sixth of the
requirement for state-licensed, full-time teachers in Wisconsin, {Despite variations among states
in our study, we found little difference across communities in the extent of professional
development among day school teachers.)

Supplementary school feachers: These teachers reported slightly higher average workshop
attendance, about 4.4 sessions in a two-year period. But since most supplementary school
teachers had little or no formal Jewish training after bar/bat mitzvah, and only about 50% are
trained as educators, the current status of professional development for these teachers is of
pressing concern. Even those who teach only a few hours each week can be nurtured to develop
as educators through a sustamed, sequential program of learning.

Summary: Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee offer a number of valuable in-service
opportunities for their teachers. All three conimunities have occasional one-day teacher
conventions, held city-wide, and all three offer some form of incentive for professional
development. Still, in-service education tends to be infrequent and haphazard, particularly for
day and supplementary school teachers. Even workshops and courses are isolated events, lacking
the continuity of an overall system and plan for professional development. Veteran and
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beginning teachers may be offered the same workshops; teachers with a strong background
in Judaica but little training in education will often be offered the same opportunities as teachers
with strong backgrounds in education but little Judaica.

How will change take place? An important factor will be the teachers' willingness to participate
in professional development. Hence, the study of educators examined teachers' commitment to
Jewish education.

Are teachers in Jewish schools committed to the profession of Jewish education?

Yes. Almost 60% of the teachers view Jewish education as their career. Even among part-time
teachers (those teaching fewer than 30 hours a week), half described Jewish education as their
career (fig. 5). In supplementary schools, where aimost no ieachers are full-time educators, 44%
constder Jewish education their career.

There is also considerable stability in the teaching force. Thirty-eight percent of the teachers have
taught for more than 10 years, while only 6% were in their first year as Jewish educators when
they responded to the survey (tahle 3). Sixty-six percent irtend to continue teaching in their
same positions, and only 6% plan to seek positions outside Jewish education in the near future.

A Plan for Action
In Communities:

How can a community design a comprehensive plan to improve its teachers?

1. Like Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee, a community can profile its teachers and education
directors to learn precisely where their strengths lie and which areas need improvement. The
CIIE Educators’ Survey module will be available for this purpose during 1995.

2. A community can then tailor a plan to meet the specific needs of its own educators. Such a
plan should take into account:

a. Content: The plan should address the content needs of individual teachers in
education, Jewish studies, and in the integration of the two.

b. Differentiation: The plan should address the distinct needs of novice and veteran
teachers; the different ages and affiliations of students; and the various settings in which
classroom education takes place--day schools, pre-schools (including those in JCCs), and
supplementary schools.

c. Systematic Training Opportunities: One-shot workshops do not change teachers or
teaching. Rather, seminars, courses, and retreats--linked to carefully articulated requirements,
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goals, and standards--should be offered in the context of a long-term, systematic plan for
professional development.

d. Community Incentives: Any plan should motivate teachers to be involved in
substantive, ongoing in-service education. Community-sponsored incentives for teachers’
professional development include stipends, release time, scholarships, and sabbaticals.
Ultimately, professional development must be linked to salary and benefits. (One community, for
example, bases its day school allocation on teacher certification and upgrading rather than on the
number of students.)

¢. Reflective Practice: The plan should allow opportunities for teachers to learn from
each other through mentoring, peer leaming, and coaching. A plan should also include carefully
crafted teacher supervision with clear criteria for evaluation.

f. Leadership: The plan should recognize what we have leamed from educational
research: The education director is indispensable in creating a successful environment for
teaching and learning. For teachers to implement change, they must be supported by leaders who
can foster vision. These leaders must also be committed, knowledgeable, skilled--and engaged in
their own professional development. In 1995, CIJE will release a policy brief on the background
and professional training of the education directors in our sarvey.

g. Models of Success: The plan should take into account suceessful Jewish educational
practice. CIJE itself is engaged in a long-term project documenting examples of Best Practices in
diverse educational settings. The initial two Best Practices volumes focus on the supplementary
school and on early childhood Jewish education. Volumes currently under preparation will
examine Best Practices in the JCC setting and in Jewish camping.

h. Evaluation: The plan should make provision for monitoring ongoing imtiatives,
providing feedback to policy makers and partictpants, and evaluating outcomes.

i. Compensation: The plan should make it possible for qualified teachers who wish to
teach full-time to be able to do so and receive both salary and benefits commensurate with their
educational background, years of experience, and ongoing professional development. (Several
communities have created the position of "community teacher,” which enables a teacher to work
in more than one setting, holding the equivalent of a full-time position with the appropriate
salary and benefits.) A future CIJE policy brief will focus on issues of salary and benefits for
Jewish educators.

Most important, a well-designed plan for the professional development of Jewish educators in a
community is not only a matter of redressing their lack of background. It is also a dynamic
process of renewal and growth that is imperative for all professionals. Even those who are well
prepared for their positions must have opportunities to keep abreast of the field, to learn exciting
new ideas and techniques, and to be invigorated by contact with other educators.
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At the Continental Level

As an ever-increasing number of communities are engaged in the creation and implementation of
their individual plans, the major continental institutions and organizations can begin to address
professional development from their own vantage point. This effort should be spearheaded by
those seminaries, colleges, and universities that offer degrees in Jewish education; by the
denominational movements; and by those national organizations whose primary mission is
Jewish education.

In collaboration with communal efforts, such educational institutions and organizations should
design their own plans to conceptualize in-service training elements for the field. They could also
contribute to building the profession of Jewish education by: energetically recruiting candidates
for careers in Jewish education; developing new sources of personnel; expanding training
opportunities in North America and Israel; creating professional development opportunities for
educational leaders; advocating improved salaries and benefits; making possible career tracks in
Jewish education; and empowering educators to have an influence on the curricul , teaching
methods, and educational philosophy of the institutions in which they work.

The Jewish people has survived and flourished because of a remarkable commitment to the
centrality of teaching and learning. The North American Jewish community has continued this
commitment, with the result that American Jews are among the most highly educated citizens in
this country. We need to bring the same expectations to Jewish education as we do to general
education, for the sake of the unique heritage we alone can transmit through our teachers to our
children.

(C) Copyright 1994, Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CLJE)

Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CIJE)
15 East 26th Street
New York, N.Y. 10010
Telephone: (212) 532-2360
Fax: (212) 532-2646
[Add logo]

Text for Box 1: [next to text]
Box 1. About the Jewish educators of Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee.

Teachers in the Jewish schools of these communities are predominantly female (84%) and
American-born (86%). Only 7% were born in Israel, and less than 1% each are from Russia,
Germany, England, and Canada. The large majority, 80%, are married. The teachers identify
with a variety of Jewish religious denominations. Thirty-two percent are Orthodox, and 8% call
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themselves traditional. Twenty-five percent identify with the Conservative movement; 31% see
themselves as Reform; and the remaming 4% list Reconstructionist and other preferences.
Twenty-five percent work full-time in Jewish education (i.e., they reported teaching 30 hours per
week or more), and about 20% work in more than one school.

Text for Box 2: [for appendix]
Box 2. About the study of educators.

The CIJE study of educators was coordinated by the Monitoring, Evaluation, and Feedback
(MEF) team of CIJE. It involved a survey of nearly ali [AD/EL: WHY NOT "ALL"?] the formal
Jewish educators in the community, and a sertes of in-depth interviews with a more limited
sample of educators. The survey form was adapted [WORD IS USED TWICE IN THIS
SENTENCE)] from previous surveys of Jewish educators, with many questions adapted
[MODIFIED?] from the Los Angeles Teacher Survey.

The survey was administered in spring 1993 or fall 1994 to all Judaic and Hebrew teachers at all
Jewish day schools, congregational 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 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 envelope, and returned their forms by mail.) Over 80% of the teachers in each
community filled out and returned the questionnaire, for a total of almost 1000 respondents. (A
different form [AD/EL: IS THIS "DIFFERENT FORM" CORRECT?] was administered to
education directors; those data will be analyzed in a future report.)

The interview questions were designed by the MEF team, Interviews were conducted with
teachers in pre-schools, supplementary schools, and day schools, as well as education directors
and educators at central agencies and institutions of Jewish higher leaming. In total, 126
educators were interviewed, generally for one to two hours. CIJE field researchers conducted and
analyzed the interviews.

The questionnaire form and the interview protocols will be available for public distribution in
1995.

This policy brief was prepared by CIJE's MEF team: Adam Gamoran, Ellen Goldring, Roberta
Louis Goodman, Bill Robinson, and Julie Tammivaara. The authors are grateful for suggestions
from CIJE staff, the MEF advisory board, and lead community participants. They are especially
thankful to the Jewish educators who participated in the study.

Text for Box 3: [next to text]

Box 3. According to "Highlights of the CJF 1990 National Jewish Population Survey," by Dr.
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Barry Kosmin and colleagues, 22% of men and 38% of women who identify as Jews received no
Jewish education as children. In contrast, only 10% of the teachers in Atlanta, Baltimore, and
Milwaukee were not formally educated as Jews in childhood.

Text for Box 4: [for appendix]

Box 4. Technical notes.

In total, 983 teachers responded out of a total population of 1192 in the three communities. In
general, 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 according 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 is 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 we " 1look more ' e day school teachers, because 61 day school teachers also work in
supplementary schools.

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. In at least one community, many teachers left this blank, apparently hecause
they were not sure what it meant. On the assumption that teachers who did not know what the
term certification meant were not themselves certified, we present the percentage who said they
were certified out of the total who returned the survey forms--not out of the total who responded
to this item, [AD/EL: NO MATTER HOW I TRY TO CLARIFY THIS LATTER SENTENCE,
IT'S DIFFICULT TO UNDERSTAND. DO WE REALLY NEED TO INCLUDE IT?]



Friday afternoon

Since I'm taking home material for two of the three other staff members, I thought I'd include my
draft of the "outcomes" section of the Policy Brief, written by me on the basis of Gail's extensive
thinking and writing on the subject! I'll fax to Barry.

As usual, I have invented this document based on meetings I've had with all of you. The designer
has already asked me for this section, and, as it emerges, we may need fo send the key press
copies of the entire brief well before the G.A., if we want to be covered effectively. (I am
meeting with Ari; Frank Strauss, who does press for the G.A.; and, I hope, with Gary, to figure
this out further.)

Among the editorial issues I want you to think about are:

1. Correct any of my mistakes in language, concepts, or commitments on our part, with an eye to
the (possibly skeptical) experts in your areas of expertise.

2. Contribute more examples of specific ideas or programs that communities have implemented.
See point c.

3. Look for opportunities, either in the body of the text when we reexamine it on Monday, or
especially here, to insert any "products” CIJE has. This document may be the only exposure most
policy makers and educators have to our work for some time.

4. Pay special attention to the continental piece. If we should confine our discussion there to
professional traimng, we'll need more suggestions of what can be done. If not, what do you think
of the list I've taken from 4 Time to Act? (Ideally, I want national educational institutions/
organizations to know the elements of a possible plan for them, too.)

5. Take into account anything you heard at the board meeting that could clarify or enhance this
part of the brief.

6. 1 feel that if I were a teacher, I would feel commoditized by these suggestions, since there 1s no
mention of the teachers' imtiating or discussing any of this. How do we get the issue of
empowerment into the communal plan/list? (I have it in the continental picture, from ATTA, but
not in the communal one. We emphasize the importance of the educational leader, but the only
good thing we have to say about teachers is that they care and they stick it out.)

By Tuesday, we will need 1o have signed off on this document; send it to Adam/Ellen and Israel.
We will also need to send Adam and Ellen, and probably Jerusalem, the final language on the
bulk of the report, which will need to be scrutinized by each of us and coordinated by me. (I
think we will have to devote some of Monday to a line-by-line assessment of this brief.) In
particular, nobody has done a word-by-word reading of the overview since Adam sent it on
Monday, and that, along with this, will be what is read most.

The designer needs final copy by Wednesday. We'll probably not make it, but we cannot miss it
by much.

Nessa



What do these findings mean, and what can we do?

Almost 80% of the teachers we surveyed lacked professional training in education, Jewish
content--or both. Yet they receive little in-service training to overcome their lack of background,
far less than is commonly expected of state-licensed teachers.

In day schools, whose special mission is to teach Judaism, teachers of Judaica have less
background and in-service training in their subject areas than general studies teachers in the same
schools.

In pre-schools, where there is more staff development, teachers are the least prepared in Jewish
content when they enter their positions. Indeed, an important minority are not Jewish.

Supplementary schools are staffed by many teachers with training in education but limited
background in Jewish content. In-service oppotunities are infrequent and lack continuity.

And yet, in all settings, teachers are strongly devoted to Jewish education. They are enthusiastic
and committed to working with children and to making a contribution to the Jewish people.

We have learned from studies in general education that properly designed in-service
training can indeed make better, more qualified teachers. Given the commitment and
stability of the teaching force in Jewish schools, investment in well-designed professional
development for our teachers can make a decisive difference, yielding rich rewards for the
entire North American Jewish community.

A Community Plan for Action
[Note: We could use at least two more examples from within communities, as in ¢.)

How can a community design a comprehensive plan to improve the caliber of its teachers?

1. Like Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee, a cormmunity can profile its teachers to leam
precisely where their strengths lie and which areas--Jewish content, pedagogy, or both--need
development. The CIJE Educators’ Survey module will be available in XX 1995.

2. A community can then tailor a plan to meet the specific needs of its own teaching community.
[Mention CIJE generic personnel action plan?] Such a plan should include the following
considerations:

a. Content: The plan must address the content needs of individual teachers, in Jewish
studies, teaching skills, and the relationship between the two (integrating knowledge of specific
subject matter with knowledge of how to teach that subject).

b. Differentiation: The plan must address the different needs of novice and veteran
teachers; the different ages and affiliations of students; and the different schoo! settings in which
Jewish education takes place--day school, pre-school, or supplementary school.



¢. Community Incentives: The plan must encourage teachers to be involved in
substanttve, ongoing in-service education. We know that one-shot workshops, no matter how
inspirational, do not change teachers or teaching. Rather, workshops, seminars, and courses must
be offered in the context of a long-term, systematic plan for professional development, with
requirements, goals, and standards by which progress can be measured. (One community, for
example, bases its day school allocation on teacher certification and upgrading rather than on the
number of students.)

d. Learning Opportunities: The plan must include opportunities for teachers to learn from
each other in a variety of ways, through mentoring {partnering an experienced teacher with a new
one); peer supervision (allowing colleagues to plan classes together, or watch each other teach);
and coaching (enabling master teachers to transmit their teaching skills to others). The plan must
also include evaluation (granting formal opportunities to pnncipals and educational leaders to
conduct on-site, ongoing clinical supervision).

e. Leadership: The plan must recognize what we have learned from educational research:
The educational leader is indispensable in creating successful environments for learning. In order
for teachers to implement change, they must be supported by leaders who are themselves
committed, knowledgeable, and skilled. In 1995, CIJE will release a policy brief on the
background and professional training of the educational leaders in the Jewish schools we have
surveyed. [Mention Harvard/principals/leadership?]

f. Compensation: The plan must make it possible for qualified teachers to teach full-time
and receive both salaries and benefits commensurate with their educational background, years of
experience, and ongoing professional development.

g. Research: [Some language that says CIJE is pursuing research that will contribute to
further refinements of communal plans--in informal education, through Best Practices (which we
don't mention); through any of the work on Adam/Ellen's 1995 workplan?; etc.) This brief must
be the document where we say what we're doing, and how it fits into the picture we're offering.]

Most important, a well-designed plan for the professional development of Jewish teachers is not
only a matter of compensating for their lack of background. It is also a means of renewal and
growth, which are 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
techniques, and to be invigorated by contact with other educators.

A Continental Plan
As communities are engaged in the creation and implementation of their own plans, the Jewish
movements and their affiliated seminaries and colleges, as well as other institutions of Jewish

higher learning, can begin to address professional development from a continental perspective.
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In its final report in 1990, the Commission on Jewish Education in North America offered
categories for change on the continental level. In conjunction with communal efforts, national
educational institutions can design their own plans to conceptualize in-service training elements
for the field. They can also contribute to building the profession of Jewish education by:
energetically recruiting candidates for careers in Jewish education; developing new sources of
personnel; expanding training opportunities in North America and Israel; advocating improved
salaries and benefits; making possible career tracks in Jewish education; and empowering
educators to have an influence on the curriculum, teaching methods, and educational philosophy
of the schools in which they work (4 Time to Act).

The Jewish people has survived and flourished because of a remarkable commitment, under all
historical circumstances, to the centrality of teaching and learning. The North American Jewish
community has continued this commitinent, with the result that American Jews are among the
most highly educated citizens in this country. We need to bring the same expectations to Jewish
education as we do to general education, for the sake of the unique heritage we alone can
transmit through our teachers to our children.

(C) Copyright 1994, Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CIJE)
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The implications of this report are clear. Serious attention must be paid to our teaching force.

Communities need to profile their Jewish educators in order to know where their strengths and
weaknesses are.

A comprehensive personnel action plan tailored to meet the professional development needs of
educators must be designed.

Such a plan must be comprehensive. It must be designed to meet the content needs of the
teaching community -- whether it be in Jewish studies and/or pedagogy so that Jewish education
can be delivered by teachers who are not only highly motivated and committed but also qualifted
and skilled.

1t must address the whole spectrum of teachers regardless of settings in which they teach, their
years of experience teaching, the age and affiliation of the students who they are teaching.

This plan must make it possible for qualified teachers to teach full time and receive salaries and
benefits commensurate with their educational background and years of experience teaching.

It must include incentives that encourage teachers to be involved in substantive, ongoing
inservice education. Changing teachers and teaching takes more than one-shot workshop no
matter how inspirational.

Teachers must have access to long-term, coordinated connected professional development. If we
hope to professionalize Jewish education in general and teachers in particular, courses, seminars,
workshops cannot continue to be isolated experiences. They must be organized to take into
account both what teachers needs to know in order to teach and the kinds of experiences teachers
need to have to continue to grow and learn.

It must be possible for teachers
1. to take a wide variety of kinds of courses over tine,
2. to engage in reflective conversations about teaching and learning
3. to learn from their own practice through supervision and coaching (in order to
practice and hone new skills and learnings)
4. to learn from other teachers by visiting the classes taught by others

No such plan would be complete without addressing the educational and Judaica needs of
educational leaders as well. Educational research has demonstrated time and again the important
role that effective leaders play in creating successful educational environments. In order for
teachers to implement changes based on learning, they must be supported by leaders who are
themselves committed, knowledgeable and skilled. Schools must also change if teachers in them
are to change.



Various venues for inservice education are not only possible but valuable: national, communal,
institutional. Each of these venues can create opportunities that speak to different educational
needs. (tell me if you want this spun out more)
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Mandel Institute 270 10N
Tel: 972-2-662832
Fax: 972-2-662837

FACSIMILE TRANS! "ISSION

ﬁs. Nessa Rapoport Dﬁte: oct. 24,

jFrom: Annette Hochstein No. of Pages:

[Fax Number: 212-532-2646

Dear Nessa,

Thank you for sending the draft of the policy brief. We

read it with interest. Here are MI, SF and AH's
feedback and suggestions:

We would first like to congratulate you on the
overview. The summary 1is really very good and hard-
hitting.

Regarding that page (the overview):

1. Is the reader not left with the impression that in-
service training is the only thing that needs to be

done? Perhaps at the paragraph hefore last, where

you identify the central problem as "the

insufficient preparation of teachers," pre-service

or long-term training should be inserted in some

form,

2. You may want to indicate that the findings of this

survey may be representative of the situation
throughout the U.S.A.
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3. Paragraph 2; last line: delete the words "fully
licensed" -- it weakens the impact of the
statement.

4, Paragrapnh before last: "research in the field. . .
." == is that indeed documented?

Concerning the body of the text:

1. Page 3: "Does the teachers' training differ
according to educational setting?" The rhythm of
the text would be helped by an immediate response:
"In general, vyes!

Training i1n education"

2, Page 5: Is the word "novice" in any way pejorative?
Would "beginning teacher™ be more neutral?

3. Page 5 {2nd paragraph; last sentence): There is a
reification ("the study . . . examines”). We
suggest the feollowing: "Hence, the importance of
data illuminating this question" or something of
this sort.

4. Page 5: "A Plan for Actlon" -- Before "How can a
community design. . . ." add a reference to the
data something like "On the basis of the data, how
can a community” or: "With the survey data as
background” or: "Following review of the survey
data, how can a community. . . ."

5. Page 8 (paragraph 3): “Judaic and Hebrew teachers"
is a distinction we don't understand. Aren't they
all Jewish studies teachers?

€. Miscellaneous:

a. We suggest that "certification®™ not be
mentioned in the document because it is indeed
a confusing topic.

b. Judaic and Jewish studies are used
interchangeably in the document; consistency
might be helpful.
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¢c. Teachers' institutes: If you always mean Jewisk
teachers' institutes, you may want to add the
word "Jewish."

d. T"Release time" is perhaps too technical a term
to be correctly understood by the reader.

e, You may want to consider listing the names of
CIJE staff and MEF Advisory Board: some of the

names may lend status to the endeavor. We have
used such listings effectively in the past.

Hope this is helpful.

Good luck and congratulations to everyone,

Best regards, "
Py
é(/t/v\_/

Annette

P.S.: Could this please be distributed to Ellen, Adam
and anyone else who is in the loop.
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In supplementary schools, 80% of the teachers lack advanced degrees or certification in Judaica.
Almost 30% had no J ewisﬁ schooling after the age of 13, In-service opportunities are infrequent
and usually not connected to each other in a comprehensive plan for professional development.

Pre-school teachers are the least prepared in Jewish content when they enter their positions.

Although early childhood educators h; ye mo taff develooment opportunities because of state- e

mandated licensing requirements, U % i on e omnities are in education rather thaf 5sb AD

in-Judaica-and-Fewish-education. [ed;; 3 are not Jewish; in one community )
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the figure is as high as 20%. BYU) thcae sic e suinewr h lempensote fir dheir himidee Sockgrunds. @‘

And yet, in all settings, the study shows that teachers are strongly committed to Jewish education
as a career. They are enthusiastic and devoted to working with children and to contributing to the

Jewish people.

This finding 7 argument for addressing a central problem identified by the study:
the insufficient preparauon of teachers. Research in the field of education confirms that carefully @
cratted in-service training can indeed improve the quality of teaching.

Given the commitment of the teaching force in Jewish schools, investment in well-designed

professional development for teachers can make a decisive difference, yielding rich rewards for
the entire North American Jewish community.



The Jewish community of North America is facing a crisis of major proportions. Large number
of Jews have lost interest in Jewish values, ideals, and behavior. The responsibility for
developing Jewish identity and instilling a commitment to Judaism...now rests primarily with
education.

--A Time to Act

In November 1990, the Commission on Jewish Education in North America released 4 Time to
Act, a report calling for dramatic change in the scope, standards, and quality of Jewish education
on this continent. It concluded that the revitalization of Jewish education--whatever the setting
or age group--will depend on two vital strategic tasks: huilding the profession of Jewish
education; and mohilizing community support for Jewish education. The Council for
Initiatives in Jewish Education (C1JE) was established to implement the Commission's
conclusions.

Since 1992, C1JE has been working with three communities--Atlanta, Baltimore, and
Milwaukee--to create models of systemic change at the local level, A central tenet of CIJE is that
policy decisions in education must be informed by solid data. These communities boldly engaged

in a pioneering, comprehensive study of their educational personnel in day schools,
supplementary schools, and pre-schools. All the education dlrectom-WEI:‘JNHA—'FSHGU—EE/ ELT edycomin N
BE THE TERM-THROUGHOUT"EDUCATION-DPIRECTOR; " per-your-box; OR: j

"EDUCATION '\J:-DI—REGIQBJ‘J]/ and classroom teachers were included in the survey, an
sample of eac  vas interviewed in depth. The goal: To create a communal plan of action t_
build the proivssion of Jewish education in each community and thereby develop a model for
North American Jewish communities whc\wish to embark on this process.

AD that
Two years later, the mmal results of this study are illuminating not only for the three
communities but as a catalyst for reexamining the personnel of Jewish education
throughout North America. ]:Despite the differences among these communities ]the findings in
each are so simil~“-~* we believe the profile of J ew15h educators offered by the study is 11ke13 “
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This policy brief summarizes the study’s findings in a critical area: the background and
professional training of teachers im Jewish schools (box 1). Q D

Are teachers in Jewish schools trained as Jewish educators?

Most are not. The survey indicates that only 21% were trained as Jewish educators, with a
university or teacher's institute degree in educatlo@s well asa college or seminary degree in

Jewish studies additional 39% i 3 J,‘a'h éfg £%n education but not
Judaica. Ten percent of the teachers have a degree in Jewish studies, but not in education. The
“or cerbicoten 1n Jeuish atcshan, (o) ;\
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Most are not. 30% of teachers lack formal professional training in both education and Jewish
studies. 10 % of the teachers have a degree in Jewish studies but not in education. An additional
39% have a degree in education but not in Judaica. Only 21% have educational backgrounds in
both education and Judaica (holding university or teacher's institute degrees in education as well
as college or seminarr  3grees in Jewish studic  r alternativelv, holding certification in Jewish
education).
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raining in education: About half the teachers in each setting (pre-schools, day schools, and
supplementary schools) reported university degrees in education (table 1). An additional 15% to
19% of pre-school and day school teachers have education degrees fror “zacher's institutes, as do
6% of supplementary school teachers. These institutes are usually one- or two-year programs in
lieu of university study.

7 49
Training in Jewish studies: Day school teachers of Jadaica are more likely than teachers in other
settings to have post-secondary training in Jewish styidies. Still, onty 40% percent of day school
Judaica teachers are certified as Jewish educators; 38% have a degree in Jewish studies from a
coIIege graduate school, or rabbinic semmary (table 2) In supplcmentary and pre-schools the

lack-m—gmlmdm@/ oenly 31 % have 5 dcjrc\ i Jowiss ohviies or erhfortun i Jeaish eduishon ond ¢
In d.?y schads aﬂly
What Jewish education did the teachers receive as children? Lote bave ver tro

AD
Almost all the teachers received somc Jewish education as children, but for many their education Q
was minimal. Before age 13, 25% percent of supplementary school teachers and 40% of pre-
school teachers attended religious school only once a week; 11% of supplementary teachers and
22% of pre-school teachers did not attend at all. After age 13, even greater proportions received

minimal or no Jewish education (figs. 2, 3; box 3).

One of the more startling findings is that many pre-school teachers are teaching Jewish subject

matter to Jewish children--but are not themselves Jews. Overall, 10% of the teachers in Jewish

pre-schools are not Jewish. In one community, the figure is as high as 20%. ﬁ%&%@%
w2 THISBE8%7]

Why is this the case? One pre-school director we interviewed shed light on the question:

I have an opening for next year. 1 have a teacher leaving who is not Jewish. I'm
interviewing three teachers, two of whom are Jewish, one of whom is not. And to be
frank with you...I should hire one [who is]...Jewish. Unfortunately, of the three people I
am interviewing, the non-Jewish teacher is the best teacher in terms of what she can do in
the classroom. So it creates a real problem.

In this instance, the Jewish candidates were better versed in Jewish content and were Jewish role
models, but the non-Jewish applicant was more ified as an educator, and that consideration
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carried more weight. Many pre-school directors described an acute shortage of qualified Jewish

teacher%with-appmp:m;e—tm&g-m.ed;mﬂnn.ﬁ' @

Do present levels of in-service training compensate for background deficiencies?
E tjh‘}y prcont o)
No. Most teachers attend very few in-service programs each year. €lese-te-86% of all teachers
were Tequired to attend at least one workshop during a two-year period. Of these teachers,
around half atte nged no more than four workshops over a two-year time span. (A workshop el @
ranggz froma R:-we-hour session to a one-day program.)

Pre-school teachers: These teachers typically attended 6 or 7 workshops in a two-year period,
which is more than teachers in other Jewish settings (fig. 4). Most pre-schools are licensed by
the state, and teachers are required to participate in state-mandated professional development,
Given the minimal background of many of these teachers in Judaica, however, present levels of
in-service training are not sufficient.

Day school teachers: Although state requirements apply to general studies teachers in day
schools, Judaica teachers are not bound by state standards. We found little evidence of sustained
professional development among the day school teachers we surveyed. On average, those who
were required to attend workshops did so about 3.8 times every 2 years -- or less than 2
workshops a year.

How does this compare to standards in public education? In Wisconsin, for example, teachers
are required to attend 180 hours of workshops over a five-year period to maintain their teaching
license. Day school teachers in our study engaged in about 29 hours of workshops over a five-
year period (assuming a typical workshop Jasts 3 hours). This is less than one-sixth of the
requirement for state-licensed,h{-l—ﬁm%/t ers in Wisconsin. (Despite variations among states
in our study, we found little difference across communities in the extent of professional

development among day school teachers.) ( Therc was Sume varaten acrise Gmmenrhes o Fhic
50 of §diog.)
Supplementary schoo\f{l%ﬂﬁ'h?m: These teachers reported sh average

__~-attendanceshout 4.4 sessidnd in a two-year period.; But since most supplementary school
teachers had little or no formal Jewish traimng after bar/bat mitzvah, and only about 50% are
trained as educators, the current status of professional development for these teachers is of
pressing concern. Even those who teach only a few hours each week can be nurtured to develop
as educators through a sustained, sequential program of learning.
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Summary: Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee offer a number of valuable in-sepvice

ovportunities for their teachers. All three communities have i one-day teacher

Ly held—e&@wide?and all three offer some form of incentive for professional

uvevawpait. Still, in-service education tends to be infrequent and ha d, particularly for
day and supplementary school teachers. Even workshop%s:nd.cmmseg ¢ isolated events, lacking

the continuity of an overall system and plan for professional development. W
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beg-lﬁﬁtng%eaehe;s-may—@é offered the same workshogi teachers with a strong background in c.mmumhu)
Judaica but little training in education will often be offered the same opportunities as teachers

with strong backgrounds in education but little Judaica.

1 i
§ 3

Are teachers in Jewish schools committed to the profession of Jewish education?
v @0/
Yes. Almost 60% of the teachers view Jewish educatjon as their career. Even among part-time
teachers (those teaching fewer than 30 hours a week), half described Jewish education as their
career (fig. 5). In supplementary schools, where almost no teachers are full-time educators, 44%
consider Jewish education their career.

There is also considerable stability in the teaching force. Thirty-eight percent of the teachers have
taught for more than 10 years, while only 6% werc in their first year as Jewish educators when
they responded to the survey (table 3). Sixty-siw%ercent intend to continue teaching in their

110

same positions, and only 6% plan to seek positions outside Jewish education in the near future.

te: Ap motsce prech h ik s ) @ (o)

Yeadhng prsinne!
A How can a community design a comprehensive plan to improve its teache;séj’ J

A Plan for Action
In Communities:

1. Like Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee, a community can profile its teachers and education al.
directors to learn precisely where their strengths lie and which areas need improvement. The
CUE ducatoWodule will be available for this purpose d-l:l-H:L’ g 1995.
Shdy of vy bf_‘nccom ) AD
2. A community can then tailor a plan to meet the specific needs of its own educators. Such a
plan should take into account:

a. Content: The plan should address the content needs of individual teachers in
education, Jewish studies, and in the integration of the two.

b. Differentiation: The plan should address the distinct needs of novice anq
teachers; the different ages and affiliations of students; and the various settings in which
classroom education takes place--day schools, \Pre schoolg( i

Greluding those in JCCRY, and™
supplementary sehoals™ Supplemerhry schals, s0d @

¢. Systematic Training Opportunities: One-shot workshops do not change teachers or
teaching. Rather, seminars, courses, and retreats--linked to carefully articulated requirements,

5



goals, and standards--should be offered in the context of a long-term, systematic plan for
professional development.
M
d. Community Incentives: Any plan shoul ivate teachers to be involved in
substantive, ongoing in-service education. Comngunity-sponsored incentives for teachers'
professional development include stipends, release time, scholarships, and sabbaticals. Nerth Amercon
Ultimately, professional development must be linked to salary and benefits. (One@ty, for
example, bases its day school allocation on teacher certification and upgrading rdther than on the
number of students.)
@ Terche Empewermunk
. RefleetivePractice: The plan should allow opportunities for teachers to learn from
each other through mentoring. peer learning. and coachine. A-plan should also include carefull> @\@

@ f. Leadershi ™ :plan should recognize what we have learned from'educational @ @L)

research: The educa irector is indispensable in creating a successful environment for

teaching and learning. For teachers to implement change, they must be supported by leaders who
can foster vision. These leaders must also be committed, knowledgeable, skilled--and engaged in
their own professional development. In 1995, CIJE will release a policy brief on the background
and professional training of the educati }u\dlrectors totr-sasvey, in the emmunthes Joiveyed. @

LU

1 prytessisosl gevekpmint
h. Evaluation: The plan should make provision for monitoring ongoing 1mt1at1vei @

providing feedback to policy makers and participants, and evaluating outcomes.

@ i. Compensation: The plan should make it possible for qualified teachers who wish to
teach full-time to be able to do so and receive both salary and benefits commensurate with their
educational background, years of experience, and ongoing professional development. (Several ,Neth Amencon
communities have created the position of "community teacher," which enables a teacher to work
in more than one setting, holding the equivalent of a full-time position with the appropriate
salary and benefits.) A future ClJE policy brief will focus on issues of salary and benefits for

Jewish educators.
h‘ 7 y ‘,\ @

Most important, a well- de51gned lan for the 1ofessmnal development of Jewish educators in a

community is not only a redressi 49 of back 210 d.Itisalso a dynam-&e«(* meons (B
_>—progess of renewal and growth that is imperative for aII . Even those who are well ’W -
prepared for their positions must have opportunities to keep abreast of the field, to learn exciting Q Pet hve .
new ideas and techniques, and to be invigorated by contact wiﬂlw , "Tf M
'\ sn RS

6 ) Jheior aifriueJ L
@_‘ Aid 35 T Tk Impacrmen: The plyn ghd slaw e cUbrtanhsl cppartunihes @
i [4) upf'ar}unlhrj

fir Herhes - b "-”3?,‘{""1 1o e plonaiay process and decisten- mahn) shevt the navr

u well 5 Hhetr ccnfm*l'_’—}le;dmj then | relyis o Fheer feld exportnee nd cxpohee .’



At the Continental Level

}m’w Can @
As an ever-increasing mumber of communities are engaged in the creation andfimplementation of
their individual plans,{the major continental institutions and organizations car begin to address
professional development from their own vantage poiné%is effort should be spearheaded by
those seminaries, colleges, and universities that offer d8%ets in Jewish education; by the
denominational movements; and by those national organizations whose primary mission is
Jewish education.

In collaboration with communal efforts, such educational institutions and organizations should
design their own plans to conceptualize in-service training elements for the field. They could also
contribute to huilding the profession of Jewish education by: energetically recruiting candidates
for careers in Jewish education; developing new sources of personnel; expanding training
opportunities in North America and Israel; creating professional development opportunities for
educational leaders; advocating improved salaries and benefits; making possible career tracks in
Jewish education; and empowering educators to have an influence on the curriculum, teaching
methods, and educational philosophy of the institutions in which they work.

The Jewish people has survived and flourished because of 2 remarkable commitment to the
centrality of teaching and learning. The North American Jewish community has continued this
commitment, with the result that American Jews are among the most highly educated citizens in
this country. We need to bring the same expectatior~ *~ "™-*sh education as we do to g !
YL: Uacdeor | education, for the sake of the unique heritag € ¥IS1 our teache:

2 IU’"[’@ children.

{C) Copyright 1994, Council for Initiatives in Jewish Educstion (C1JE)

Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CTTE)
15 East 26th Street
New York, N.Y. 1001
Telephone: (212) 532-2360
Fax: (212) 532-2646
{Add logo]

Text for Box 1: [next to text]
Box 1. About the Jewisb educators of Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee.

Teachers in the Jewish schools of these communities are predominantly female (84%) and
American-bomn (86%). Only 7% were born in Israel, and less than 1% each are from Russia,
Germany, England, and Canada. The large majority, 80%, are married. The teachers identify
with a variety of Jewish religious denominations. Thirty-two percent are Orthodox, and 8% call

7
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themselves traditional. Twenty-five percent identify with the Conservative movement; 31% see

themselves gs Reform; and the remaining 4% list Reconstructionist and other preferences. —
Twenty-five percent work full-time in Jewish education (i.e., they reported teaching 30 hours per @
week or more), and about 20% work in more than one school.

Text for Box 2: [for appendix]
Box 2. Abont the study of educators.

NG

iHors w. luat
involv ¥NOTALL"? the formal
Jewish educators m the COMMU.a.; , v w wvsamsr s s1s wwpis s 1w /S With @ more limited

sample of educato ™" ey 1S ISEDZ
. - Ll .
> —SENTENCE]fron rve >wish educatuys, with mans A Eetiane adantad
# frou wie Los angeles Teacher Survey. L]Ck‘tfcprJ S /ﬁ?-;\]

vpp lpnebry @ C GAlL cnhhmi 3 3¢
The sur%Wing 1993 or fall 1994 toall . | .
Jewish day schools; ieral schools, and pre-school programs in the three communities.
General studies teachers in day schools were not mcluded. Non-Jewish pre-school teachers who
teach Judaica were included. Lead _go unity project directors in each community coordinated @
the survey administration. TeachefSeompleted 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 envelope, and returned their forms by mail.) Over 80% of the teachers in each

community filled out and returned the questionnaire, for a total of almost 1000 respondents. (A prolict survey

: 0 APAEE18™ DIFFERENT FORM™ CORRECT? was administered to*— o firm
educatio&%rectors; those data will be analyzed in a future report.) - ST

al?
The interview questions were designed by the MEF team. Interviews were conducted with 5D
teachers in pre-schools, supplementary schools, and day schools, as well as education directors
and educators at central agencies and institutions of Jewish higher learning. In total, 26— 5
educators were interviewed, generally for one to two hours. CIJE field researchers conducted and @
analyzed the interviews.

The questionnaire form and the interview protocols will be available for public distribution in

1995. Prefescar gf Jecralegy 2 Edve shenst Pe ey

Dfr— ‘f‘lh)‘dmlj Ul’"—'l'rol']t}f of hN(tﬂJ'in - H}Juor‘l; br

This policy brief was prepared by CIJE's MEF team:, Adam Gamor: llen Goldring,{Roberta P ¢
. . . . . Wi r . raressel ¢
Louis Goodman, Bill Robinson, and.Julie Tammivaara,\The ¢ grateful for suggestions 1, ,un>)
from CIJE staff, the MEF advisory bpard, andilead __go unity participants. They are especially  j¢,jeship

thankful to the Jewish educators whe participated ifi the study. g Mstaciole
Deon, feabe o‘y
Text for Box 3: [next toftext] CISE Field Rescorches, (uflege of Eduiovan,

Yonder bil- Unwesi iy

Box 3. According to "Highlights of the CJF 1990 National Jewish Population Survey," by Dr. nd

Dr. g



Barry Kosmin and colleagues, 22% of men and 38% of women who identify as Jews received no
Jewish education as children. In contrast, only 10% of the teachers in Atlanta, Baltimore, and
Milwaukee were not formally educated as Jews in childhood.

Text for Box 4: [for appendix]

Box 4. Technical notes.

In total, 983 teachers responded out of a total population of 1192 in the three communities. In
general, 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 according 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 is 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. iy @5 s
)

Missing responses were excludegl from calcujations of percentages. Generally, less than 5% of
responses were missing for any ¢ne item. exception was the question about certification in
Jewish education. In community, many teachers left this blank, apparently because
they were not sure what it meant. fon that teachers who_did not know.what the™
we-present the percentage-who said they—
orms=-not-out of the-total who responded
man—ﬁkaWATTERHOW—FFRY— CLARIFY THIS LATTER SENTE;\EE}f
FES BIFFICHET TOUNDERSTAND. DO WE RE(\LLY NEED TO INCF T T

£ty e saly, W pyetyed
based ¢n Ihe Btrt whe retrncd the durvey @

‘ﬁrms) iestern o the bbb whe fespengcd N -Check
e ?uuﬁm. A Pﬂifm’q)



FROM: INTERNET:GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu, INTERNET:GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu
TO: (unknown), 74043,423

Nessa Rapoport, 74671,3370
DATE: 10/25/94 11:43 AM

Re: data error

Sender: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu

Received: from robin.ssc.wisc.edu by dub-img-1.compuserve.com (8.6.4/5.940406sam)
id LAA16736; Tue, 25 Oct 1994 11:37:01 -0400

From: <GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu>

Received: from ssc.wisc.edu by ssc.wisc.edu (PMDF V4.3-7 #6454)

id <01HIOV705L460AMEQT@ssc.wisc.edu>; Tue, 25 Oct 1994 10:38:12 CST

Date: Tue, 25 Oct 1994 10:38:11 -0600 (CST)

Subject: data error

To: 74671.3370@compuserve.com

Cc: 74043.423@compuserve.com

Message-id: <01HIOV705URCOAMEQT@ssc.wisc.edu>

X-VMS-To: NESSA

X-VMS-Cc: ROBIN

MIME-version: 1.0

Content-type: TEXT/PLAIN; CHARSET=US-ASCII

Content-transfer-encoding: 7BIT

Nessa,

We have a minor error in our numbers and | need a chance to correct it.
Unfortunately it means we are re-doing figure 1, which Bill is sending
you {fax to arrive today, FedEx in color to arrive tomorrow). Please

call if this seems like a problem. My schedule for the near future;

Tues: Bam-noon -- home (608)233-3757
1pm-4pm -- teaching
4pm-5pm -- office hours {(608) 263-7829

Wed: oarn-noon -- home (608) 233-3757
afternoon -- either home or Ed Sci (608) 263-4253

Adam



FROM: barry holtz, 73321,1221
TO: Nessa, 74671,3370
DATE: 10/26/94 6:11 PM

Re: RE: policy brief

Subject: RE: policy brief
Date: 25-Oct-94 at 21:57
From: Gail Dorph, 73321,1217

To: barry holiz,73321,1221

------- Forwarded Message -------

Subject: +Postage Due+RE: policy brief
Date: 25-Oct-94 at 18:10
From: INTERNET:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu, INTERNET:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu

To: Gail Dorph,73321,1217

Sender: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu
Received: from eunice.ssc.wisc.edu by arl-img-2.compuserve.com (8.6.4/5.940406sam)
id SAA09736; Tue, 25 Oct 1994 18:06:02 -0400
From: <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu>
Received: from GAMO.DECnet MAIL11D_V3 by eunice.ssc.wisc.edu;
id AA19895; 5.65/42; Tue, 25 Oct 1994 17:03:36 -0500
Date: Tue, 25 Oct 1994 17:03:36 -0500
Message-ld: <9410252203.AA19895@eunice.ssc.wisc.edu>
To: "73321.1217@compuserve.com"@ssc.wisc.edu
Subject: RE: policy brief
(Barry, | don't have Nessa's compu-serve number so please forward this to her. |
don't actually know if she needs it or not).
I'm sorry, | don't know what the issue is. In my second message, it
appeared that there wasn't a contradiction so no note was required.
The numbers were 60% and 60% both ways. (Because of an error that has
now been xxxx is about to be corrected, it's actually 54% and 54%, but
there's still no contradiction.)



FROM: INTERNET:GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu, INTERNET.GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu
TO: (unknown}, 73321,1217

(unknown}, 73443,3150

(unknown), 73443,3152

{unknown), 74104,3335

Nessa Rapoport, 74671,3370
DATE: 10/26/94 1:48 PM

Re: 25 vs 30 hours

Sender: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu
Received: from robin.ssc.wisc.edu by arl-img-2.compuserve.com (8.6.4/5.940406sam)
id NAADBS37; Wed, 26 Oct 1994 13:45:06 -0400

From: <GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu>

Received: from ssc.wisc.edu by ssc.wisc.edu (PMDF V4. 3-7 #6454)

id <01HIQDO31Z8C9AMEUE@ssc.wisc.edu>; Wed, 26 Oct 1994 12:45:59 CST

Date: Wed, 26 Oct 1994 12:45:59 -0600 (CST)

Subject: 25 vs 30 hours

To: 73321.1217@compuserve.com

Cc: GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu, 74671.3370@compuserve.com,
73443.3152@compuserve.com, 73443.3150@compuserve.com,
74104.3335@compuserve.com

Message-id: <01HIQDO328VISAMEUE@ssc.wisc.edu>

X-VMS-To: GAIL

X-VMS-Cc: GAMORAN, ELLEN, NESSA, JULIE, ROBERTA, BILL

MIME-version: 1.0

Content-type: TEXT/PLAIN; CHARSET=US-ASCII

Content-transfer-encoding: 7BIT

We now have the data to make a change, if we want to, in our definition

of part-time vs. full-time work. In the current research brief this is

a minor issue: it only affects the figure on "career perceptions"”, where

we show that 72% of full-time and 54% of part-time teachers think Jewish

ed is their career. If we change the definition to 25 hours or more

(instead of 30 hours or more), these numbers would be 69% and 54%. Note
that the proportion of part-time teachers who think Jewish ed is their

career is the same either way. This means that of teachers who teach
between 25 and 30 hours per week, the proportion must be 54%. When that
group is included with the full-timers, it pulls down their figure a bit.

For a brief on careers, salaries, and benefits, | think we should move
away from the part-time/full-time distinction, and refer to perceptions
and earnings of those who teach different numbers of hours, such as
1-3 hours, 4-12 hours, 13-24 hours, 25 or more, something like that.

| recognize that the distinction between those who teach 1-3 hours and
other part-timers is a really important one.

For the current document, | favor leaving it as is. It is a minor issue,

it is (more or less) consistent with what we've been reporting so far, and
those who teach 25-30 hours are more like those who teach fewer than 25
hours than they are like those who teach more than 30 hours in their
perceptions of Jewish education as a career.



Comments?






FROM: INTERNET:GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu, INTERNET:GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu
TO: Nessa Rapoport, 74671,3370
DATE: 10/28/94 8:10 PM

Re: a minor error

Sender: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu

Received: from robin.ssc.wisc.edu by dub-img-1.compuserve.com {8.6.4/5.940406sam)
id VAA20568; Fri, 28 Oct 1994 21:03:44 -0400

From: <GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu>

Received: from ssc.wisc.edu by ssc.wisc.edu (PMDF V4.3-7 #6454)

id <01HITLTUOAPKSAMEYL@ssc.wisc.edu>; Fri, 28 Oct 1984 20:04:50 CST

Date: Fri, 28 Oct 1994 20:04:50 -0600 (CST)

Subject: a minor error

To: 74671.3370@compuserve.com

Message-id: <01HITLTUOKDG9AMEYL@ssc.wisc.edu>

X-VMS-To: NESSA

MIME-version: 1.0

Content-type: TEXT/PLAIN; CHARSET=US-ASCII

Content-fransfer-encoding: 7BIT

in the technical notes, we say the survey was administered in the spring
of 1993 or fall of 1994. That's obviously wrong since we are still in
the fall of 1894! It should be the spring of 1993 or the fali of 1983.
We can correct this at the proofs stage if it's already in production.

(Julie caught this mistake.)



Oct. 31, 1994

Policy Brief:

Tues.: XCfx clean oopies of prhey bnef.
NR: Get copy from Liz after 10. Fax to Adam and Ellen. Ellen: 617-495-5900. Adam: ? I will
read for sign-off. Adam and Ellen to sign-off. Adam to answer my query about "in-service."

Alan: Decide about staff, Mort's nam vho else needs to see? Ginny has
asked. Seymour has asked us to fax it wu uuun winusiow we wdashington to show to Mike Smith:
Do you have his fax #? Mort? Chuck? Steve? Tell Steve C., Adam, Ellen that Yudelson may call.
(I told Ellen.) Give comp to Alan for sign-off.

Press:

NR: Await wora Irom LaITy Yudeison apout plans.
Alan/NR:
If yes:

--Letter, mentioning GA, JTA, photo?, etc. Press release. suan w siga v vn vut. ALaugs
to fax Alan in Boston. Photo of Mort, per Yudelson?

--Policy brief xerox.

--Calls to key papers. How to handle the three cities specifically? (They'll get calls.) Write to
NYT? Peter Applebome; David Gonzalez. Ed papers?
If no:

--Decide how to proceed. Call Marc?

Other:
Alan/NR:
--(Liz to?) Prepare sheet/sticker/what? for first page of kits; find out room from Liz Hollander
(Marly Kraar's office) through Robin (Ginny says (o wait until last possible minute); arrange
with the printer

(——Aﬂ 1" M - T.4.71. T4l Fl _-‘\

Alan
-=Vei
--Go:
=20
--Pre







COUNCIL FOR INITIATIVES
IN
JEWISH EDUCATION

FAX COVER SHEET

Date sent: 11/1/94 Time sent: 3:15 pm No. of Pages (incl. covery 12
To: Ellen Goldring From: Nessa Rapoport

Organization: CLJE - Harvard Principals' Center Seminar

Phone Number: Phong Nnmber: 212-532-2360
Fax Number: 617-495-5900 Fax Number: 212-532-2646
COMMENTS:

FOR IMMEDIATE DELIVERY TO ELLEN GOLDRING AT THE CIJE - HARVARD
PRINCIPALS' CENTER SEMINAR.

PLEASE CALL UPON RECEIPT OF THIS FAX.

THANK YOU



COUNCIL FOR INITIATIVES
IN
JEWISH EDUCATION

FAX COVER SHEET

Date sent: 11/1/94 Time sent: 3:15 pm No. of Pages (incl covery 12
To: Adam Gamoran From: Nessa Rapoport
Organization:

Phone Namber: Phone Namber: 212-532-2360
Fax Number: 608-265-56389 Fax Number: 212-532-2646
COMMENTS:

FOR IMMEDIATE DELIVERY TO ADAM GAMORAN.
PLEASE CALL UPON RECEIPT OF THIS FAX.

THANK YOU



Just as it is a man's duty to teach his child, so it is his duty to teach his grandson, as it is said:
oo ‘ T . Tttt 77t Y (Deut. 4:9). This obligation
13 W LT 1ULLLICU BUL VILY WWalus a >0l alu Bialudvil M uury 1eaw il EVETY scholar in Israel to
teach all disciples (who seek instruction from him), even if they are not his chidlren.. As it is
said: "And you shall teach them diligently unto your children" (Deut. 6:7). On traditional
authority, the term "your children” includes disciples, for disciples, too, are called children, as it
is said: "And the sons of the prophets came forth."

--Hilchot Talmud Torah, Rambam, Ch. 1, Halakhah 2






Nov. 1, 1994
Dear Adam and Ellen:

Here is the policy brief, designed. To get a real sense of the layout, you might want to look at the
pages as double-spreads, beginning with the overview on the left, which faces page 1 on the
right. I have not yet proofread the text, but have already marked up the missing box and figure
citations, as you'll see.

P. 3: The figure currently called "In-service Workshops Attended.” That is the term we use in the
overview, and I'm happy to leave it as is, particularly given the time constraints. But, as [ noted
to Adam on e-mail, at one point I seem to have deleted the term "In-service" from the title of that
figure, based on what was then the final version, around the time of the board meeting. Let me
know the verdict on this one.

In addition: "A Plan for Action" is being laid out differently, so that "In Communities" is on p. 5
and "At the Continental Level" begins at the top of p. 6. There will still be a lot of white space on
p. 6, but it is the end of the document. P. 7, "About the CIJE Study..." and the technical notes are
a fold-out from p. 6; that's how we got around the space problem.

On p. 7, Alan raises the point that the sentence "They are grateful for suggestions from the MEF
Academic Advisory Committee” makes it sound as if the committee's sole input was
"suggestions" for this one brief. He feels that the term "suggestions” sounds like a slight. (I, too,
think it sounds very minor.) Since the committee was advising on the entire study, it seems more
appropriate to say something like "They are grateful for the guidance of the MEF Academic
Advisory Committee." Please give me your thoughts on this point.

Last: On the back, in addition to the CIJE address that you see, we will list the current board,
staff and consultants.

Notwithstanding the pressures of the day, all of us should read this with as much care as we can
muster, as tomorrow it will be delivered to the printer.

I expect to talk to Adam either tonight at home (212-873-8385, or Tobi will tell you where I am)
or early tomorrow morning. Ellen, whenever you can reach me: I'll be at work today until at least
6, and am happy to stay past then if that's a good time for you. Otherwise, try me at home.

As always, many, many thanks.

Nessa
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Organization: J TS
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COUNCIL FOR INITIATIVES IN JEWISH EDUCATION
MEMORANDUM
To: Morton L. Mandel
From: Alan D. Hoffmann
Date: November 2, 1994

Re: ClJE Policy Brief

Nessa, Adam, and Ellen have been working around the clock, together with the graphic designer,
to get this policy brief ready and printed in time for the GA -- and then sent in final language to
the Jewish press this week so that editors are prepared a week before the GA.

I am absolutely delighted by the enclosed copy of the brief, its language, format, and aesthetics.
Nessa has also had to manage getting sign-off from Seymour and Annette, while coaxing Adam
and Ellen through many drafts. She has done a magnificent job: The language is now much
more policy-oriented than the original.

We now have 20+ copies in New York, ready to be sent to editors of the major Jewish papers by
FedEx tomorrow. We have also been interviewed by the Jewish Telegraphic Agency (JTA), and
their reporter may be developing a story for the wire.

Although we are on a terribly short deadline, I wanted to speak to you tomorrow moming before
sending these off. I'm at the Harvard seminar and will try to arrange a call with Stella for the

morning.
Our Friday call will proceed as planned. I look forward to speaking with you.

Alan



Date sent: 11/2/94

To: Morton L. Mandel
Organization:

Phone Number:

Fax Number: 407-844-2147

COUNCIL FOR INITIATIVES
IN
JEWISH EDUCATION

FAX COVER SHEET

Time sent: No. of Pages (incL cover) 12

From: Alan D. Hoffmann

Phone Number: 212-532-2360

Fax Number: 212-532-2646

COMMENTS:



COUNCIL FOR INITIATIVES
IN
JEWISH EDUCATION

FAX COVER SHEET

Data sent: 11/2/94 Time sent: No. of Pages {lncl cover): 11
To: Dr. Seymour Fox From: Nessa Rapoport
Organization:

Phone Number: 202-628-9100 Phone Number: 212-532-2360
Fax Number: 202-637-7326 Fax Number: 212-532-2646
COMMENTS:

FOR IMMEDIATE DELIVERY TO

DR. SEYMOUR FOX
GUEST

Here, as you requested, are the proofs of the Policy Brief. | expect to go to press
tomorrow.



Alan: It's 4 PM, and here's where I'm at. Within 1/2 hour 1 will go to Liz's studio for the rest of
the afternoon. From there, providing all goes according to plan, I will:

Proof the b&w and sign off.

Fax it to MLLM with your cover note.

Fax it to Seymour.

Fax it to you with this note, your MLM cover note, and a draft of the press release. I have NOT
been able to draft the letter for the editors, so please call my office at 11:15 PM and give me your
fax schedule tomorrow, as accurately as you can. I'll draft the letter from home tonight and fax it
to you as early as I can; just tell me where you are faxable tomorrow during the day.

You are on to call MLLM tomeorrow at 10:30.

Tomorrow morming:

I'll have the b&w copied downstairs in 50+ clean copies.

You'll get back to me the revised press release. (See my note on the press release, below.) NOTE:
Whatever changes you send me, print very legibly, as the fax makes it hard to read.

I'll fax you a draft of the cover letter to editors and hear back from you when you can.

You also need to send me language for a cover note from you to accompany the group fax to:
Chaim, Ruth, Steve Chervin, Roberta, Bill, and Julie; as well as Adam, Ellen, Ginny, and Danny
(I can fax under my own name to the latter, if you prefer).

When ] get word from you about your call with Mort, I'll call Mark Joffe to let him know what's
going on--and find out from him what JTA's plans are.

NOTE on the press release: It's now just over 2 pages. I tried to keep it short and oniginally
thought we should not go over 3 pages. On the other hand, the Seminary model from which I
worked was 5 pages long--and it was picked up as an article, almost to the word. So, at this
minute's thought: Maybe we should flesh it out. Let me know what you think the missing pieces
are, in that case. ] made many judgment calls, which you can feel free to overrule. What you
need to think about is: If a paper printed only this press release as an article, would it do justice
to the brief? To CIJE? To Mort? To Adam and Ellen? Specifically, could the lead communities
live with it, if it were replicated as is in their papers? (It probably wouldn't be, but just in case....
And it certainly could be read to people in those cities or faxed to them, so we need to take that
into account.)

Further notes; The researchers are not named or mentioned; it's just too much, but Ad/El would
not be happy. Will that be in an issue in the three communities? (I doubt it will matter anywhere
else.) There's no mention of Rubinstein, because that's not the main news, and I intend to put it in
my cover letter. I didn't write "The GA of the CJF" (spelled out) when I referred to the GA,
because it was too cumbersome. But all of this is up for grabs. If there is anything extraneous 1
could put in the letter instead of the press release, I'll be glad to do that. Mostly, the press release
must be provocative, simple to understand, and as much a news story as possible.

I'll work with Robin tomorrow to get these overnight for Friday delivery to approx. 31 papers,
with a press release, cover letter, and CIJE brochure. I'll customize the letter for the three
communities. I'll call as many editors as I can to let them know it's coming. And Robin and I will



fax it to the agreed-upon people with your cover note; they will then have it tomorrow.

Note: I called Frank Strauss again today. Had to leave a message; still no word! Think through
what to do about that. I now must know if I can extend the deadline past Nov. 9, as it won't go
out to the printer until tomorrow. By the way, turn through the pages one more time to be sure
there's no catastrophe I missed.

If you need me after tomorrow, you can find me at the newly established Jewish Professionals'
Mental Health Rehabilitation Center.

Nessa



For Immediate Release Contact: Nessa Rapoport
Telephone: (212) 532-2360, ext. 408
Fax: (212) 532-2646

Major new study of Jewish educators
Finds serious lack of training alongside
Surprising commitment

NEW YORK -- A new in-depth study of all the Jewish educators in
Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee reveals that teachers have far less
professional background and in-service training than is commonly expected of
teachers in general education. In an unexpected finding, the majority of teachers
in day schools, supplementary schools, and pre-schools are strongly committed
to Jewish education as a career.

According to the policy brief on the "Background and Professional
Training of Teachers in Jewish Schools," to be released formally by the Council
for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CIJE) on November 17 at the General
Assembly in Denver, the findings offer an obvious first step in the Jewish
community's continuity crisis: investment in comprehensive in-service training
for current Jewish educators.

" At the intersection of teachers' lack of training and their devotion to
teaching is a major opportunity for North American Jewry," said Alan

Hoffmann, executive director of CIJE. "There are solutions in Jewish

education." [Catchy quote from you, Alan, like your Times quote.]



Among the findings:

* Over 80% of the teachers surveyed lacked professional training
eitber in education or in Judaica—or in botb.

* Almost 30% of teachers in supplementary schools had no Jewish
schooling after the age of 13.

* Ten percent of the teachers in Jewish pre-schools are not Jewish;
in one community, the figure is as high as 21%.

* Forty percent of Judaica teachers in day schools have neither a
degree in Jewish studies nor certification as Jewish educators, and yet they
attend fewer than 2 in-service workshops a year on average. (This is one-
sixth the requirement for state-licensed teachers in the state of Wisconsin,
for example.)

* And yet, fifty-nine percent of the teachers view Jewish education as
their career. Only 6% plan to seek positions outside Jewish education in the
near future.

The policy brief, the first of a series based on the CIJE Study of
Educators, delineates a plan for action that every North American Jewish
community can undertake to improve its teaching personnel.

The complete study, conducted by Dr. Adam Gamoran, Professor of
Sociology and Educational Policy Studies at the University of Wisconsin, and
Dr. Ellen Goldring, Professor of Educational Leadership and Associate Dean of
Peabody College of Education at Vanderbilt University, will be available in
1995.

CIJE was established to implement the conclusions of the Commission

on Jewish Education in North America (1988-90). CIJE's chair, Morton L.



Mandel, of Cleveland, Ohio, is a former president of the Council of Jewish
Federations (CJF) and a leading philanthropist in the field of Jewish education.

###
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Nov. 2, 1994

Here's a draft of the letter for your changes.

Alan: NEED FAX #

Dear Mort:

Nessa, Adam, and Ellen have been working around the clock, together with the graphic designer,
to get this policy brief ready to be printed in time for the GA -- and sent in final language to the
Jewish press this week so that the editors are prepared the week before the GA.

1 am absolutely delighted by the brief, its language, format, and aesthetics. Nessa has also had to
manage getting sign-off from Seymour and Annette, while coaxing Adam and Ellen through
many drafts. She has done a magnificent job: The language is now much more policy-oriented

than the original. [Alan: Isn't this a bit hyperbolic for his style?!]

We have 20+ copies in New York, ready to be sent to the editors of the major Jewish papers by
Fedex tomorrow morning. We have also had an interview with Jewish Telegraphic Agency
(JTA).

Although we are on a terribly short deadline, I wanted to speak to you tonight before sending
these off tomorrow. I'm at the Harvard seminar and will arrange a call some time this evening.

Our Friday call will proceed as planned. Looking forward to speaking with you.

Alan: How to sign?

Alan: The above is a letter for faxing tonight. It is now after 12:45 pm; Liz has only now returned
from the doctor. If she succeeds in pulling out a clean b&w copy that I have proofed and in my
hands in the office by 5, we can send this letter and the document to Mort. I am still shooting for
that.

If I do not have it by 5, this letter's language would still work for Thursday, I believe. That would
also mean delaying the papers' receipt of the material till Monday: En mah la'asot.

I have faxed Carl re the brief and have a call in to Frank re the real deadline and the actual count.
[ am holding off calling Mark Joffe (JTA) until the aftemoon, when [ have a clearer sense of our
schedule. I may not call him until tomorrow.

When I have the final b&w, here are the people 1 am meant to send it to, so far. Please add or
comment:

Seymour, if | have it today. (Alan: By tomorrow, will it be too late for him to use it or should I
still send it to the Willard Hotel?) Adam feels strongly that Chaim, Ruth, and Steve Chervin must



receive it no later than the papers get it, and certainly before the GA. Adam and Ellen will get a
clean copy as well. And I'll send it to Ginny. Anyone else (besides Mort)? Shouldn't our three
researchers get it now? Or should we wait until we send the letter to the board next week? What
about Annette--can she get the b&w when she comes to us next week? And how about Danny P.?
Steve Hoffman's on our staff: Does he need to see a b&w ahead of the GA? And if yes, then what
about Chuck? Think this through with me.

In any case, please change and sign-off on this letter, so that if we can go ahead, I'm prepared.

As for the quote, the line you gave me is in fact the close of the quote my father-in-law gave me
yesterday. Even without the problem of the Hebrew type, I cannot find a way to make it
comprehensible in English. For example:

" And you shall teach them diligently to your children.” The sages teach us that "your children”
includes your students.

Pretty flat, no? Or, if you lengthen the quote to include the whole:

"Just as it is a man's duty to teach his child, so it is his duty to teach his grandson, as it is written:
"Make them known to your children and your children's children." This obligation is to be
fulfilled not only toward a son and grandson. Every scholar is obligated to teach all his students,
even if they are not his children. As it is written: "And you shall teach..." Etc., as above.

And this is quite apart from the old his/her dilemma. My conclusion is that it's a wonderful text
to teach, but when I picture it on the back, for 4,000 lay people, the English seems condensed and
hard to decode.

I'm now going to take a crack at a press release and cover letter. At some point fairly soon, I'll
have to go to Liz's studio to review the changes and input any new ones. I may not complete
drafts of the press release and letter until tomorrow. And I don't feel comfortable making calls to
the editors until I know where we are. I'll update you this aft., but let's be sure to know where we
stand by 5 today. Can you call in around then? Or let me know where to find you.



Table 1. Teachers’ Experience in Jewish Educaticn

YEARS OF EXPERIENCE
One year or less

Twe toe five years

Six to ten years
Eleven to twenty Years

More than twenty years

Percentage of Teachers

6%
27%
29%
24%

14%






Table 3. Teachers’

SETTING
Day School
Supplementary

Pre-5School

ALL SCHOOLS

Backgrounds in Jewish Studies

Certified in

Jewish Education

40%
18%

10%

22%

Major in

Jewish Studies

37%
12%

4%

17%












The policy brief highlights a central problem in North American Jewish
education--the insufficient preparation of teachers in Jewish schools--and presents
a concrete plan for action, a clear first step in addressing the continuity crisis by
creating comprehensive professional development for teachers. The brief also
offers several surprises that question widely-held assumptions on which past
policy has been based.

Many Jewish communities have set up local continuity commissions, which are
engaged in an effort to address issues of Jewish identity and continuity at a local
level. This policy brief has direct implications for the priorities and allocations
within individual Jewish communities.

The GA forum promises to be both lively and provocative. If you plan to attend,
we can arrange some private time before the forum with the Hon. Amnon
Rubinstein, Morton Mandel, Drs. Gamoran and Goldring, and Alan Hoffmann for
questions about the study and its implications for your community.

This policy brief has not yet been publicly distributed. We are sending you this
material in advance of the GA because we believe that these findings will be very
influential--community by community--in building the profession of Jewish
educators in a meaningful way.

Please let me know if you need more information.

Best,

Nessa Rapoport









CLJE was established to implement tiwe
recommendations of the Mandel Commis-
sion on Jewish Education in North America,
a distinguished coalition of community

and foundation leaders, scholars, educators,
and rabbis from all denominations. After
deliberating tor eighteen months about how
to "enlarge the scope, raise the standards,
and improve the quality of Jewish education,”
the Commission concluded in June 1990 that
cducational reform depends foremost on

the achievement of two vital tasks: building
the profession of Jewish education and
muobilizing community support lor Jewish
education and continuity. These are the
luilding blocks of the CIJE agenda.

Juilding the Profession

Although there are many alented educators
involved in Jewish education, the system
suffers from a shorrage of quality teachers,
principals, educational directors, camp
directors, and other professionals committed
1 the tield, in both formal and informal
settings. CIJE's cfforts to enhance the Jewish
educational profession are multi-pronged.
On the local level, CHE strategizes with
communities to develop plans and initiate
action to recruit new educators and to offer
better salaries and benefits, ongoing profes-
sional development programs, and career






CLJE sves itself as an architect for reform—
planning an innovative strategic design for
Jewish educartion and working with others
to implement it, If building the profession
and mobilizing cormmunity support are the
foundations of CLIE's plan, its support

projects are 1he pillars:

Throughout North America there are exam-
ples of successful Jewish education—outstand-
ing early childhood programs. supplementary
schools, day schools, summer camps, adult
education, and other venues of Jewish
education that #o work. CLJE reszarchers are
Idemifying and documenting successful
medels; published guides based on their work
analyze and explore how such models can

be translated 1o other educational settings.
Through the Best Practices Project, CLJE is
furthering the undersianding of the compo-

nents of excellence.

The Goals Project is a CIJE initiative toward
the developinent and actualization of visions
and goals for Jewish educational institutions.



Some educational institutions have underly-
ing, but often unspoken, visions of what
they seek 1o accomplish; many cthers need
to generate a comprehensive vision of their
mission. When visions and goals are clarified,
communicated, and put inte action, they can
play a significant role in shaping the educa-
tional experience. Through the Goals Project,
CIJE engages educational institutions and
the local community in a process of learning,
reflection, and analysis to define their institu-
tional vision, understand its educational
implications, and use that knowledge in set-
ting priorities and planning. An important
aim of the Project is to create a climate in
communifies that encourages and supporis
sericus attention 1o this process.

Ongoing analysis and research informs

and supports all of CIJE’s efforts. A leader in
bringing professional tools of monitoring
and evaluation to Jewish education, CIJE

is involved with research on two levels:
building a comprehensive research agenda
for Jewish education and using cutting-edge
techniques to evaluate its ongoing projects
in the field. In its work with the lead
communities, CLIE moves responsively
from research to analysis to action.



CHE’s siaff includes experienced educators,
consultants, and internationally-renowned
experts in the areas of Jewish and general
education, community planning, Judaic
Studies, educational philosophy, research,
leadership, and organizational change. They
bring the latest thinking in their fields to
the endeavor of Jewish education.

Engaged in efforts with cornmunities across
North America and with a wide range of
communal crganizations, foundations,
universities, and dencminational movements,
CLIE is bringing together a new alliance of
talented people conunitted to its agenda of
Jewish educational reform. CLIE is forging
new connections, developing efiective means
to join forces toward a comimon goal.
Through its innovative approach and strategic
partnerships, CLJE seeks to demonstrate the
significant breakthroughs that are possible
when funding, planning, and leadership
coalesce on behalf of Jewish education.















Fig. 2

Supplementary School

One Day
25% —

Tweo Day 40%

_enerai]y. VES.
Training in education: Over 40% of teachers in
cach setting {pre—school, day school, and supple-
mentary schooly reported university degrees in
education (Table 1}, An addiional 13% 1o [7%
of pre=sciiol and day school teachers have educa-
tion degrees from teacher’s institutes, as do 5%
of supplementary school wachers. (These tnstitures
are usually one- or two-year programs in licu of
university study.)

TEACHERS" BACKGROUNDS I

GENMERAL EDUCATION
Deqgree in Educat on

Setting From Univirsit Front Teachers st tuns
Day School 43% 17 %
Supplementzry 41% 5%,
Pre-schoal 45% 15%

All 5chools 43% 11 %

Table 1

A\n]o.~.1 all the 1eachers received some Tewish

education as children, Lut for niany the edication
was minimal. Belore age 13, 23% of supplementary
school teachers and 40% o pre—schoal teachers
attended religious school only once a week: 1%

TEACHERS' JEWISH EDUCATION BEFORE 13

Day School

Twa Day 21% ne Day 1%

None 6%
Day School 62%

Pre-school

Cne Day 40%
Mone 11%

Day School 24% Twa Day 23%

Day School

TEACHERS' BACKGROUNDS IN
JEWISH STUDIES

Certified m ajor in
Setting tewish Eaucation fewish Studies
Day schaol 40% 37 %
Supplementary 18% 12%
Fre-schaol 10% 4%
Aff Schools 220 17%

Table 2

Training in Jewish studies: Day school weachers
of Judaica are more likely than wachers in other
seltings to have post—sccondary training in fewish
studies. SUlL only 40% el day school Judaica
weachers are certified as Jewish cducators; 37%
Base o degree in Jewish studies trom a colivge,
graduate school, or rabbinic seminary {Tabte 2.
In suppleinemiary and pre-schools, the proportions
are mach smaller. Overall, only 31% of the
teachiers have a degree in Jewish siudies or ceriili-
cation in Jewish education. and cven in day

schouls enly 60% have such training,

ol supplementary school teachers and 22% ol
pre=schoal wachers did nor attend at all. Alier age
13, even greater proportions received minimal or

na Jewish cducation {Figs. 2, 3; Box 2).

According to “Highlights of the CJF 1860
National Jéwi'siopqiation Survey,” by Dr.
Barry Kosmin colleagues, 22% of men

and 38% of women who identify as Jews

recéived no Jewish aducation as children. in
contrast, only 10% of the teachers in
‘Atianta, Baltimore, and: Milwacukes were
not formally educated as Jews in childhood,

Box 2

MNone 22% LEGEND

71 wone-a Jewish Education
Ine Day-1 Day Per \Week
supplementary School

B Two Day-2 or More Day
Supplementary School

B Day school-Day Schook, Schoo

15% 10 fsrael, or Cheder






How does this compare e standards in public
education? In Wisconsin, lor example. eachers are
required to attend 180 hours of workshops over a
live—year period 10 maintatn their reaching license.
Day school teachers in our stidy engaged in abhout
29 hours of workshops over a Bve—year petiod
tassuming a rypical workshop lasts 3 hours). This
is less than ene—sixth of the requiremeint for
state-licensed teachers in Wisconsin, (Despite varia-
tions among states in our siudy, we Jound little
difference across communities in the extent ol pro-

lessional development ameong day school teachers.

Supplementary school teachers: These teachers
reported an average of 4.4 workshops in a tivo—year
period. (There was some varaton across conimuni-
ties in this finding.) But since most supplementary
school 1eachers had linle or no tormal Jewish
trainiiyg alwer barfbal mitrvah, and only about 50%
were rained as educators, the currennt stans ot

professional development for these teachers is ol

es, Sixty=nine percent of full-time wachers
view Jewish education as their carcer (Fig. 51, Fven
among pari=time ieachers (those working fewer
than 25 hours a weeks, over halb deseribed Jewish
education as thelr career. In supplemuentary schools,
where almost no teachers ave {ull-time educators,
44%, consider Jewish education their career. In
total, 99% of the teachers view Jewish education
as their career,

JEWISH EDUCATION AS A CAREER?

——
T LEGEND

. fes, a career

[ No. not acareer

70% [
a0% [ S —]

40% |
0%

50% f _—
20% |
10%

0% | —LI

Fig. 5 Full-time Teachers

1

Part-time Taachers

pressing concern. Even those who teach only a few
hours each week can be nurtured o develop as
educators through a sustained, sequential program
ol learning.

Sesmiary: Atlanta, Baltimore, and Mibwaukece

alfer a number of valuable in—setvice opportunities
for their teachers. All three communities have
city—wide, one-day teacher conferences, and all three
have some [orm of incentive for professional develop-
ment, Still, in—service training tends o be intreguent
and sporadic, particularly for day and supplementary
school teachers, Event workshops that teachers find
helpiul ave isolated everus, lacking the continuity

ol an overall system and plan for professional
development. Experienced wachers may be offered
the same workshops as novice teaclhiers; weachers
with strong backgrounds in Judaica but little

training in education are sametimes offered the

saime opportunities as teachers with sirong back-
prounds in education but little Judaica training.

TEACHERS" EXPERIENCE IN
JEWISH EDUCATION

Years nt Mxperence Percentage of Teachers

One year of less 6%
Two 1o five yoars 27%
Six to ten years 29%
Eleven to twenty years 24%
Mare than twenty years 14%
Table 3

There is also considerable stability in the teaching
force. Thirty—eight percent of the teachers have
taught for more than 10 years, while only 6% were
in their lirst year as Jewish educators when they
responded to the survey (Table 3). Sixty—tour
percent intend 1o continue teaching in the same
positions, and only 6% plan to seck positions
outside Jewish cducation in the near future,

Givert the comutitment of the teaching force inn Jewish
schaols, investment in well~designed professional
development for teachers can yield vich results.



In Communities

How can a community design a comprehensive plan
to improve its teaching personnel?

Like Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukce, a comimu-
ity can profile its teachers and educational
directors 1o learn precisely where their strengtlis lic
and which areas need improvement. The CL/E Suidy
of Edrecators module will hecoime available for this
purposce in 1995,

A community can then tailor a plan to meet the
specific needs of its own educators. Such a plan
should take inro account:

a. Content: The plan should address the content
needs of individual wwachers in cducation, Jewish
studies, and in the inwegration ol the 1wa,

b. Differentiation: The plan should address the
distinct needs of novice and experienced teachers;
the different ages and affiliations of students; and
the various sellings in which classroom education
takes place—day schools, supplementary schools,
and pre-schouols.

c. Systematic Training Opporfunities: One—shat
workshops do ot change teachers or teaching.
Rather, seminars, courses, and retreats—Ilinked 10
carefully articulated requirements, goals, and
standards—should be oflered by the context ol a
long-term, systemaiic plan for professional

development.

d. Conmmuinity Incentives: Any plan should
maotivate teachers to be involved in substantive,
ongeing in—service education. Cornmunity-spon-
sored incentives {or teachers” professional develop-
ment include stipends, release time, scholarships,
and sabbaticals. Ultimately, professional develop-
ment must be linked to salary and benefits. {One
North American comrmunity. for example, bases its
day school allocation on teacher certilication and
upgrading rather than on the number of students.)

e. Teacher Empowerment: The plan should zllow
opporiunities lor teachers to learn lrom each other
through mentoring, peer learning, and coaching,
Teachers should be encouraged to participate in the
design of these training opportunities.

It addition teo these comporients drawn from the study.

a compreltensive communal plan siould include the

followirg elemerns:

f. Leadership: The plan should recognize
what has been learned from educational research:
The educational director is indispensable in creating
a successful environmeni for teaching and learning.
For teachers to implentent change, they must be
supported by lcaders who can foster vision. These
leaders must also be committed, knowledgeable,
skilled—and enpaged in their own professional
development. In 1995, CIJE will release a policy
briet on the background and professional raining
ol the educational directors in the communities
surveyed.

o. Evgluation: The plan should include the
maonitering ol ongoing initiatives in prolessional
development 1o provide feedback ro policy makers

and participands, and the evaluation of outcomes.

k. Compensation: The plan should make it
possible for qualified teachers who wish to teach
full-time to be able 1o do so and receive both
salary and benefits commensurate with their edu-
cational background, years of experience, and
onguing prolessional development. {Several North
American communitics have created Lthe position
ol “community teacher,” which cnables a teacher
to work in more than one seriing, holding the
equivalent of a lull-time position with the
appropriate salary and benefits.) A future CUE
policy briel will focus on issues of salary and

benefits for Jewish educators.

Most important, a well-designed plan for the
professional development of Jewish educators in
a community is nat only a way to redress teachers’
lack of background. Tt is also a means of renewal
and growth that is imperative for all educators.
Even those who are well prepared for their
positions mmust have opportunitics 1o keep abreast
of the field, to learn exciting new ideas and
techniques, and to he invigorated by contact

with their colleagues.



At the Continental Level

As an ever—increasing number of communities are
engaged in the creation and implementation of
their individual plans, how can the major continen-
tal institutions and organizations address profes-
sional development from their own vaniage points?

This effort should be spearheaded by those semi-
naries, colleges, and universities that offer degrees
in Jewish educarion; by the dennminational move-
ments; and by those continental organizations
whose primary mission is Jewish education. In
collaboration with communal efforts, such educa-
tional institutions and organizations shoold design
their own plans 1o conceprualize both in-service
and pre-service training elements for the field.

They should also create professional development
opportunities for educational leaders; expand train-
ing opporiunitics for educators in North America
and Israel; and empower educarors to have an
influence on the curriculum, teaching methods,
and educational philosophy of the institutions in
which they work.

Continental institutions also contribute to
building the profession of Jewish education by:
energetically recruiting candidates for careers in
Jewish education; developing new sources of
personnel; advocating improved salaries and
benefits for Jewish educators; and constructing
career tracks in Jewish education.

The Jewish people has survived and flourished
because of a remarkable comntirment fo the central-
ity of teaching and learning. The North American
Jewish community has continued this commitment,
with the result that Jews are among the most
highly educated citizens on the continent. We need
1o bring the same expectations to Jewish education
as we do to general education, for the sake of

our unigue inheritance.

{C) Copyright 1994, Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CLJE}
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