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Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education
Monitoring, Evaluation, and Feedback Project

TEACHERS IN JEWISH SCHOOLS: A STUDY OF THREE COMMUNITIES

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

0 to Judaism...now rests with education. =--- A Time to Act

According to A Time to Act, the 1990 report of the Commission on

# QEFAQ‘ How can Jewish gﬂucation rise to meet this challenge?
V't

vl

\Vl{f—i\’f “}—Fhe —PrebterarT S rofeos

Jewish Education in/North America, a key building block in this
effort is enhancing the personnel of Jewish education. The
Commission ‘¢stabligshed a structure for implementing its agenda
through the €ouncil for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CIJE),
and one of CIJE’sfmdjor goals has been to develop the profession

of Jewish educétépn. Ic?%u}ﬂj p0A D2
Té devise a plan of actien; it iseruct Ito start with
\ clear—know] ' he—current state of-affairs. Consequenfly,

CIJE esxganized a stu of teachers and their work conditions in
three "Lead Communities" (Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee).
The results of the study, which are presented in this paper, have
led to a number of plans and programs for improving the personnel
of Jewish schools in the three communities. Ultimately, these
initiatives may serve as models for North American Jewry.
57’ : € 5= TOW OF Jewish _Hl_é‘dt_iaﬁ_‘_ﬁ
« The need for professional teachers in Jewish education has
been recognized since the very beginning of the modern American
Jewish community. In a 1907 lecture on the problems of Jewish
education, Solomon Schecter (1915, p. 110) explained,
The first difficulty under which we labor is the great
dearth of trained teachers....The American teacher, with his
knowledge of the English language and his familiarity with
the best educational methods, will thus in the end prove to
be the only fit person to instruct also in religion, but
unfortunately he is not always sufficiently equipped with a
knowledge of Hebew things in general and Hebrew language in
particular to enable him to accomplish his duties in a
satisfactory manner.
Schecter recognized, first, the need for modern educational
methods in the Jewish classroom, and simultaneously, the need for
educators to be well versed in Jewish studies. In a similar
vein, Emanuel Gamoran commented in his (1923, p.2) manual for
teacher training for the Reform movement,
[Tlhe crux of the problem of Jewish education centers about
the question of the Jewish teacher....It is therefore of the
utmost importance that our teachers be adequately trained,
thoroughly imbued with Jewish spirit, possessed of Jewish
knowledge and pedagogically qualified.
For Gamoran, the eagg&aial components in the background of a
Jewish educator were|commitment to Judaism, knowledge of Judaica,
and pedagogica} training. Yet one or more of these were usually
missing@‘@éﬁ teachers lacked adequate training. Gamoran
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continued (p.5),

Training is absolutely essential for the development of
adequate Jewish teachers. Very few people today would think
of entrusting their legal affairs to anyone but a lawyer who
had received special training entitling him to engage in his
professional activities. Still less would people permit
anyone who had not received a long and arducus course of
training followed by a period of practice in medicine to

minister to their physical ailments. Yet those who are
entrusted with the responsibility of molding the character

of the young =- of developing the Jews of tomorrow -- areTfﬁ Yo
too often people who present no other quallflcatlon £ LA vuf
their task than that of availability( (yvE . .- - o~ L hane

To what extent is this true today? /One of the—central qu
questions of our study was to learn about the professional S
“backgrounds of the teachers who work in our Jewish schools. How
adequate is their training in the field of education? How
extensive are their backgrounds in Judaica? Do they engage in
activities that continually enhance their preparation for
teaching? Knowledge of the specific areas of strength and
weakness is essential for developing policies for change.

If one expects professional preparation and growth for
teachers, it seems appropriate to provide professional conditions
for work. How adequate are the earnings and benefits for
teachers in Jewish schools? How many hours do they work? Are
teachers commonly employed in more than one school? What are the
prospects for full-time work as a Jewish teacher?

A third set of issues concerns Jewish education as a career.
How were teachers recruited to Jewish education? How experienced
are they? Do they view their work as a career? What are their
future plans? Addressing these questions may provide guidance
about the worth of investing in our current teaching force.

2, Methods

This study draws on two sources of data: a survey of
teachers in Jewish schools, and a series of interviews with
Jewish teachers, principals, and other educational leaders, in

Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee, (Educational leaders were
also surveyed those results were reported by Goldrlng, Gamoran,
and Robinson, 1995.) The surveys were administered in spring and

fall of 1993 to all Judaica teachers at all Jewish day schools,
supplementary schools, and pre-school programs in the three
communities. General studies teachers in day schools were not
included. Non-Jewish pre-school teachers who teach Judaica were
included. Lead Community project directors in 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.) An updated version of the survey and the interview =t o
protocols is available from the CIJE (Gamoran, .Geldring,—and 3
-Robinsen, 1995).

Over 80% of the teachers in each community filled out and
returned the qguestionnaire, for a total of 983 teachers out of
1192 who were surveyed. 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
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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.

The interviews were designed and carried out by Julie
Tammivaara, Roberta Goodman, and Claire Rottenberg of the CIJE
staff. Interviews were conducted with teachers in pre-schools,
supplementary schools, and day schools, as well as educational
directors and educators at central agencies and institutions of
Jewish higher learning. In total, 125 educators were
interviewed, generally for one to two hours. All gquotes in this
report derive from those interviews.

Missing responses were excluded from calculations of
percentages. Generally, less than 5% of responses were missing
for any one item. An exception was the gquestion about
certification in Jewish education (see below). In two
communities, many teachers left this blank, apparently because
they were not sure what it meant. On the assumption that
teachers who did not know what certification meant were not
themselves certified, for this item only we calculated
percentages based on the total who returned the survey forms,
instead of the total who responded to the guestion.

3. Background and Training of Teachers in Jewish Schools
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Adames

I received your fax tocay with the draft Introcuction te the 3-city Teachers
report.

I Likeog it alot., esoecially the quctes!!
A few minor caomvtentss/ thoughts:

ls In the second line following the first Gamorarn quoter, T'd include the word
"sersonal”™ so that it reads "were gersonal commitment".

2. Alsos in the fourth line following same guote, you use the word "training" to
describe the three comgonents, but commitment is not (necessarily) a matter of
trainings I sugoest the word "packcround”.

3. While your father fccuses on three componentss, in the paragraph following the
second quote you forus on only two, croppina the commitment component. While we
have not reported any cata on commitment in the indivicual conmunity reports or
in the Policy Briefr, perhaps we should consioer dncluding thic 9n our 3-city
teachers report. (The issue of personal commitment has come ur in TEl-related
discussions with some trequency.)

4o Finally, the authors of the Manval include hoterta and Julipa

Very nice intra!
BiLl



Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education
Monitoring, Evaluation, and Feedback Project

TEACHERS IN JEWISH SCHOOLS: A STUDY OF THREE COMMUNITIES

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 with education. --- A Time to Act

How can Jewish education rise to meet this challenge? According to A Time to Act,
the 1990 report of the Commission on Jewish Education in North America, a key' building
block in this effort is enhancing the personnel of Jewish education. The Commission
established a structure for implementing its agenda through the Council for Initiatives in
Jewish Education (CIJE), and one of CIJE’s major goals has been to develop the profession
of Jewish education.

To devise a plan of action, it is crucial to start with clear knowledge of the current
state of affairs. Consequently, CIJE organized a study of teachers and their work conditions
in three "Lead Communities" (Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee). The results of the study,
which are presented in this paper, have led to a number of plans and programs for improving
the personnel of Jewish schools in the three communities. Ultimately, these initiatives may
serve as models for North American Jewry.

1. The Problematic Profession of Jewish Education
The need for professional teachers in Jewish education has been recognized since the

very beginning of the modern American Jewish community. In a 1907 lecture on the

problems of Jewish education, Solomon Schecter (1915, p. 110) explained,



The first difficulty under which we labor is the great dearth of trained teachers....The
American teacher, with his knowledge of the English language and his familiarity
with the best educational methods, will thus in the end prove to be the only fit person
to instruct also in religion, but unfortunately he is not always sufficiently equipped
with a knowledge of Hebew things in general and Hebrew language in particular to
enable him to accomplish his duties in a satisfactory manner.

Schecter recognized, first, the need for modern educational methods in the Jewish classroom,
and simultaneously, the need for educators to be well versed in Jewish studies. In a similar
vein, Emanuel Gamoran commented in his (1923, p.2) manual for teacher training for the
Reform movement,
[T]he crux of the problem of Jewish education centers about the question of the
Jewish teacher....It is therefore of the utmost importance that our teachers be
adequately trained, thoroughly imbued with Jewish spirit, possessed of Jewish
knowledge and pedagogically qualified.
For Gamoran, the essential components in the background of a Jewish educator were
commitment to Judaism, knowledge of Judaica, and pedagogical training. Yet one or more
of these were usually missing; thus, teachers lacked adequate training. Gamoran continued
®-3),
Training is absolutely essential for the development of adequate Jewish teachers.
Very few people today would think of entrusting their legal affairs to anyone but a
lawyer who had received special training entitling him to engage in his professional
activities. Still less would people permit anyone who had not received a long and
arduous course of training followed by a period of practice in medicine to minister to
their physical ailments. Yet those who are entrusted with the responsibility of
molding the character of the young -- of developing the Jews of tomorrow -- are too
often people who present no other qualification for their task than that of availability.
. To what extent is this true today? One of the central questions of our study was to
learn about the professional backgrounds of the teachers who work in our Jewish schools.

How adequate is their training in the field of education? How extensive are their

backgrounds in Judaica? Do they engage in activities that continually enhance their



preparation for teaching? Knowledge of the specific areas of strength and weakness is
essential for developing policies for change.

If one expects professional preparation and growth for teachers, it seems appropriate
to provide professional conditions for work. How adequate are the earnings and benefits for
teachers in Jewish schools? How many hours do they work? Are teachers commonly
employed in more than one school? What are the prospects for full-time work as a Jewish
teacher?

A third set of issues concerns Jewish education as a career. How were teachers
recruited to Jewish education? How experienced are they? Do they view their work as a
career? What are their future plans? Addressing these questions may provide guidance
about the worth of investing in our current teaching force.

2. Methods

This study draws on two sources of data: a survey of teachers in Jewish schools, and
a series of interviews with Jewish teachers, principals, and other educational leaders, in
Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee, (Educational leaders were also surveyed; those results
were reported by Goldring, Gamoran, and Robinson, 1995.) The surveys were administered
in spring and fall of 1993 to all Judaica teachers at all Jewish day schools, supplementary
schools, and pre-school programs in the three communities. General studies teachers in day
schools were not included. Non-Jewish pre-school teachers who teach Judaica were
included. Lead Community project directors in 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.) An updated version of the survey



and the interview protocols is available from the CIUE (Gamoran, Goldring, and Robinson,
1995).

Over 80% of the teachers in each community filled out and returned the
questionnaire, for a total of 983 teachers out of 1192 who were surveyed. In 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.

The interviews were designed and carried out by Julie Tammivaara, Roberta
Goodman, and Claire Rottenberg of the CIJE staff. Interviews were conducted with teachers
in pre-schools, supplementary schools, and day schools, as well as educational directors and
educators at central agencies and institutions of Jewish higher learning. In total, 125
educators were interviewed, generally for one to two hours. Al quotes in this report derive
from those interviews.

Missing responses were excluded from calculations of percentages. Generally, less
than 5% of responses were missing for any one item. An exception was the question about
certification in Jewish education (see below). In two communities, many teachers left this

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



who did not know what certification meant were not themselves certified, for this item only
we calculated percentages based on the total who returned the survey forms, instead of the
total who responded to the question.

3. Background and Training of Teachers in Jewish Schools

e P | e S B i b



From: EUNICE::"74104.3335@compuserve.com" 6~JUL-1995 20:04:07.72

To: Adam Gamoran <gamoran>, Ellen Goldring <goldrieb@ctrvax.vanderbilt.edu>,
myself <74104.3335@compuserve.com>

CC:

Subj: On the aggregate teachers report

Adam & Ellen,

As requested concerning the aggregate TEACHER'S data, I ran several crosstabs
comparing teachers in day schools by city and by affiliation (Orthodox or
not). The findings are as follows.

Of note:

There is only 1 Non-Orthodox day school in Milwaukee, only 2 (though most are
at only 1) Non-Orthodox day schools in Baltimore, while only 2 (though most
are at only 1) Orthodox day school in Atlanta. Thus, the within-community
differencee between Orthodox and Non-Orthodox day school teachers may be due
to the particular schools.

I did NOT include all the day school teachers in the cross- tabulations, since
there's a large number whose campus (where they took the survey) is not a day
school but whose primary setting is. Thus, I would have to examine school
affiliation and perhaps some other responses to decide if they teach at an
Orthodox or Non-Orthodox day school. (So, in the meantime, I left them out.)
Based ONLY on the ones whose campus matched their primary setting, there are:
in Milw: 26 Ortho; 28 Non-Ortho

in Balt: 114 Ortho; 32 Non-Ortho

in Atl: 10 Ortho; 39 Non-Ortho

1. On JSAFTR13
Orthodox more similar among selves than within community, but Non-Orthodox

varies across community.

1 day 2 day day school none
Milw:
Orthodox 4% 8% 88% -
Non-Ortho 50 9 9 32
Balt:
Orthodox - ) 90 5
Non-Ortho 15 18 44 22
Atl:
Orthodox - 11 78 ik
Non-Ortho 14 17 50 19

2. On TRAINRE
Orthodox and Non-Orthodox more similar among selves than within community.

Trained in Trained in Trained in Trained in
Education Both J. Studies Neither
Milw:
Orthodox 4% 44% 39% 13%
Non-Ortho 50 8 12 29
Balt:
Orthodox 8 50 33 10
Non-Ortho 29 23 29 19
Atl:
Orthodox 22 44 33 -

Non-Ortho 44 33 8 14



3.0n THISCOM2
There are community differences, but no important differences between Orthodox
and Non-Orthodox within a community.

1-5 6-10 11-20 Over 20

Milw:

Orthodox 54% 23% 15% 8%

Non-Ortho 17 58 12 12
Balt:

Orthodox 25% 28% 24% 24%

Non-Ortho 26 29 38 6
Atl:

Orthodox 30 40 10 20

Non-Ortho 45 24 26 5

4. On TOTLYR2
Community differences, but no important differences between Orthodox and
Non-Orthodox within a community.

Similar to THISCOM2 - Baltimore's teachers have longer experience in Jewish
education than the other two (especially in comparing the Orthodox).

5. On CAREER

Data shows similar Orthodox and Non-Orthodox differences across communities,
except that the Milwaukee Non-Orthodox show much lower commitment levels than
the Non-Orthodox in Baltimore and Atlanta.

% responding "Yes" (They have a career in Jewish education.)

Yes

Milw:

Orthodox 88%

Non-Ortho 44
Balt:

Orthodox 89

Non-Ortho 72
Atl:

Orthodox 90

Non-Ortho 80

6. On WRKSPNO (excluding first year teachers and when workshops are not
required)

STRANGE! The relationship between the Orthodox and Non-Orthodox flips in
Baltimore.

Mean number of workshops attended (requiredl!):

Milw:
Orthodox 4.6
Non-Orthodox 2.9
Balt:
Orthodox 3.2
Non-Orthodox 5.7
Atl:
Orthodox 4.7
Non-Orthodox 3.8

T el At s i Sl N g i S s 7 AP R = W . b S



7. On FULLTIME (30+ hours)
Community differences, but similarities between Orthodox and Non- Orthodox
within a community.

Percentage full-time:

Milw:
Orthodox 50%
Non-Orthodox 60%
Balt:
Orthodox 38%
Non-Orthodox 20%
Atl:
Orthodox 70%
Non-Orthodox 67%

As you can see it's a mixed bag and the the choice is not straightforward. As
far as I understand, the questions are as folllows. If we present the data
separately for the Orthodox and Non-Orthodox, will the differences be due to
community differences? (In other words, given that the overwhelming number of
Oorthodox are from Baltimore, are the differences due to differences between
Baltimore and Milwaukee/Atlanta?) On the other hand, if we don't split it are
we

omiting important differences between the Orthodox and Non-Orthodox?

1. There are important differences between the Orthodox and Non- Orthodox in
Early Jewish Education and Formal Training! These differences are found in all
three communities.

2. However, reporting the data separately for Orthodox and Non- Orthodox day
school teachers for Full-time and the number of Workshops wil show differences

that are due to communitiy differences (and not Orthodox/Non-Orthodox
differences)!

Perhaps, we should NOT split the day school teachers and only provide separate

data (in addition) when there are substantial differences between the Orthodox
and Non-Orthodox (on key variables) that is not due to community differences.

Bill



#3 15-FEB-1996 20:24:16.00 NEWMAIL
Message-id: <960216021806_74104.3335 GHQ128-1@CompuServe.COM>
Content-transfer-encoding: 7BIT

Adam,
I skimmed through both reports.

I found the Levers paper to be VERY readable/understandable. The only comment I
have is in regard to the sentence on the bottom of page 13: "Teachers who are
meetings individual re-licensing requirements may not have indicated that such
workshops are required by their schools." The question in the Survey did not
specify "school"-based requirements.

In the Conclusions section of the Teachers report, there are some missing
hyphens (i.e., part-time, full-time), and one extra hyphen is found in
"ongoing"(p.37). Looks good otherwise, especially the paragraph on the Levers
paper. [I did NOT look over the numbers again. ]

Bill

Press RETURN for more...

MATL>




From =

VIPPS PHONE No. : 322 8@81 Feb. 19 1996 12:87PM PB1

Postdt” Fax Note 7672 No. of Peges ,,M.,_

r‘\'m e et

« ol cdam Gomoka . Elleo @sz%

Lotttion

Faxd

:tm
Tidaphont # iI-'icltl ~Telaphono #
W‘m . [ oeswor [Jrewen [cattor ickan

activitics, Still less would people permit anyone who had nol received a long and

arduous course of training followed by a period of practice in medicine to minister to

their physical allments. Yet those who arc entrusted with the responsibility of

molding the character of the young -~ of developing the Jews of tomorrow -- are too

often people who present no other qualification for their task than that of availability.

The concerns of Schechter and Gamoran are still echoed today. According to A Time
19 Act, the 1990 report of the Commission on Jewish Education in North America,
devcloping the profession of Jewish cducation is an essential building block in the effort 10

a

improve Jewish education in North America. The Commission established the Council for W t.,.-

Initiatives in Jewish Education (CIJE) to address this agenda. What is the status of the U‘:J W
-]

o

W

teaching profession in today’s Jewish schools? To address this question, the CIJE carried out
—
a study of teachers in Jewish schools in collaboration with its three "Lead Communities,”

Atlanta, Balimore, and Milwaukee. The findings of this study have led 1o a number of plans
prgeunree Cluder,
and programs for improving the personnel in these communitics.” The purposc of this report
i

is to share these findings with the wider Jewish community, in hopes of bringing continental

atlennon to the problems and prospects of enhancing (he profession of Jewish education.

Questlons for Research and }5:3? s -\,.."_)'lwllk edwoX

c1ye
One of the central questions of 'm(udy was (o learn aboul the professional
backgrounds of 9)@ teachers who work in oﬂr Jewish schools. How adequale is their training

in the fleld of education? How extensive are their backgrounds in Judaica? Do they enpage i
LpTS
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Wchsmnual for developing policies for change,
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lo-provide professional conditions for work. How adequale are the cunings and beneflts for



B %@i‘d’b it ﬂﬂﬁém P ::ea
i ;_WJ(s.ﬁu gc’ ;_——Mmm@ﬁo ‘

VA Jv’
Jaica Mq” . J.,jf /?z

aL‘rs +/a) e)a—gva 7R r0d A 2R
_ Aealrie m‘w,. r RSl F BB e e e

f"? Coddhd i e) does not (Wr«h “
M\l\@%l ,ch ot A/mms')' /3 VlM_

7>< aften ag (% ,m zq%- p ) Fs o
— % % oY f'ﬂ' 5. / o 48 .

\1\0“""0 W5¢M$ AL ‘107“?8%.5)4

@ T e )& ots €€ e teo o )&_,‘
A= o ua zé'ﬁ'a'b-ﬂu# Sy
YA - ‘FU“MMQ Frhg __ ,'H/\Q/,

wonlbchpy win T2 [0y t/,(‘.
w?,/'yL Pm&ugws,ﬁ//ﬁh&/owg

ymom) ;‘))ué( O e RN ”morL—" s |
) Sakyy Ta ujfs ‘ngz iiqu
T$o (050 7 aad 777 a* Pw: qczr%o%




#ﬂé%—%—sy@ﬂb WIS ek
MQ/M fw/ﬁ’&f’ .@W ‘M(y\/"‘-(

S /9 16 Sem  Sat §F w/suls g loss *Wjﬁfﬁg

@ Beve {51 onk S Cange, e ¥ £l ~Yime Tg
Among -7 F6 L gl Bfm ws, oy VEE ane
éwa hoa | }’] W(L )S Lf??p (/)M 14-{5 r~23’,§),£

@ D@éﬁ 1 g g C,WMD) 4&#&@45%94 o A :r_g‘g/zg
A0 be *’s!/\e.,ﬁ,xm// o T@){w‘ﬁ a Jaree
é\/*&'\ QA - ﬁ%ig é‘/’@ -/% Yurd 4

C Ao~ ) n Tﬂ)f /VI&’;’}“ 76 ZL/»@ & o Mo

S S 1A T a0  Mos¢T JlAm Yo SHa,
A The /?f/.) g / =

W\ G- th!é o Y bece //Mf://‘sf

"’55@93 ban g, et o
C;M}M‘\ (/u[g /
ot A

— W W g T v et .
s ,\/\CﬂlA ;/4,4/\9 | |

= m()JfQ'Q éw-é& Mﬂpg je < T“@ L‘f‘.‘f
— ( G /QL&Q%Z{ S en £ ‘f>



i Yo T AUl T SJ\QS o ‘o

~ €'\\MMO 21/. ﬁ /(oaé-

-—--IWLS QS‘ILQ_[) &6( A U €[)
' f:@c\'\ ﬁ/’

~'Ea0 AL

=$ngr 7 .Mrwws-é m“’) M/)S M‘ ,M"é/

‘b mmL ‘EAMQIH {

TR btyw A N5/ = dwq,%qs »Pumw
~C e"f{— mlmj v*-/ é Commmuns ~ S‘v’/ﬂ;), m
—NQ#S 7RIS T 7 3 vf Fsoa T scals?
E ——i-g}(c_ﬁ } 3

-5"'\ '\«0 P«“S 9 4¢ - 3£

— a1y s




Adam,

The Teachers Report looks excellent - tight and straight-forward. All my comments and
corrections, found in the body of the text, are minor.

i : On page 21, you provide data on teachers' second school (i.e., type of
setting). In total, 198 teachers (20%) indicated teaching in a second school. There is a lot of
missing data on this question: 22 teachers who reported teaching in a second school did not
indicate the type of setting. Additionally, 14 teachers indicated either "Adult education" or
"Other". [These are the figures after I made sure that, for these missing and "Other" cases, their
campus setting agreed with their first school setting. If not, I changed their second school
setting to their campus setting.]

Given the above, [ suggest that we report the figures in percentages only.

We have one choice though: Should we count the "Other" and "Adult education” cases as
missing data or as "other (i.e., adult education)?"

If we count them as missing datg, the following are the percentages of second school:

Day: 19%
Supp: 72%
Pre: 9%

If we count them as "other (i.e. adult education)," the following are the percentages of second
school:

Day: 18%

Supp: 66%
Pre: 8%

Other: 8%

Your choice,
Bill
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TEACHERS IN.J H SCHOOLS: A STUDY OF THREE COMMUNITIES

The need for wellfrained teachers in Jewish education has been recognized since the

very beginning of the modern

problems of Jewish education, Solomén Schechter (1915, p. 110) explained,

ican Jewish community. In a 1907 lecture on the

qc¢ e
The first difficulty under which %« is the great dearth of trained teachers.i(i{[‘he
American teacher, with his knowl of the English language and his familiarity
with the best educational methods, will'thus in the end prove to be the only fit person
to instruct also in religion, but unfortunately he is not always sufficiently equipped
with a knowledge of Hebrew things in general and Hebrew language in particular to
enable him to accomplish his duties in a satisfactory manner.

Schechter recognized e need for modern educanﬁal methods in the Jewish
classroom, and simulfa.neously, the need for educators to be well ve in Jewish studies.
In a similar vein, Emanuel Gamoran commented in his (1923, p.i) manual for teacher
training for the Reform movement,

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

For Gamoran, the essential components in the background of a Jewish educator were
commitment to Judaism, knowledge of Judaica, and pedagogical training. Yet one or more
of these were usually missing. Gamoran explained that teachers lacked adequate training
(p.5):
Training is absolutely essential for the development of adequate Jewish teachers.
Very few people today would think of entrusting their legal affairs to anyone but a
lawyer who had received special training entitling him to engage in his professional

activities. Still less would people permit anyone who had not received a long and
arduous course of training followed by a period of practice in medicine to minister to
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their physical ailments. Yet those who are entrusted with the responsibility of
molding the character of the young -- of developing the Jews of tomorrow -- are too
often people who present no other qualification for their task than that of availability.
The concerns of Schechter and Gamoran are still echoed today. According to A Time
to Act, the 1990 report of the Commission on Jewish Education in North America,
developing the profession of Jewish education is an essential building block in the effort to
improve Jewish education in North America. The Commission established the Council for
Initiatives in Jewish Education (CIJE) to address this agenda. What is-the CHJE’s-starting

Al SN S 5 GRS
_point?” What is the status of the teaching profession in today’s Jewish schools? To address

’Hﬂ:i;;estion, the CIJE carried out a study of teachers in Jewish schools in collaboration with
its three "Lead Communities," Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee. The findings of this
study have led to a number of plans and programs for improving the personnel in these
communities. The purpose of this report is to share these findings with the wider Jewish
community, in hopes of bringing continental attention to the problems and prospects of
enhancing the profession of Jewish education.

Questions for Research and Policy
One of the central questions of our study was to learn about the professional
backgrounds of the teachers who work in our Jewish schools. How adequate is their training
in the field of education? How extensive are their backgrounds in Judaica? Do they engage
in activities that continually enhance their preparation for teaching? Knowledge of the
specific areas of strength and weakness is essential for developing policies for change.
If one expects professional preparation and growth for teachers, it seems appropriate

to provide professional conditions for work. How adequate are the earnings and benefits for



teachers in Jewish schools? How many hours do they work? Are teachers commonly
employed in more than one school? What are the prospects for full-time work as a Jewish
teacher?

A third set of issues concerns Jewish education as a career. How were teachers
recruited to Jewish education? How experienced are they? Do they view their work as a
career? What are their future plans? Addressing these questions may provide guidance
about the worth of investing in our current teaching force.

Data and Methods g

This study draws on two sources of data: a survey of teachers in Jewish schc(ols; d
a series of interviews with Jewish teachers, principals, and other educational leaders, in
Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee. (Educational leaders were also surveyed; those results
were reported by Goldring, Gamoran, and Robinson, 1995.) The surveys were administered
in spring and fall of 1993 to all Judaica teachers at all Jewish day schools, supplementary
schools, and pre-school programs in the three communities. General studies teachers in day
schools were not included. Non-Jewish pre-school teachers who teach Judaica were
included. Lead Community project directors in 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.) An updated version of the survey
and the interview protocols is available from the CIJE (Gamoran et al., 1995).

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

questionnaire, for a total of 983 teachers out of 1192 who were surveyed. In analyzing the



results, we avoided sampling inferences (e.g., t-tests) because we are analyzing population
/;?) figures, not samples. Respondents include 302 day school teachers, 392 supplementary
0, ﬁlocp school teachers, and 289 pre-school teachers. Teachers who work at more than one type of

E'l' )
\ * setting were categorized according to the setting (day school, supplementary school, or pre-

172 o
[' fLo school) at which they teach the most hours (or at the setting they listed first if hours were the

Da
j same for two types of settings). Each teacher is counted only once. If teachers were

130 po.-0
Da 9 counted in all the settings in which they teach, the results would look about the same, except

3(1 L J“ﬁ’- that supplementary school teachers would look more like day school teachers, because 61 day

3¢ Ol school teachers also work in supplementary schools. In most cases, we report results
ire

Z l; | [U o
I"* were salient we further separate day schools and pre-schools under Orthodox sponsorship

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

from other day and pre-schools.

For the most part, responses were similar across communities, and we do not provide
separate results by community in this report. The broad comparability of results from the
three communities in this study suggests that the profile of teachers presented here is likely
to resemble that of many other communities. Where possible, we provide results from other

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

ity of c;ur resﬁlE’: We also compare findings to the 1990 National Jewish

Population Survey ow teachers differ from other Jewish adults on some indicators.
Missing responses were excluded from calculations of percentages. Generally, less
than 5% of responses were missing for any one item. An exception was the question about

certification in Jewish education (see below). In two communities, many teachers left this
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blank, apparently because they were not sure what it meant. On the assumption that teachers

who did not know what certification meant were not themselves certified, for this item only
we calculated percentages based on the total who returned the survey formy’ﬁsttad of the
total who responded to the question. |

The interviews for our study were designed and carried out by Julie Tammivaara,
Roberta Goodman, and Claire Rottenberg of the CIJE staff. Interviews were conducted with
teachers in pre-schools, supplementary schools, and day schools, as well as educational
directors and educators at central agencies and institutions of Jewish higher learning. In
total, 125 educators were interview en forl one to two hours. All quotes in this
report derive from those interviews.

The survey indicated that teachers in the three communities are predominantly female
(84%) and married (80%). A large majority are American born (86%), while 7% percent
were born in Israel. Surveys from other cities have indicated much higher proportions of
Israeli-born teachers: 17% in Bostor_l (Frank, Margolis, and Weisner, 1 ),‘ 25% in Los
Angeles (Aron and Phillips, 19§8§,’ _;‘ld in Miami, 15% of synagogue school teachers and
29% of Judaic day school t&acher; (Sheskin, 1988).

Our respondents represent a variety of religious affiliations. Thirty-two percent are
Orthodox and 8% are Traditional. Thirty-one percent identify with the Reform movement
and 25% see themselves as Conservative. (The renmining}@ list other preferences,
including 1% Reconstructionist.) Sixty-three percent of the teachers have visited Israel, and

Ont

51% of those have lived in Israel for three months or more. Twenty-two percent of the

teachers in our survey described themselves as fluent Hebrew speakers.
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Backgroung and Training of Teachers in Jewish Schools

Teachers in Jewish schools are well educated generally. Many have professional
backgrounds in education or in Jewish content areas, but few have substantial training in
both, ifhou h this varies among day, supplementary, and pre-schools. Day school teachers
reoewe-htﬂ&m -service training,-:: i: ill settings, staff development activities tend to be
isolated events rather than elements of a long-term cohesive program of enrichment and
growth.

Educational Backgrounds

Teachers in the Jewish schools of Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee are highly

educated. Table 1 shows that}{% have college degrees, and more than a quarter have

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

are more likely to have college degrees, but slightly less likely to have post-collegiate 7 D Z %7
-— —— A ©

=,
elc.

who identify as Jews have college degrees, while 24% of women and 32% of men have € ?tq, . //

degrees. According to the 1990 National Jewish Population Survey, about 50% of adults “ <

graduate degrees (Kosmin et al., 1993). /*/Lrj “ 9
More important for our interests is the finding that 43% of the teachers in the Jewish .

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

education degrees from teacher’s institutes. Just over half the teachers have worked in

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

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

important differences within settings: Teachers in day and pre-schools under orthodox

sponsorship have less formal training and experience in general education/compared to those
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Ff . Table 1. General Educational Backgrounds of Teachers
\}fxbgk b in Jewish Schools
“
5 58:,‘ College Grad/Prof. From From Teacher’s Worked in
SETTING Degree Degree University Institute General Educ.
f‘"‘ € s~ {)Pay schools % 0% ?fass 43% 17% 483
/%;_ orthodox §7 3% 2 21 32% 26% 36%
7(»- g Other 5¢ ars 3an 58% 5% 64%
g-
Py Supplementary Schoolsstj}#% z{i#i 41% 5% 55%
H)
_—?6 = r"..) Pre-Schools 63 60% 13% 46% 15% 50%
! . /
((w“ ﬁf; orthodox I s0s P)@i ey 46% 7Y J2 _50%
G !) Other 6t 1 sk s Zasg 53%
-
DP g w < f/‘
S, f ToraL % 43% P 51%
~ I
%/
d Table 2. Collegiate and Professional Jewish Educational Backgrounds

SETTING

Day Schools

Other

Pre-Schools

Other

TOTAL

Orthodox

of Teachers in Jewish Schools

Certification in
Jewish education

Orthodox

Supplementary Schools

40%
47%
30%

18%

10%
24%
8%

22%

Degree in
Jewish Studies

37%
49%

24%

12%

4%
16%
3%

17%

in day and pre-schools under other spon@

D\P‘\G\ P aid ny;_,
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Forty percent of the day school teachers reported a college major or seminary degree
in Jewish studies, and slightly less are certified in Jewish education (See-Table.2). Again,
these figures differpd within the day school setting, with those in Orthodox institutions
substantially more likely to have training or certification in Jewish education or studies.
Teachers in other settings have far less formal preparation in Jewish studies. Table 2
indicates that only 12% of supplementary school teachers, 16% of teachers in Orthodox pre-
schools, and 3% of teachers in other pre-schools majored in Jewish studies; the percentages
are moderately higher but follow the same pattern for certification in Jewish education.
Similar contrasts in Judaic training between day school and other teachers were reported in
Miami (Sheskin, 1988).

Teachers in supplementary schools and pre—gchools have relatively little formal
preparation to be Jewish educators. Even in day schools, where formal preparation is most
extensive, only half the teachers are trained in education and half are prepared in Jewish
studies at the collegiate or professional level (this includes both Jewish studies majors and
Jewish education certification).

Overall, 19% of the teachers we surveyed may be considered well trained, with
professional §r collegiate training in both Judaica and education (this includes teacher’s
institutes). Another}ﬁ% may be considered partially trained, including 35% with
backgrounds in education and 12% certified in Jewish subjects (includljlgé; g:l&cation), but not
both. This leaves about 34% of teachers in Jewish schools in the three communities who
lack collegiate or professional degrees in both areas. Figure 1 provides a graphic display of
this pattern for the community as a whole. The pattern differs somewhat across settings:

onui #&k“lt, 5 L\-O V"l“‘) lt v tl,T o"‘”
B 2T »“N_) " %\L T CH'\ v\j'{ 7
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Table 3. Pre-Collegiate Jewish Educational Backgrounds of Teachers
in Jewish Schools
BEFORE AGE 13

school in
1l day per 2 days or more Israel or

SETTING None week only supplementary day school

Day Schools 6% 11% 21% 6-251(
orthodox 2% 23 16% 29 ze%

/oY
Other ﬂ 243 29 2% 37%
Supplementary Schools“ ;ﬁ 25% YO}K 24%
1 4o /

Pre-Schools LAY S 39% 23% 15%
Orthodox 20% 3% 23% 54%
Other 228 15 4e% 23% 9%

TOTAL 12% 25% 29% 33%

AFTER AGE 13
school in Israel,
1l day per 2 days or more yveshiva, or

SETTING None week only supplementary day school

Day Schools 14% 8% (1 30€ % 654
Orthodox 7% 1% 7% ?{;}21
Other 352;% e % ['7 ;,51 1Y 3%8%

14 1S

Supplementary Schools ;Zi gﬁﬁ 17% 1ﬁ 26;

Pre-Schools S 554 23% 8% "f_,m
Orthodox 1L 218 3% 11% €Y sp¢
Other co 59 U1y 8% 5%

TOTAL 32% 20% 13% 36%

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

A wﬁ)\kwish education as children; the comparable figure is only/B/% for the teachers in our survey

yo \|j west [B55¢
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among day school teachers, only 10% in Orthodox schools and 23% in non-Orthodox schools

lack degrees in both areas, whereas the figure is 38% for pre-school teachers and 44% for
supplementary school teachers.

This analysis views teachers who are certified in Jewish education but who lack a
degree in general education as partially trained, because certification in Jewish education

typically does not req ire. ..:: me level of educational training as a secular degree.

conclusion that steac of 23% are well trained -- still less than a third among all
TMWW
teachers in J /
in Jewi

An important qualification to these findings is that they emphasize formal schoohn/g/
E\m Lty
Je\wsh content is learned not only in school, but in informal settings such as the home,

the synagogue, summer camp, Israel experiences, and through living a Jewish life. Focusing
only on formal education thus underestimates the extent of Jewish knowledge among teachers
in Jewish schools. Still, to the extent that modern conceptions of teaching include formal
training in one’s subject matter (as well as in pedagogy), the lack of formal training in
Jewish studies among many of the teachers, particularly those in supplementary schools but

also in substantial numbers in other settings, must draw our attention.

What sort of Jewish education did the teachers receive when they were children? On
the whole, teachers in Jewish schools are much better educated Jewishly than the typical
American Jew. For example, according to the 1990 National Jewish Population Survey

(Kosmin et al., 1993), 22% of males and 38% of females who identify as Jews received no
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when childhood education both before and after age 13 are considered.

Table 3 indicates that among teachers in Orthodox day schools and pre—schoo%.
majority attended day schools (or schools in Israel), and nearly all teachers in Orthodox day
schools and over two-thirds of those in Orthodox pre-schools attended at least two days per
week both before and after age 13. Most teachers in other day schools also received
extensive Jewish education as children. About two-thirds attended at least twice per week
before age 13, and over half attended at least that often after age 13. Supplementary school
teachers participated less, but still much more than the average American Jew: Before age
13, 24% attended day schools, and another}!ﬁ attended a supplementary school of two

I
days or more per week while 25% attended only once per week, and 10% did not attend at

17
all. After age 13, ;z/% attended day school 25% attended twice per week, and the

proportion that reported "none" rises toq’/I,T%
Teachers in non-Orthodox pre-schools stand out as having received substantially less

7\ - . . . ejewv u:lrl'\
~y Jewish schooling as children. Less than one/ltlurd before age lyand less than one tenth
75: & after age 13/attended a Jewish school twice or more each week. One reason for mese low / /_} ‘;ﬂ
&~ I
Pr ) is that of teachers in non-Orthodox pre-schools are not Jewish. (A survey in
e
%
C

0{ Miami also reported that 7% of early childhood teachers in Jewish schools were not Jewish;
see Sheskin, 1988). Even excluding the non-Jewish teachers, however, over half of teachers

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

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

workshops. In our interviews, we learned that most pre-schools were licensed by the states
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in which they were located, and state accreditation requirements demanded staff
development. One pre-school director explained:

72‘ They [the teachers] are required by licensing to do 18 hours of continued education.
q(o >3 And I would hope that three-quarters of that would be Judaic. They have to have 15
9 <{ d/’ Hours of in-servicing, which [another pre-school director] and I have to prepare for
«/ them. A consultation is part of that. That’s probably a little more of the secular
: ﬁlq /" background that we give them. We’ll bring in experts on language, on special needs
‘f /e ”Zc development, that type of area. But it makes a nice package all in all.

A

A J'j; On the surveys, pre-school teachers reported they were required to attend an average of 6.2

{ &y

zu‘ i f in-service workshops over a two-year period. While these workshops generally satisfied state
%4# 04‘ requirements, they may not have been sufficient to compensate for the limited Judaic
ht’kgrounds of most pre-school teachers.
Day school teachers attend substantially fewer workshops. Although almost 80% said
workshops were required, on average only }2/ workshops were required over a two year
period (see Figure 2). This level of staff development is far below normal standards in

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

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

typical workshop lasts 3 hours, day school teachers in our study averaged a
workshops over a five-year period, less than one-sixth of what is required for stalicensed
teachers in Wisconsin.

Wisconsin teachers can also maintain their licenses by earning 6 college or university
credits over a five-year period. About 32% of the day school teachers reported taking a
course in Judaica or Hebrew at a university, community center, or synagogue during the
previous 12 months. Unfortunately, we did not ask more specific questions about these

courses, but it is clear that attendance at workshops does not capture the full extent of
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continuing education obtained by day school teachers. Furthermore, the survey did not ask
about university courses in education. Taking these courses into account, day school
teachers come closer to the levels of professional development required in public educatiy 2
but they do not attain it, nor are they not required to do so, even though they are less well
prepared to begin with.

Supplementary school teachers reported slightly more in-service training than day
school teachers, although not as much as pre-school teachers (see Figure 2). Also, 44% of

the supplementary teachers reported taking a Judaica or Hebrew course at a university,

community center, or synagogue. These likely consisted mainly of synagogue courses of

limited hours. As with day school teachers, professional-development for Supplementary

udlre scls9())
teachers falls well short of common professional standards for teachers.
\ ; o o _.‘»' R ve - = -
C;. _ taff development activitie$were even less frequent in a survey (Sheskin,

1988), where day school teachers aved 3.7 Judaica workshops over a three-year period,
supplementary school teachers average 3.2 Judaica workshops, and pre-school teachers
averaged 3.4 such workshops. During the same three-year period, day school and pre-school

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

supplementary school teachers averaged 1.1 courses.

ke
o

; $"@;?cht:\ols, it tends to be sporadic and not geared to teachers’ specific needs. On the survey,

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

/.

teachers indicated they typically find the workshops "somewhat helpful." Consistent with
their diverse backgrounds, the teachers varied substantially in the areas in which they would

7

.

/like to improve (see Table 4); among the most popular were skills in motivating children to
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learn and creating materials, and content knowledge in Hebrew, history, and Bible. Aside

from Hebrew language, many teachers had in fact attended at least one workshop in these
areas. Yet our interviews indicated several concerns about the workshops. Particularly in

day and supplementary schools, there is rarely any overall coordination or program of in-

i b — }( Louf = Y
Teachers feel that a workshop is an event unto itse}A&Mo—apparent connection to

previous staff development acﬁviti?m(’r follow-up afterwards. Teachers who learn
something practical and concrete see the workshop as useful; otherwise, it is seen as largely
a waste of time. One pre-school teacher commented about workshops:
[S]lome of them are wonderful and really do address just the issues you need to hear
about, very practical things. . . . I went to a wonderful one that covered several of
the major Jewish holidays. She showed us some very useful things we could take
back to our classroom. That is very useful and I enjoyed that.

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

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

.
BESPDITC TICH ™0

'cfc_r } ;,«wl fo rmeef Tﬁtvaxzédlf of teechery

than offering different programs fi i —s{rengﬂpin-lewisﬁ—eemﬂm—fer—ﬂaese‘—with
L d ediveare edre ‘-'4‘1\“"‘“ L*‘-tt-é'd. "‘ULA.,«JJ'.

strenger-backgrounds in education. Given the wide range of backgrounds, experiences,

subject matters and grade levels, it is unlikely that a given workshop will be appropriate for

tends to be provided according to teachers’ roles

many teachers, even within the same school. As one day school teacher remarked,

A lot of times, I guess because Jewish education is so small, you end up in a
[workshop] class with a range of people teaching all the way from preschool to tenth
grade. You can’t teach a [workshop] class like that. The way you approach the
material depends entirely on the age that the children are. Developmentally what
works for an eighth grader does not work for a kindergartner and vice versa.
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Table 4. Areas in Which Teachers Would Like to Improve and
Have Attended Workshops

Percent Desiring Improvement: Percent Desiring Improvement:
Teaching Skills Jewish Content
Classroom management AO{ L/ € Hebrew language 54% 7
Child development 28% 17 Customs and ceremonies 39% Y~
Lesson planning 27% 3y Israel and Zionism 26% 29
Curriculum development 3 Jewish history 48% ¢ v
Creating materials 5% 5y Bible 41% yg
Communication skills 32% Synagogue skills/prayer o
Parental involvement 7 Rabbinic literature g: 32
Motivating children 67%

to learn

Percent who attended workshops on the
following topics in the last two years:

Judaic subject matter 61% ( 2
Hebrew language 3% 30
Teaching methods 76%
Classroom management 60% €/
Curriculum development 44% & 7
Art/drama/music ‘7//

Consistent with their diverse backgrounds, the teachers varied substantially in the
areas in which they would like to improve (see Table 4); among the most popular were skills
in motivating children to learn and creating materials, and content knowledge in Hebrew and
Jewish history. Variation in these responses across settings followed predictable patterns.
For example, pre-school teachers were more concerned with child development, and teachers
in non-Orthodox pre-schools were especially interested in learning about Jewish customs and
ceremonies. Interest in rabbinic literature was largely confined to day and supplementéry
school teachers. Teachers in Orthodox day schools were most concerned with learning more
history, while teachers in non-Orthodox day schools more often perceived a need for
improved Bible knowledge. It is noteworthy that interests in creating materials, motivating

students, and learning Hebrew were uniformly strong across settings.
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Summary and Implications il /%L’{!C Ic.(/v)ufr
or thti\ d‘-*

atively well prepared, both chw [J

day school settings are similar

Compared to other settings, day school teachers are
Jewishly and pedagogically. Teachers in Orthodox and o

in this respect (except that teachers in Orthodox settings more likely to have attended

day schools as children). Still, fewer than half have undergone the level of professional

preparation that is standard among teachers of secular subjects. Moreover, staff development
ey e

requirements for day school Judaica teachers are minimal; tlus also contrasts w1th day school

teachers of secular subjects who must meet state reqmrements for ongoing certification.

Both for pre-service preparation and in-service development, Jewish day schools in Atlanta,

Baltimore, and Milwaukee hold teachers of secular subjects to hlgher standards than teachers

of Jewish subjects. . 11 Ly 5 So e SLOM cl be meationed Ih ’Ht
Among supplementary and pre-school tee:chers, few are fully prepared as professional '(?wﬂ

Jewish educators. That is, only small proportions of teachers in those settings have extensive d’L (i

training in both education and Judaica. In particular, only m of supplementary school Gl P r}

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

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

growth opportunities are needed to advance their levels of professional knowledge and skills.
Professional development for Jewish educators is not only a matter of remediation, of

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

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

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

by contact with other educators.
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What must teachers know in order to teach? Beyond pedagogic and content

knowledge is the notion of "pedagogic content knowledge," that is, the knowledge of what it
is about the content that is most essential for teaching. This is the knowledge of how to
create bridges between student and subject matter. Teachers need a rich and deep knowledge
of the subject matter to place it in a meaningful context for their students. A teacher whose
knowledge of the subject matter extends beyond what is directly taught to students may find
new ways of enabling students to learn the material at hand. In thinking about professional
development for Jewish teachers, then, we must consider not only pedagogy, and not only
Judaica, but the education of Jewish subject matter.
Conditions of Work

Having identified a need for professional preparation and development of teachers, we
must also consider whether work conditions for teachers in Jewish schools make it reasonable
to think about a profession’pf Jewish education. How many hours do teachers work each
week? How many are /ﬁ:%e? Wha}_‘__a;g their earnings and benefits? What incentives
might stimulate more taachérs to worlifulyue, if positions were available?

Most of the teachers we surveyed reported that they work in one school. Specifically,
80% teach in one school, 17% teach in two schools, and 3% teach in more than two schools.
Thirty-one percent of the respondents teach in day schools as their primary setting (the
setting in which they work the most hours), including 18% under Orthodox sponsorship and
13% under other sponsorships. Forty percent work in supplementary schools. The

remaining 29% teach in pre-schools, including 4% under Orthodox sponsorship and 25%
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under other sponsorships. Whereas 20% of teachers work in more than one school,

approximately 35% of positions are held by teachers who teach in more than one school.

Table 5. Weekly Hours of Work among Teachers in Jewish
Schools (Primary Setting)
HOURS
SETTING 1-4 5-12 13-24 25+
Day Schools 5% 11% 37% 47%
Supplementary Schools 64% 32% 2% 2%
X

Pre-Schools 1% 19% )’7/% 43%
TOTAL 27% 2_2% 23% 28%

Mode : Ro s :’\ﬂwﬁ no’]‘ Junge b 100 fie to 7 -J‘ihrjl-(};.

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

25 hours per week, we find that 28% work
ful{ti when all their positions in Jewish education

taken into account. When asked on ‘e survey, }3;% of the teachers described themselves
as a "full-time Jewish educator”. Thus, alternative definitions give comparable results, on
average.

Teaching in supplementary schools is overwhelmingly a part-time occupation; 96%
teach 12 hours or less in their primary setting, and almost two-thirds teach less than 5 hours
per week (see Table 5). By contrast, day school teachers are about evenly split between
those who work more than 25 hours per week in their primary setting and those who work

less. Among pre-school teachers, 43% work full time, 37% work 13 to 24 hours per week,

and 20% work 12 hours per week or less. Similar differences appeared in Miami, where
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55% of day school teachers and 50% of pre-school teachers reported working 25 hours per

week or more, compared with 5% of supplementary school teachers (Sheskin, 1988). In Los
Angeles, only 16% of teachers reported 25 hours of teaching per week or more (Aron and
Phillips, 1988); this figure was not broken down by setting, but two-thirds of the respondents
were supplementary school teachers, and one-third were day school teachers. (Pre-school

teachers were not included in the Los Angeles survey.)

——

,-"'_"‘--\ 1]

In Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee, teachers who work in more than one schoolf' 5\%
generally teach in supplementary schools as their second school (109 teachers). Only 29

teachers work in day schools and 14 teachers teach in pre-schools as their second school. \d’é’,

BILL, THIS NEEDS TO BE CHECKED: CROSSTAB HAS TOO MUCH MISSING

e

DATA, AND IS INCONSISTENT WITH POLICY BRIEF.

S

In our interviews with teachers, we discovered that teachers and principals work
together to assemble "employment packages" to provide some teachers with more paid work.
Rabbis in Orthodox day school settings are commonly recruited to take responsibility for
tefillah and extracurricular activities to fill out their work week. Teachers in other settings
assume responsibility for a variety of additional activities including working in the library,
tutoring students at the school, engaging in family education, leading tefillah services,
directing grant-related projects, and so forth. Even with these additional responsibilities, few
are able to put together a technically full-time employment package, although many find they

devote more than 40 hours per week to their institutions.

One pre-school teacher who presently teaches part fime exemplifies the struggle of

putting together a full-time position. Looking ahead at her career plans, she expressed a
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desire to wor ful}T time as a Judaic pre-school teacher. But her school, like most others in
ciffers Judaic programs only in the morning. She could become :ti e
only by teaching non-Judaic subjects in the afternoon, by working with older students in a
day school in the afternoon, or by the school’s reorganization of the timing of curricular

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

for a teacher li is one to specialize (teaching a particular subject to a specific age group)
and to work e,
Salary
Earnings from Jewish education should
Table 6. Teachers’ Earnings
be viewed in the context of the part-time nature R O
of Jewish education. Table 2 shows that 58 % EARNINGS PERCENT
of the teachers we surveyed reported earning Less than $1000 3%
00-$4999 0
less than $10,000 from their work in Jewish i = ia
$5000-§9999 15%
educatiﬂﬂ in one SChOOl, while 43% r&poned $10000-514999 ,--’15‘
earning less than $5,000. (In Los Angeles, $15000=819393 i
$20000~-$24999 5%
69% of teachers earn less than $10,000 per
$25000-$30000 4%
year, according to Aron and Phillips, 1988; Over $30000 9%

note that their sample was two-thirds
supplementary teachers.) Fifteen percent of the teachers in our survey said they receive
between $10,000 and $15,000, 18% reported wages between $15,000 and $30,000, while
9% reported earnings of over $30,000 annually. As one educational director of a day school

lamented, "We certainly lose the best teachers to principalships, assistant principalships,
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administrative roles, because that is what day schools are willing to pay for. They are not

willing to pay the same thing for teachers." This is a problem with which all education
systems (not only Jewish education) must contend: Because of education’s flat hierarchy,
often a teacher must move out of teaching in order to advance professionally.

Teaching at more than one school provides modest gains in teachers’ incomes; the gains
are limited because teachers rarely work more than ten hours per week at the second school.
Seventir;pe;c;nt of those who teach in more than one school reported they receive less than
$5000 for the additional work, while g’% receive between $5000-$10,000. NEED.
EORRECTED-EIGURES-HERE.

We asked the teachers, "How important to your household is the income you receive
from Jewish education?" Only 20% of teachers surveyed reported that their income from
Jewish education is the main source of income for their household. Fifty-one percent
indicated that their income from Jewish education is an important source of additional
income, while 29% say their wages from teaching are insignificant to their household
income. Responses to a similar question in Los Angeles were more evenly distributed: 32%
said their income from Jewish education is the main source of household income, 34% called
it an important supplement, and 32% said it was unimportant (Aron and Phillips, 1988). In
Miami, 57% of day school teachers reported that more than half their household income
comes from Jewish teaching, but only 24% of pre-school teachers and 18% of supplementary
school teachers reported that level of importance (Sheskin, 1988).

An exception to the general pattern in Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee, and more

consistent with Miami, is that for teachers in Orthodox day schools/income from teaching is



24
not typically just an important source of additional pa}/gut their main source of income.
Fifty-nine percent of teachers in Orthodox day school‘s reported that their wages from Jewish
education are the main source of income, compared to 35% who indicated their wages are an
important source of additional income, and only 6% who reported their income from Jewish
education is insignificant.

For many teachers the additional income, however smalla is extremely meaningful.
As one educator stated, "The salary is extremely importantj.i;'l:ht's how I pay for my kid’s
educatioi?:iti;’ave to be working. I want to be working, but also that salary is essential."

Overall, teachers were more satisfied than dissatisfied with their salaries, but this
varied substantially by setting. As Table 7 illustrates, a substantial majority of
supplementary school teachers were somewhat or very satisfied with their salaries.
However, just under half the day school teachers and only 37% of pre-school teachers
reported satisfaction with their salaries. Our interviews confirmed a general pattern of
greater satisfaction with salaries among supplementary school teache%d the most

dissatisfaction among pre-school teachers.

Table 7. Teachers’ Satisfaction with Salaries

VERY SOMEWHAT SOMEWHAT VERY
SETTING SATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED DISSATISFIED
Day Schools 14% 35% 28% 23%
Supplementary Schools 33% 42% 19% 7%
Pre-Schools 7% 30% 30% 32%
TOTAL 20% 36% 25% 19%
>l
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Teachers acknowledged, however, that it is not the money that keeps them in the

profession. As a teacher in an Orthodox day school stated, "To me, it is inconceivable that
people that work with so much dedication should be [paid so poorly]. I think that’s one of
the reasons that Jewish education has been slow in terms of quality."
Benefits

Few fringe benefits are available to teachers in Jewish schools. Given the part-time
nature of teaching, the scarcity of benefits may not be surprising. However, most full-time
Jewish educators (those teaching more than 25 hours per week) reported that they are not
offered many benefits (see Table 8). Full-time teachers are most likely to be offered tuition
subsidies (75%) (i.e., reduced tuition for their children at their school) and money to attend
conferences (66%). Of those who teach full time, only 28% are offered disability benefits,

48% are offered health benefits, and 45% have pension plans.

Table 8. Availability of Fringe Benefits for Full-Time and Part-Time
Teachers: Percentages of Teachers Who Are Offered Various
Fringe Benefits

FULL-TIME PART-TIME ALL
BENEFIT TEACHERS TEACHERS TEACHERS
o o
Tuition Subsidies ot 7263 P o“os Wi 52%
Day Care 28% 15% 19%
Membership Subsidies 46% 33% 37%
Synagogue Privileges 17% 19% 9%
Conferences 66% 55%
Sabbaticals 14% 6%
Disability 28% 9%
Health 48% 15% 54
Pension 45% 16% 25%

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

number of settings, they are not eligible for health, pension, or disability benefits from any
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one institution. Even when fringe benefits are offered, the size of the benefits may be
negligible. One day school principal indicated:

Today a health plan for a family-is about $5500 a year. A full-time teacher may get

$900 from the school, the rest they have to pay for. They get a- allocation. 1It’s

a token, but it’s not that mu same thing with pension plai&“ e pension plan

until now was a fair plan. w{‘as little, but it was fair. That’s s ded

because of the financial crisis, so there is none at all. That’s all the benefits there

are. ~

Benefits differ somewhat across settings, mainly as a function of the percent of
teachers in that setting who work full-time. Forty-seven percent of teachers in day schools
reported that health benefits are available to them. Only 29% of those in pre-schools and a
mere 7% of supplementary school teachers are offered health benefits. About 46% of
teachers in day school}(and 27% of those in pre-school/s/are offered pensions, as compared
with just 7% of supplementary school teachers.
s { Inolicat

Most educators work part-time, have few tangible fringe benefits, and receive salaries
that they consider to be an important, supplementary part of their household income. For
some educators, this situation is compatible with their goals and family situations. For
others, the current situation does not meet their needs, and they are not pleased with their
salaries and benefits. When part-time teachers were asked what possible incentives would
encourage them to work full-time in Jewish education, salary, benefits, and job
security/tenure were the most important incentives (see Table 9). Since we did not question
persons who chose not to enter Jewish education, we cannot say whether these work

conditions discourage people from entering the field at all, but these results encourage that

speculation.
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Table 9. Most Important Incentives for Full-Time Work }g
135505
INCENTIVE FIRST SECOND THIRD \ ‘a
salary 23 1% o [5’)6’% g’/:nﬂ \ %
Benefits 3 % 22 s /3 26s P
Job security/tenure Y 54 § A% LY 225 §
' ¢
Bett Judai Back d % o
etter Judaica Backgroun (_‘,'/Bi l-fﬁ 5'/5/ &3
Better Education Background 3% 3% .2 /Z"b {?
ol
Career Development 4 B4 4 B% 7 15% Q
3 | 7
More Job Opportunities “f 5% 1 /44 Y &% 1 ?_c'
Training Opportunities 1% 1% 2% ' a A "
Change in Family Status 9 }84 3% 5% ; fﬂ%:
Work Resources - 1% 2% Il
Presence of Colleagues 1% I 1 ’/ 5% '
. J

Those who have chosen the field of Jewish education typically find their greatest
rewards in the intangibles. As one supplementary school teacher commented:

[Flinancially, no, this is not the best job in the world. The reward is watching

children grow. I don’t think any of the synagogues really pay that well. We have no

benefits. I've worked 26 years without any benefits whatsoever. Nothing. When I

retire, it is ’Good-bye. It was nice knowing you.” You really have to love what you

are doing, let’s face it.

What do these findings imply for the notion of building a profession of Jewish
education? The usual working conditions of teachers in Jewish schools, particularly the part-
time nature of work, the modest significance of earnings, and the absence of benefits for
many teachers, are not typical for professional occupations. Moreover, we found that many

teachers chose their positions because of the availability of part-time work. On the one

hand, these conditions may make it difficult to build a profession. The scarcity of full-time
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positions with substantia},éxy and benefits packages may make it difficult to recruit

teachers who are willing to conform to high standards of professional preparation and
development. On the other hand, just because someone chooses to work part txm/does not
mean he or she would necessarily resist efforts to raise standards. A par't‘fl teacher may be
experienced and committed to Jewish teaching,/and therefore welcome opportunities for
professional development. To resolve these issues, we need to examine the career
orientation and experiences of full-time and part-time teachers.
Career Patterns

To enhance the profession of Jewish education, it is essential to learn about the career
patterns of today’s teachers. How were they recruited into Jewish education? How
experienced are they? Do they view Jewish education as a career? What are their plans for
the future? Answering these questions will tell us whether investing in our current teachers
is a sound strategy for improving the personnel of Jewish schools.

Jewish education provides relatively easy access to prospective members, although
pre-schools are more highly regulated by the state than other settings. In interviews, we

learned that teachers in Jewish- Is enter the field as early high school and as late as

retirement.~ This wide e co ined with the part-time nature of teaching in Jewish

s, allows educators to teach while they are pursuing other endeavors, such as post-
schooling.

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

formal preparation or certification, there is a common perception that "anybody can do it".
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Some educators make casual decisions to enter the field and expect on-the-job training to

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

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

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

As one supplementary teacher recounted:

Well, basically, I got recruited through a friend. I have a friend who was teaching
here and she said it was fun and great and a good thing to do. She thought I might
like doing that. My first reaction, of course, was, "Who am I to be teaching?" 1
have no formal education as a teacher and certainly not of Judaica or Hebrew. And
she just said from what she knew that I knew, I had all the qualifications. I had no
experience in Jewish education, but my friend persuaded me. And so just indirectly,
and luckily, I became involved in Jewish education.

Teachers most commonly obtained their current positions by approaching the school
z7

11
directly (3066), through a friend or mentor (30%) or by being recruited by the school (22%).

It is rare for teachers to be recruited for their positions from outside their current
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community.
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Most educators are attracted to Jewish education for intrinsic rewards, such as

* f transmitting the joy and enthusiasm for Judaism to children. Some teachers also emphasized

the warmth of the Jewish community. One explained:

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

Factors influencing the decision to work at a particular schools coincide with the

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

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

was the most prevalent reason mentioned. As one teacher explained,
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I had my third child, and I was feeling like I needed to get out and do
something, but I couldn’t do something on a full-time basis. [Working as a
Jewish educator] seemed to coincide with what I needed at the time.

Location was also an important factor, cited by:'?r‘%ﬁ of the teachers, while salary was

indicated as an important factor by fs/’% of the teachers. Religious affiliation was indicated

by /66%% of the teachers as an important factor in choosing to work in a particular school.
‘FS;'F -ejpgcent of supplementary school teachers teach in synagogues where they are also

members. BILL

The most important reason fm: c‘l;{;o ing a particular second school was the same as
that for the first, namely scheduling. réktz' ;erlce;t of those teaching in a second school
reported that salary was as important factor in their decision to teach in a particular second
school andgg‘;ﬁ indicated that location was an important factor. \ § ¥ 2’ s lro $0 7 o )‘Q/
e | "B""'r:c‘{i‘.‘j - Pl

There is considerable stability in the field of Jewish teaching. The top panel of Table 20
10 indicates that 14% of teachers have been m the field for more than 20 years, 24% for rZ,_ JT;)
between 10 and 20, and 29% for 6 to 10 years. Another 27% have worked in Jewish ch%,l‘
education for 2 to 5 years, and only 6% were in thc'eir first year ?n the time of our survey.

At the same time, teachers’ tenure at their current schooﬁess extensive 2§ £cir
experience in the field. The majority of te.achers,l /58?6, have been teaching in their current

institutions for five years or less, and 18% were teaching in their current settings for the first

time. Others, totalling just 18 %, have been teaching in their current institutions for more

71 have §
You [ oot flore Wt«m:hwb..
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than 10 years.
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Supplementary schools have the most
novice teachers. Whereas only 9% of
supplementary school teachers were new to

L7
Jewish education, 26% were new to their
current schools. Twelve percent of day school
teachers and 13% of pre-school teachers were
new to their current schools. Figures for new
teachers reflect new faculty positions as well as
movement across schools.
c 0 2

There are limited career advancement
opportunities in the three communities.
Teachers can make horizontal moves from one
setting to another, although one’s
denominational or philosophical orientation
constrains this movement to a certain degree.
Many educators feel comfortable in specific

settings, and they would not be considered for
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Table 10. Stability and
Continuity of

Teachers

TOTAL YEARS OF EXPERIENCE
IN JEWISH EDUCATION

1l or less 6%
2 to 5 27%
6 to 10 29%
11 to 20 24%
20 or more 14%

TOTAL YEARS OF TEACHING
EXPERIENCE IN THE CURRENT

COMMUNITY

1l or less 11%
2 to b 34%
6 to 10 27%
11 to 20 19%
20 or more 10%

TOTAL YEARS OF TEACHING
EXPERIENCE IN THE PRESENT

SETTING
1 or less 18%
2 to 5 41%
6 to 10 23%
11 to 20 13%
20 or more 5%
N
'ajd$g: Cﬂo(tﬂ.usnr ~ey NS JTha
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are two ways teachers move out from their regular positions. Some apply for

on-teaching positions when they become vacant, while others are tapped by administrators

who see promising qualities in them. The fact that teachers are recruited without benefit of a
Mg/

.



32
position™s being advertised narrows the perceived range of opportunities. Many positions are

filled before it is generally known that they are vacant.

Vertical movement is constrained by the small number of positions, and top-level
administrative positions are sometimt:s/zaed by recruits from outside the community.
Career Perceptions

Interestingly, although only a
Table 11. Teachers’ Career
minority of teachers work full-time in Pecceptions
REPORTED HAVING
Jewish education (32%), most, 59% of A CAREER IN
JEWISH EDUCATION
SETTING
teachers, describe themselves as having a
Day Schools 73%
hod 88%
career in Jewish education (see Table 11). ot s s6%
* In fact, 54% of those who work part-time in | SUpplementary Schools 443
/7 Pre~Schools 60%
: : Orthodox 89%
'ﬂq‘; ewish education (those who teach less than Ot b 554
I i r i 1
Cov f‘e o 25 hours per week) indicate that they have S b

i careers in Jewish education. At the same

Te r-Pol

\_/ume 31% of the full-time Jewish educators say Jewish education is not their career. For a
l'"i(

‘f’l« majority of educators, part-time or not, Jewish education is their career.
i hu"‘q‘)f r

Were ¢, cidy Te?chers in day schools and pre-schools under Orthodox sponsorship are the most

M-« n
i ].d(ely to md1cate they have a career in Jewish education. In these settings close to 90%

KF'M.-\. GY% + 6%

descri
ts S62 . 49%),
e ﬂ-oﬂwr day schools also describe Jewish education as their career, as do 56% of teachers in

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

7L 3“‘3
///,//; other pre-schools and 44 % of supplementary school teachers.
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Table 12. Future Plans of Teachers in Jewish Schools

SETTINGS
FUTURE PLANS Day Sup Pre TOTAL
Continue Same Position 738 K 54% 5€ e 63% ¢ Y
Change Schools 5% é 7% Y % '5 ,5‘?
Change Positions /44 3 3% 2 Py 2 % 2
Seek a Position outside 3% 9% 6% 6%
of Jewish Education
Other (e.g., going A% L B 7 A% > A% 5
back to school)
Undecided 10% 21% LT 21 18%
Note: Columns may not sum to 100% due to rounding.

The majority of teachers we surveyed plan to continue working in their present
positions (see Table 12). Across all settings, g% of the teachers reported that they plan to
stay in their present positions within the next three years, and only 6% planned to seek a
position outside Jewish education. Turnover rates may be smallest in day schools, where
JZ%G expec}pd/to stay in their current jobs. (Orthodox and other schools were similar in
responding to this question.)

Day school teachers who do not plan to stay in their current positions are most likely
to be changing to a different-day school 99’%) or do not know their plans (10%). Among
supplementary and pre-school teachers who anticipate a change, the vast majority are

(A~ 1% of
uncertain about their plans for the next three years: 21% of both supplementary amil’1 pre-

school teachers are undecided.

Teach: T
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Our interviews with teachers indicated that they play little role in developing school 4

“

policies for curriculum and instruction. Most clearly in the more Jewishly traditional 9~ FKL\_ "lcc
schools, the teacher’s role is not to participate in developing the curriculum, but to 7Z( y hoé%y;\
implement it. Teachers generally feel autonomous in their classrooms, but this freedom isLl€ n:?“"- /
constrained by curriculum and resources. Teachers seldom talk about their teaching with /"a; )
other teachers, and only a small fraction participate in teacher networks beyond their own I er’;;J
schools. While the phenomenon of teacher isolation is not unknown in general education, it CZ&é"’r/ X
is exacerbated in Jewish education due to the part-time nature of most teachers’ work. 7&"/

By and large, teachers are at their institutions to meet their classes and to attend
infrequent faculty meetings. This is true across all settings. Since their agreements with
their institutions call for a certain amount of pay for a certain number of contact hours with
students, principals are often reluctant to ask them to be present for professional discussions
aﬁd teachers have accepted the "drop in" structure laid out for them. The framing of their
work agreements and the structure of their work settings conspire to discourage teachers
from collaborating together either in curricular areas or on professional matters that extend
beyondf‘ée classroom walls. There are some exceptions, but, in general, teachers lead
isolated professional lives that are separated from the conversations that affect their
professional futures.

Summary and Implications

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

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

current positions. In addition, a majority of teachers indicate that they have made Jewish
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education their careers. Even among part-time teachers, more than half describe themselves
as having a career in Jewish education. Most strikingly, 44% of supplementary school
teachers view their work in this way.

The commitment and stability reflected in these findings suggest that the notion of a
profession of Jewish education is not as far-fetched as its part-time nature might indicate. If
teachers plan to stay in Jewish education, and view it as a career, they may respond
positively to increased opportunities for professional growth. Through professional growth,
the weaknesses in pre-service training may be addressed. Moreover, the commitment and
stability of teachers in Jewish education suggests than investment in their professional growth
would have a long-term payoff.

Conclusions
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Content; Case Studies;

Identifiers: Sparks, Dennis; Teacher Knowledge; Shulman (Lee); Pedagogical
Content Knowledge; Case Method (Teaching Technique);

Enter a command or press "RETURN" to continue:



From: IN%"74671.3370@CompuServe.COM" "Nessa Rapoport" 29-MAY-1996 10:09:59.40
To: IN%"GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu" "INTERNET:GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu"

(2] IN%"73321.1220@CompuServe.COM" "Alan", IN%"73321.1221@CompuServe.COM"
"Barry", IN%"GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu" "Ellen",
IN%"73321.1217@CompuServe.COM" "Gail", IN%"102467.61l6@CompuServe.COM"

"Josie™"

Subj: teachers report

As you well know, CIJE's research has been subject to various critiques, often
masking other issues, over the years. It occurred to me, in thinking about the
teachers report, that you should be explicit and detailed in describing the
nature of the research underlying these data. (For example, you should be
clear about the similarities and differences across the cities, to offset the
famous: "They didn't take into account that Baltimore is so different that it
skews the data...")

I am not suggesting that we be unnaturally defensive. But we have said to the
community of professionals: "At some point we will publish the full report."
If this is the full teachers report, I want to be certain that it is indeed
complete and, as far as possible, explains whatever needs to be explained to
the Leoras and Susans of this world. If there are staff members who have heard
questions about our research and conclusions that are worth repeating, let's
be sure this report does indeed address those questions. (I am thinking of a
couple of sentences, where needed, not of dramatic changes, because as you
know I think the report is very solid. But I would like you to keep in mind
the range of audiences, including those professionals who have never had a
chance to see this work.)

Also, at the end of the policy brief, we say: "The complete CIJE Study of
Educators will be available in 1995." This report is still not that, right? It
may be worth adding a note to say what this report does NOT include--which I
assume is the leaders.

As for your note to Gail, I do think it's important to describe to readers
what the "missing functions" are. That is part of our mission, to give a
portrait of the possible in a policy-oriented way. I know that this is "a
research report," but this material could be included in the conclusions, as
you suggest, Adam. I don't think we are doing justice to our thinking and our
mission if we don't.

Nessa
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#10 29-MAY-1996 10:56:26.64 MAIL
= X-VMS-To: in%"gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu”
MIME-version: 1.0
Content-transfer-encoding: 7BIT

| think your changes faxed are fine. | also think we addressed Nessa's
concerns about indicating where there are differences by community and
indicating that we did check it out first. | agree with Nessa that

we should footnote somewhere that the second part of the study of educators,

Leaders is forthcoming.

What are your thoughts? E.

MAIL>



#3 29-MAY-1996 17:07:25.63 NEWMAIL
- From: SSCB::GAMORAN
To: IN%"GOLDRIEB®@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu"
CC: GAMORAN
Subj: RE: teachers report

We could add more about differences across communities, but that would
prevent us from keeping each community's results confidential. | want to
think more about this.

As for the Leader's paper, it is cited in the Appendix. Do you want to
say more about it there? Perhaps add that it will be released as a separate
report?

I'd like to arrange another conference call with Bill, to talk about his
interviews. Generally | think they're pretty good -- definitely more
structured this time! 1'd like to bring up some substantive issues for us
to discuss. What evening would be good for you? | can't do it tomorrow
night (or tonight), and that takes us already into TEl Il. How about next
Wednesday night?

MAIL>
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From: IN%"73321.l1217@CompuServe.COM" '"gail dorph" 20-APR-1996 20:41:30.42

To: IN%$"gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu" "Adam" CC: IN%"73321.1220@CompuServe.COM"
"Alan", IN%"73321.1221@CompuServe.COM" "Barry",
IN%"74104.3335@CompuServe.COM" "bill", IN%"goldriebectrvax.vanderbilt.edu"
"Ellen Goldring", IN%"74671.3370@CompuServe.COM" '"nessa"

Subj: comments on integrated report on teachers

Adam, I particularly appreciated your efforts to include findings from other
studies which have been done. Kol Hakavod. Some of these comments are tiny,
editorial. Others reflect my not understanding some point. and then there are
a few others. gail

P.- 2 this para needs better link betweeen agenda and what is the
character....

pP. 18 ironically, moreover, this also contrasts.... the links and hinges need
work here

p. 19 a teacher whose knowledge..... not a clear sentence

p. 21 last sentence of middle para. even with.... technical full-time ---
this is not a clear sentence, I wasn't sure what it meant.

salary, p. 22 -- I think "need to be" ought to replace should in first
sentence.

pP. 23 -- I think we need more info about "for whom income is impt in terms of

amount of time they spend doing the work. it would seem from p. 24 that if
you're in for part time stuff, then salary is good.

P. 24 -- I'm not sure how the quote proves the point that you are trying to

make.
P. 26 --- supplementary school person is quoted about the impt of intangibles

and it is suppl. teachers who are the most satisfied by the salary. are we
indeed presenting a strong case?

p. 27 - the quote. is there something missing between nice knowing you and you
reallly have to love...?

p. 34 -- network doesn't need an "s" on second line. also are you not talking
about isolation inside schools and between schools.

P. 37 at end of top para last sentence, do we not want to say something about
need to provide alternative kinds of positions so that we can indeed recruit

" full time people in so far as they would want to work full time. isn't this

conigning us to an apporach that will always yied these same teachers with the
same profile? -

what data sugggests that it is realistic to ask teachers to
participate.... (para starting third... ) if you mean stuff from levers paper
you should mention it

p. 38 ourfindings indicate -- what findings are we talking about --- those
that point to non-existence of this condition? or something that we have
learned from reading or our research...?

p. 39 second para. salaries for pre- school teachers pose not poses

p. 40 -- if we talk about national efforts, we need to include pre-service
programs as well and I'm wondering if this is place to mention strategic

- kinds of national initiatives that can support this kind of work ala TEI,

leadership institutes etc. not by name but by idea. i.e. creating not only
norms and standards, but also capacity to do the work.
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From: IN%"74671.3370@CompuServe.COM" !'Nessa Rapoport" 23-APR-1996 12:01:00.16

To: IN%"gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu" "Adam"

[alaE. IN%"73321.1220@CompuServe.COM" "Alan", IN%"73321.1221@CompuServe.COM"
"Barry", IN%"GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu" "Ellen",
IN%"73321.1217@CompuServe .COM" "Gail", IN%"74104.3335@CompuServe . COM" "Bill
Robinson"

Subj: Teachers Reports: Comments

April 22, 1996
Comments on Teachers Report

First of all, congratulations. The paper is concise, clear, and feels cohesive
to these non-researcher eyes. It was a pleasure to read.

Here are my comments and questions, large and small:

One issue I kept mulling over in the back of my mind was the use of quotes
from the interviews. You didn't use many, and they weren't that strong for the
most part. And yet the research is informed, I'm sure, by that critical aspect
of the work--which was also expensive and extensive. I wonder if there's a way
to highlight the importance of the interviews in our work. (Most cities are
more likely to pay for the survey than the interview: We may be the only ones
who do this for a while, so it may be worth thinking about emphasizing the
interviews' importance, if they indeed have been significant for our
conclusions.)

P. 2, 1st para.: "The Commission established the Council..." CIJE was
established to explore this agenda but others as well. I want to suggest that
you lift the language of the policy brief to describe CIJE's raison d'etre
succintly. I would then begin a new para. for the question: "What is the
character of the teaching profession..." (You also use the word "address"
twice in two sentences.)

P. 3, Data and Methods: This section could be made easier to read. Almost all
of "data and methods" is information about the survey. Then on p. 5, there is
one paragraph in the middle about the interviews. This is followed by the

' (very interesting but not highlighted sufficiently) conclusions from the

survey. I think you should subhead these components to tell readers exactly
what they're getting. For the purposes of this paper, is it important tec put
the technical details on how the survey was conducted in the body of the text?
Could they be boxed or set apart, or does that diminish your credibility? I am
imagining someone like Bill Berman reading this paper with great interest, but
being stopped in his tracks by pp. 3,4 and top of 5, so close to the beginning
of the paper.

Is there so little to say about the interviews? "All quotes in this report
derive from the interviews" does not seem enough for 125 interviews of 1-2
hours. But I don't know the background here.

P. 3, third para.: The implication of the parentheses on leaders is that the
data is available to the public.

P. 5.: "The interviews for our study were designed and carried out by Julie
Tammivaara, Roberta Goodman, and Claire Rottenberg of the CIJE staff." I think
you should call them "field researchers," as in the policy brief. Otherwise,
it sounds like core staff.

P. 6: Some statistics seem to demand comment. One is that (1. 2) "51% of those
[63%] have lived in Israel for three months or more." I do find it interesting
that in light of relatively poor background and training, one-third of all
teachers have spent that much time in Israel--if I'm reading correctly.
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P. 6, para. 3: Forgive me for my non-research mentality, but I find it hard to
understand your quote from the NJPS. Are you saying that 50% of adults have
college degrees, and, of those, a quarter of the women and a third of the men
went on for post-college? (I'm surprised the college figure is so low.)

Bottom line: Upper case "Orthodox." Also, the format is confusing here, as
there are only two lines of text on the next page. I skipped p. 7 and went to
p. 8 directly, and then couldn't find my way.

Note: I haven't looked at the tables. Someone else should be sure that they're
understandable. (Remember, we said we might have labelled the pie charts on
the Policy Brief differently, in light of how they were read by others?)

P. 8: Again, in the middle paragraph, I couldn't understand, from the written
text, whether these "half"s that you mention overlap with each other.
Similarly, in the next para., "Another 47% may be considered partially
trained, including 35% [do you mean of the 47%] with backgrounds in education
and 12% certified in Jewish subjects [a different 12%?]. "But not both" is
confusing in the way it is written. Perhaps take the language from the pie
chart in this case and say "in general education only" or "in Jewish studies
only" and that will clear up the confusion. The text should not need the pie
charts to be clear.

P. 10, first full para.: I would say on 1. 3, "training in education," rather
than "same level of educational training." I was confused by this language.

P. 12, 1. 7: "also received extensive Jewish eduication as children." The
juxtaposition with the previous sentence implies that "at least twice per week
before age 13" constitutes "extensive Jewish education." I don't think we
would agree with that.

P. 12, bottom line: This sentence, "over half of teachers in non-Orthodox
pre-schools received no Jewish schooling after the age of Bat Mitvah," seems
to demand some commentary on the gender of teachers and its implications. BAs I
said about the leaders paper on this issue, the lack of acknowledgement that
in some categories virtually all the subjects of the data are women strikes me
as odd.

I've appended my comments on this issue re the leaders.

For example, the number of people agitated over the health benefits issue
would be far higher if the gender division among teachers were more balanced.
If, in this case, 84% of teachers are married women, it is fair to say that
the majority of Jewish teachers are presumably getting those benefits through
their husbands' presumable full-time employment. This has implications for how
many people care about not getting those benefits; for recruitment; for the
part-time nature of teaching; and for the importance of the salary to the
household. Also for their early Jewish education, which Kosmin showed as less
for girls than for boys. Cause and effect tends to blur, toco.

;;Am I reading p. 22 correctly in concluding that 73% of Jewish teachers earn
less than $15,000 from their teaching in one school? That makes the salary
question and its implications far more drastic than the text seems to imply.
If for 51% of teachers, this constitutes "an important source of additional
income," it certainly undergirds your point about financial incentives for
additional professional development. (Although if most teachers are relatively
satisfied with less than $15,000, they don't seem that demanding to me. One
might conclude that there's nothing the matter with the salaries. I also
thought there were findings from general education on the "merit pay" issue
that worked against $incentives/rewards for improved quality.)

This issue, too, seems connected to the gender guestion and the desire for
part-time work. On p. 29 at the bottom, to state "87% of teachers said the
hours and days available for work was an important reason for choosing work at
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a particular school" with location also cited by 75% seems to require a
mention re gender. (They want part-time work because of child-rearing? Yet the
hours of supplementary school coincide with the hours many children come home
from school.)

P. 13: Pre-school teachers: "While these workshops generally satisfied state
requirements, they may not have been sufficient to compensate for the limited
Judaic backgrounds of most pre-school teachers." Do we know what proportion of
that time was spent on Judaica? Is the director quoted here typical in her
expectations that 3/4 of these hours would "be Judaic"?Your language "may not
have been sufficient" sounds vague.

P. 17: Bottom para., 3rd line: "Moreover, in-service training tends to be
provided according to teachers' roles, rather than offering different
programs..." I didn't understand what "roles" means here.

P. 18, bottom para. Can you cite some literature from general education about
professional development being more than remedial? (Didn't we have a great
quote about this from one of our many documents?!)

P. 22: "(In Los Angeles, 69% of teachers earn...") Given that the data is
almost ten years old, can we say "earned"?)

P. 33, top: "Turnover rates may be smallest in day schools, where 76% expect
to stay in their current jobs." The leaders also expected to stay, but that
doesn't mean that they do stay. You seem to be :talking about voluntary
turnover here. Can we assume that those who expect to stay can stay? Are day
school teachers usually not let go?

P. 34, bottom para.: Do you want to make the point that if so many teachers
are new to their schools, it is harder to create and maintain a particular
culture within a school? (A culture that fosters professional development in a
sustained way for individual teachers, for example.)

T like the '"conclusions" format.

P. 38, middle para., last line: "In light of teachers' commitment to their
work, we anticipate that they would be eager to participate in high-quality,
targeted programs." Do the interviews shed any light on this?

P, 38, "Improving the Conditions of Work": At some point in this paper,

perhaps here, I think you should cite the Policy Brief as a reference

document. (I was thinking in this case of the components of the "Plan for
Action," but I suppose it could also come earlier, in the background/training
and professional development sections.) Shouldn't any reader of this document
know of the availability of the Policy Brief? I don't think it'ié?entioned. i;

st ME"=p,



Below is a copy of my comments on gender from the leaders paper (11/95 memo) .
Some apply to the teachers, it seems.

[From leaders paper] Gender: There are conclusions in this paper that do not
seem direct enough about the link between the dominant gender of this group
and data. When, on p. 36, you talk about "recent recruitment," you say that
"most educators have moved from (at least) one city to another during their
career in Jewish education." You go on to say that 56% of pre-school teachers
(the majority of this category) have spent all their years in Jewish education
in one community. Then you speculate about why this is. Your first reason is
"this may be the case because pre-schools are not recruiting outside their
local communities." Then you say that "women are most likely than men to have
always worked in their current community and over 90% of the women did not
move to the community to take their current position." But we know from p. 4
that two-thirds of all the educators are women, and that among pre-schools
leaders (21% of the total group), all are women. Why not just be more direct
about this correlation?

Or in a sentence like: "The interviews suggest that some educational leaders,
especially women, are constrained in their choices of positions because they
are not geographically mobile." But 66% of the leaders are women.,

Or: "Pre-schools are recruiting from the local community. Perhaps because of
lower salaries or lower status, there does not seem to be a national market
for recruiting educational leaders for pre-schools when compared to day and
supplementary schools." Given what we know about the general American
marketplace, do you not think that the fact that 100% of these leaders are
women has some relationship to their lower salary and status, whether as cause
or effect?

Or on p. 79: "Only 12% of the pre-school leaders are trained in Jewish
studies, and they have the lowest levels of Jewish education both before and
after age 13 when compared to other educational leaders in Jewish schools.®
Again, to go back to your own earlier data, it all pre-school leaders are
women, and American Jewish women are less educated than American Jewish men
(Kosmin, cited earlier), this quoted sentence is not surprising. Similarly,
you have already told us that even among our (more educated) population
studied here, more female than male educational leaders had no Jewish
education as children.



From: IN% "GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu" 1-0CT-1996 08:27:52.36

To: IN%"74104.3335@compuserve.com"
4] IN%"gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu"
Subj: message from Susan S.

Return-path: <GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu>

Received: from duncan.ssc.wisc.edu by ssc.wisc.edu (PMDF V5.0-6 #17630)
id <01IA4EPNFON49BVUOL@ssc.wisc.edu> for gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu; Tue,
01 Oct 1996 08:27:47 -0600 (CST)

Received: from ctrvxl.vVanderbilt.Edu by duncan.ssc.wisc.edu;
(5.65v3.2/1.1.8.2/10May96-0433PM) id AA01005; Tue, 01 Oct 1996 08:30:39 -0500

Received: from PATHWORKS-MAIL by ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu (PMDF V5.0-7 #11488)
id <01IA4ESAKS5GO8XX2Q6@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu>; Tue,
01 Oct 1996 08:29:55 -0500 (CDT)

Date: Tue, 01 Oct 1996 08:29:55 -0500 (CDT)

From: GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu

Subject: message from Susan S.

To: 74104.3335@compuserve.com

Cc: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu

Message-id: <01IA4ESAKOQY8XX2Q6@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu>

X-VMS-To: in%"74104.3335@compuserve.com"”

X-VMS-Cc: in%"gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu"

MIME-version: 1.0

Content-transfer-encoding: 7BIT

Bill, do you remember what we did in the leaders paper about denominations,
Orthodox, etc.

Ellen

————— Begin message from IN%"SHEVITZ@BINAH.CC.BRANDEIS.EDU" 30-Sep-96

From: IN% "SHEVITZE@BINAH.CC.BRANDEIS.EDU" 30-SEP-1996 16:27
To: IN% "Goldrieb@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu"

(3]0

Subj: Your essay

Return-path: <SHEVITZE@BINAH.CC.BRANDEIS.EDU>
Received: from binah.cc.brandeis.edu (binah.cc.brandeis.edu)
by ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu (PMDF V5.0-7 #11488)
id <01IA3H4GUITS8XYFQG@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu> for
Goldrieb@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu; Mon, 30 Sep 1996 16:26:19 -0500 (CDT)
Received: from BINAH.CC.BRANDEIS.EDU by BINAH.CC.BRANDEIS.EDU
(PMDF V4.3-10 #10451) id <01IA3C9H2TUUQRO30QU@GBINAH.CC.BRANDEIS.EDU>; Mon,
30 Sep 1996 14:21:26 -0500 (EST)
Date: Mon, 30 Sep 1996 14:21:26 -0500 (EST)
From: SHEVITZE@BINAH.CC.BRANDEIS.EDU
Subject: Your essay
To: Goldrieb@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu
Message-id: <01IA3CY9H2TUWQRO30U@BINAH.CC.BRANDEIS.EDU>
X-VMS-To: IN%'"Goldrieb@ctrvax.vanderbilt.edu"
MIME-version: 1.0
Content-type: TEXT/PLAIN; CHARSET=US-ASCII
Content-transfer-encoding: 7BIT

Barry Holtz gave me the paper you did with Adam and Bill on the
ed leaders in the 3 communities. Interesting and helpful. A lot
corresponds to what I'd expect based on other communities.

Did you run the data by denomination? Or without the Orthodox?
What abt by gender for training and for compensation?




We’'re considering developing a set of programs in ed leadership
here at Brandeis. If we go that route it will be over the next
several years. Assuming we move this agenda along, I'd like

to consult with you.

Have you any plans to come east? MAybe we can dovetail. .

Let’s talk soon.

Susan

————— End forwarded message





