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BACKGROUND AND PROFESSIONAL TRAINING OF TEACHERS IN JEWISH SCHOOLS . Thhoy
|
The Jewish community of North America is facing a crisis of major proportions. Large — Qe3¢ "f /s
numbers of Jews have lost interest in Jewish values, ideals, and behavior...The responsibility i 79X

for developing Jewish identity and instilling a commitment to Judaism...now rests primarily
with education. --- A Time to Act

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

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

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

1. Are teachers in Jewish schools committed to Jewish education?
Yes. Almost 60% of the teachers said that Jewish education is their career. Even among part-time
teachers (those who reported teaching fewer than 30 hours per week), half described Jewish education

as their career. In supplementary schools where virtually no teachers are full-time Jewish educators,
44% consider Jewish education their career.
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There is considerable stability in the teaching force as well. Fwenty-nine percent have taught for
more than ten years, while just 6% were in their first year as Jewish educators when they responded
to the survey (see Table 1). fourths? plan to continue teaching in their current
position, while only ?5%? intend to scek a position outside of Jewish education in the near future.
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[TABLE | ABOUT HERE]
2. Are teachers in Jewish schools trained as Jewish educators?

Most are not. According to teachers’ own reports, only 21% are trained as Jewish educators, with &

-beth-prefessional degreeplin education, and plsty
Another 39% are partially trained, w:thddegreeﬁn education but not Judaica. Another partially-

trained group consists of the 10% who have college, graduate school, or seminary degreed in _

Jewish studies, but not in education. This leaves 30% of the teachers who are untrained: thgy lack  —

professional training in both education and Judaica (see Figure 1).

" [FIGURE’Z_ABOUT HERE]
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-l&-many-casﬁ&geachers)feporﬁd similar levels of pyof ion, regardless of whether they
taught mainly in day schools, supplementary schools, or pre-schools. For example, close to half the
teachers in each setting reported university degrees in general education, and similar proportions have
worked in general education in the past (see Table 2). However, in addition to these figures, another
15% to 20% of day school and pre-school teachers have education degrees from teachers’ institutes.
In the day school setting, these are primarily teachers in Orthodox schools who have atte Qne- giv
i o |

tpbeyear programs in Israel. By the same token, 1 half as many teachers injday

schools-under-Orthodox sponsesship have university degrees in education, compared to the proportion
of teachers day schools under other sponsorships (37% compared with 67%, not shown in Table 2).
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[TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE]

Day school teachers are much more likely than teachers who work primarily in other settings to have

—sueng—éudm&backgmmds‘ Table 3 show that 40% of day school teachers are certified as Jewish
educators, and 38% have degreeﬂm Jewish studies from a college, graduate schogl, or rabbinic
seminary. (Here, teachers in Orthodox day schools are much more likely to have;degreeslthan those
in other day schools, 50% compared with 24%.) Much smaller proportions of teachers in
supplementary and pre-schools have studied Judaica to this extent. Owverall, around four-fifths of the
teachers lack advanced degrees and certification in Judaica, and even in the day schools, three-fifths
of the teachers lack such grounding in their subject matter.

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

Compared to the typical American Jew, teachers in Jewish schools are well-educated Jewishly.
According to "Highlights of the CJF 1990 National Jewish Population Survey,” by Dr. Barry Kosmin
and colleagues, 22% of males and 38% of females who identify as Jews received no Jewish education
as children. By contrast, only 10% of the teachers in Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee were not
formally educated as Jews in their childhoods. (Since 80% of the teachers are female, the contrast is
quite strong.)

degredd/in Jewish studies. —
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Although almost all teachers received some Jewish education; for many, @specta]ly for teachers in
pre-schools and s plementary schools, the experience was minimal. | [Figure 2 shows that before age
13, over 80% of day school teachers attended Jewish schools for at least two days per week, with '-‘"
over 60% attending day schools themselves as children. Sixty-four percent of supplementary school
teachers and just f pre-school teachers attended Jewish schools for two or more days per week
as children. After age 13, still, two-thirds of day school teachers attended day schools and another

|1, T0% attended at least twice per week, but the figures for supplementary school and pre-school
teachers drop further (see Figure 3). Among pre-school teachers, 55% received no formal Jewish
schooling beyond the age of Bar or Bat Mitzvah (prior to college). (In fact, 21% of teachers in
Orthodox pre-schools received no Jewish education between ages 13-18, along with 61% of teachers
in pre-schools under non-Orthodox jurisdiction.)

[FIGURES 2 AND-3 ABOUT HERE]

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

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

Although the Jewish candidates were presumably better versed in Jewish content and as Jewish role
models, the non-Jewish applicant was more skilled as an educator, and this consideration carried more
weight. M}ny pre-school directors described a shortage of Jewish pre-school teachers. Overall,
about’10% ‘of the teachers in Jewish pre-schools are not Jewish, and in one community the figure is

as hlgh as 20% meﬂmmm

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

1Y

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

Pre-school teachers attend workshops more regularly than teachers in other settings (see Figure 4).
This occurs, we learned in interviews, because most pre-schools are licensed by the state, which sets
standards for teachers’ professional development. Generally, pre-school teachers who attended
workshops did so with the frequency required by state regulations (between 6 and 7 every two years,
with some variation across communities). Given shortages in subject matter and pedagogic
backgrounds, however, one may ask whether it would be appropriate to exceed state standards, which
are aimed at professionally trained teachers.

Although state requirements apply to secular teachers in day schools, Judaica teachers are not bound
by state standards. We found little evidence of sustained professional development among the day
school teachers we surveyed. On average, those who were required to attend workshops went to



about 3.6 every two years, or less than two per year. How does this compare to secular standards?
In Wisconsin, for example, teachers are required to attend 180 hours of workshops over a five-year
period to maintain their teaching license. If a typical workshop lasts 3 hours, then day school
teachers in our study engage in about 27 hours of workshops over the five year period, less than one-
sixth of that required for secular teachers in Wisconsin. (Despite variation among states in our study,
we found little difference across communities in the extent of professional development among day
school teachers.)

Supplementary school teachers reported slightly higher average workshop attendance, at about 4.5
sessions in a two year period. If one keeps in mind that most supplementary school teachers had little
or no formal Jewish study after Bar/Bat Mitzvah, and only half are trained as educators, the current
status of professional development for supplementary school teachers may also give rise to serious
concern.

Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee offer a number of valuable in-service opportunities for their

teachers. All three communities have city-wide teacher conventions, and all three offer some form of
incentive for professional development. ﬁl, in-service education tends to be infrequent and -—
haphazard, particularly for supplementary and day schools. In interviews, teachers reported they find

some sessions to be informative and useful, while others are not. Even at best, however, workshops

are isolated events, lacking the continuity of an overall system and plan for professional development.

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

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

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

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

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

Yet in all settings, the teachers are strongly devoted to Jewish education. We found them to be
enthusiastic and positive, committed to the intrinsic rewards of working with children and making a
contribution to the Jewish people. Hence, we propose that in addition to recruiting teachers with
strong Judaic and educational backgrounds, it is worth investing in our current teachers to improve
their knowledge and skills. The three Lead Communities, Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee, are
each devising plans to improve the caliber of their Jewish educators; these plans will no doubt
emphasize professional development in addition to recruitment. We hope other communities will be
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stimulated to take a close look at their teaching personnel, and work out action plans to suit their
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The solution to the problem must be continental as well as local. Communities need help from the N Ts-b
major Jewish movements and their affiliated seminaries and colleges, and from other institutions of 2
Jewish higher learning around North America. What resources are available to promote in-service
education -- in manpower and expertise as well as financial? What should be the content of in-service
education for different types of schools? What should a Jewish educator know? - Advancement on
these fronts demands collaboration throughout North America on the goal of improving the personnel

of Jewish education. 2 u_“f & a N‘_ + o0y
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It is not your responsnhll;ty to complete the task, but neither are yf')r: é&p‘g avoid-it. The day
is short, the task is large, the workers are lazy, and the reward is great; and the master of the
house is pressing. -- Pirke Avot

END

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

Teachers in the Jewish schools of the lead communities are predominantly female (84 %) and
American born (86%). Only 7% were born in Israel and less than 1% each are from Russia,
Germany, England, and Canada. The large majority, 80%, are married. The teachers identify with a
variety of Jewish religious movements. Thirty-two percent are Orthodox, and 8% call themselves
traditional. One quarter identify with the Conservative movement, 31% see themselves as Reform,
and the remaining 4% are mamly Reconstructionist.

themedian-ageis38. “2 % “7 V\-"\C L
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Text for Box 2:
Box 2. About the study of educators.

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

The survey was administered in spring 1993 or fall 1994 to all Judaic and Hebrew teachers at all
Jewish day schools, congregational schools, and pre-school programs in the three communities. Day
school teachers of secular subjects were not included. Non-Jewish pre-school teachers who teach



Judaica were included. Lead Community project directors in each community coordinated the survey
administration. Teachers completed the questionnaires and returned them at their schools. (Some
teachers who did not receive a survey form at school were mailed a form and a self-addressed
envelope, and returned their forms by mail.) Over eighty percent of the teachers in each community
filled out and returned the questionnaire, for a total of almost 1000 respondents. (A different form
was administered to education directors, but those data have yet to be analyzed.)

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

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

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

Text for Box 3:

Box 3. Technical notes.

In total, 983 teachess responded out of a total population of ?71180? in the three communities. In
general, we avoid?zinpling inferences (e.g., t-tests) because we are analyzing population figures
rather than samples. Respondents include 301 day school teachers, 384 supplementary school
teachers, and 291 pre-school teachers. Teachers who work at more than one type of setting were
categorized according to the setting (day school, supplementary school, or pre-school) at which they
teach the most hours (or at the setting they listed first if hours were the same for two types of
settings). Each teacher is counted only once. If teachers were counted in all the settings in which
they teach, the results would look about the same, except that supplementary school teachers would
look more like day school teachers, because about-260?"day school teachers also work in
supplementary schools. 6|

Missing responses were excluded from calculations of percentages. Generally, less than 5% of
responses were missing for any one item. An exception was the question about certification in Jewish
education. In at least one community, many teachers left this blank, apparently because they were not
sure what it meant. On the assumption that teachers who did not know what certification was were
not certified, we present the percentage who said they were certified out of the total who returned the
survey forms, not out of the total who responded to this item.
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/ 14 Sep 94 SPSS for MS WINDOWS Release 6.0 Page—i

NEWSET SETTING TYPE

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Orthodox Day School E 172 IS 17.6 17.6
Supplementary School 2 384 39.1 39.3 57.0
Preschool Non-Orthod 3 250 25.4 25.6 82.6
Day School Non-Ortho 4 129 13.1 13.2 95.8
Orthodox Preschool 5 41 4.2 4.2 100.0

0 7 ol Missing
Total 983 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 976 Missing cases i

5-’(/',%1 me«\juj OOQ\L,



To:  Adam Gamoran and Ellen Goldring
From: Bill Robinson

Re: 3 City Data
September 22, 1994

Ellen,
Sorry about the delay on getting this material to you.

But, the data you are getting will (hopefully) not need to be revised. I discussed NEWSET with
Adam again and we decided on the procedure which favors SET over the CAMPUS-designated
value for setting (but not AFFIL] over the CAMPUS-designated affiliation). I also went back to
the Milwaukee questionnaires and found out which cases are first year for CURRENTR,
THISCOMR, and TOTALYRR. I also went back to the Milwaukee questionnaires and found out
which respondents work exactly a total of 30 hours. The data now reflects this new information.

Two important things:

1. Concerning AGE and AGERE, 487 cases out of 983 are missing (for the merged data)!
The missing cases come from all three cities.

2.  Icreated separate cross-tabulations (and frequencies) for each city by using the
merged data and inputing a filtering variable (CITY). When it prints, it only provides the
"total" number of missing cases (for all three cities). And, it does this on the last page for
each cross-tabulation (i.e., the table in which city = 3).

If you need anything else, just call or e-mail.
Bill C‘Q
\07®



#161 25-SEP-1994 09:48:36.31 MATL

From: EUNICE: : "GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu"
To: GAMORAN

ce:

Subj: Re: age etc.

Some of the missing numbers...64% = remain in same position,
6% outside of Jewish education
I dont know if we should mention 18% who are undecided.

I agree, we dont need the table with career/pt-ft, with the way
the text reads, however the bar=graph may make the point stronger.

MAIL>
#162 25-SEP-1994 09:57:38.32 MAIL
From: EUNICE: : "GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu"
To: GAMORAN
(B0
Subj: Re: age etc.

Other info with ?? is 1/5 work in more than one school (not 1/4)
Also where did you get 31% are fulltime (30 + Hours) using fulltimeR
I see it is 25% from latest crosstabs from Bill?

MAIL>



GAMOS$ type resbrief.wr

From: EUNICE::"74104.3335@compuserve.com”" 26-SEP-1994 13:40:11.92
PO?2 Adam Gamoran <gamoran>

CCs Ellen Goldring <goldrieb@ctrvax.vanderbilt.edu>

Subj: Research Brief

Adam and Ellen,

Here are my comments on the research brief - they include substantive,
numerical (data) and grammatical comments. The grammatical and (one)
substantive comment are solely suggestive.

I‘'ve looked briefly over the numbers and I found a few errors. I’ve
double-checked my numbers and if you are still coming up with numbers
different than mine, perhaps we should talk. I’m probably not making the
same adjustments that you are.

Numerical comments -
1. Under point #1 - 38% (not 29%) have taught for more than ten years.

2. Also under point #1 - Are you eliminating certain types of responses
to the future plans question? If NOT, the sentences should read as
follows: "Almost two-thirds plan to continue teaching in their current
position, while only 6% intend..."

3. Under point #3 (2nd para) - it should be "just 38% of pre-school
teachers attended Jewish schools for two or more days per week as
children". And then, "After age 13, still, two-thirds of day school
teachers attended day schools and another 11% attended at least twice
perweek...".

4. Under point #4 - on mean number of workshops attended. Keeping the
exact language currently being used (i.e., "those who were required to
attend workshops), the numbers should be 3.8 for day school teachers and
4.2% for supplementary school teachers. This is slightly different from
what the box chart currently shows. As it says, I’ve eliminated educators
who have not attended any workshop (which closely overlaps elimating those
not required to attend workshops), as well as first year educators!

5. [I mentioned this in previous e-mail.] In the text for Box #1 - the 31%
who "work full time as Jewish edcuators" did NOT respond that they teach
30 hours per week or more". They only responded as to whether they
consider themselves full or part time. We need to use the other variable
"FULTIMER" which is based on 30 hours per week or more.

6. In the text for Box #1 - last phrase should read "...almost one-quarter
work in more than one setting".

7. Also, in the text for Box #3 - "61 day school teachers also work in
supplementary schools".
A substantive comment and grammatical comments -

1. Under point #2 - my sense of grammar may be off, but it seems more

correct to write: "... are trained as Jewish educators, with a
professional degree in education, and a college or seminary degree in
Jewish studies". Similarly: "... the 10% who have a college, graduate

school, or seminary degree in Jewish studies...".



2. Under point #2 - typo: first para, 2nd to last line: "...thay lack...".

3. Also under point #2 (2nd para) - I would drop "In many cases". Each
teacher who reports is a singular case. I would either begin with
"Overall, teachers...", begin simply with "Teachers...", or write "In many
cases, similar levels of professional preparation were reported...".

4. Substantive comment - around point #3, I start getting overwhelmed by
all the numbers coming at me. I suggest adding some descriptive phrases
to connect one set of numbers to another. For instance, "In

schools, the situation is even more bleak."

5. In the text for Box #3 - I think the tense of the second sentence
should read either "In general, we avoided sampling..." or "In general,
we have avoided sampling...".

Well, I think I"ve spent my two cents.

Back to the charts...
Bill



GAMOS$ type resbrief.rlg

From: EUNICE: :"73443.3150@compuserve. com“ 26-SEP-1994 19:33:20.84
To: adam gamoran <gamoran>
ec: ellen goldring <goldrieb@ctrvax.vanderbilt.edu>,

roberta goodman <73443.3150@compuserve.com>,

bill robinson <74104.3335@compuserve.com>,

julie tammivaara <73443.3152@compuserve.com>
Subj: research brief

September 26, 1994
Adam, Ellen, Julie, and Bill:

Although I imagine that we will discuss the research brief on our
Wednesday conference call, I am sharing some of my thoughts in writing.

On question four, the last paragraph, in the fourth line (as you would
count a Shakespeare play), the word should be "Still" not "sill."

On question number five, the second paragraph, I believe that the last
line in the second paragraph is not as correct a statement as it could be.
My understanding is that the states do not have jurisdiction over all
private schools. Therefore, the state cannot require that secular teachers
comply with state requirements. Rather, the individual teachers who want
to maintain their state credentials, have to fulfill the state
requirements. I know that there are several teachers in Milwaukee who are
concerned about this both general and Judaic studies teachers. What is
true is that whereas some schools that I can think of in Milwaukee only
hire secular teachers with degrees in education, they do not have the same
standard of requirement for Judaic/Hebraic studies teachers. My
understanding is that if they have accreditation from an independent
organization of private schools, then they generally look just at the
teachers of the secular studies and not those of the Judaic/Hebraic
studies. That would need to be verified. Baltimore is most likely to have
schools that fall into that category.

I think that you should address the Jane Gellman comment that this study
does not take into consideration other forms of learning: adult education
opportunities or self-study. This study only includes formal educational
training and formal professional development opportunities. I can think of
a several Milwaukee teachers who study Bible weekly, but would probably
not include these adult study opportunities in their professional
development courses. Although the survey asks about these study
opportunities, as I recall, they are not included among the professional
development sessions/analysis.

I have one comment about the overall tone of the report. Presently it
reads as if there is some bad news and some good news. I think that this
approach may backfire. I would hate for the report to be open to the
critique that it misrepresents the "good news" out there and have people
dismiss it and overlook the main point. I think that the report makes the
case that there is a need for thoughtful, well constructed programs of
professional development. This is the first report that I know of that
deals comprehensively with describing the background of teachers. I think
that the case for policy decisions regarding professional development can
be made more strongly by eliminating much of the "good news/bad news"
language. We can discuss this further.

Roberta



GAMOS$ type resbrief.jt

From: EUNICE: :"73443.3152@compuserve.com" 28-SEP-1994 13:44:35.64

To: Adam Gamoran <gamoran>, Ellen Goldring <goldrieb@ctrvax.vanderbilt.edu>,
Roberta Goodman <73443.3150@compuserve.com>,
Bill Robinson <74104.3335@compuserve.com>

ee:

Subj: Comments on Research Brief

Adam, Here are my reactions to the research brief.

My comments are largely colored by discussions I have
heard about the integrated report in Baltimore, so keep that in
mind. I agree with Robertas assessment about the tone of the
piece and will try to make some specific suggestions. There are a
few places where I think inferential leaps are too big, and I will
point those out, as well.

Paragraph 2: It is enough to posit that these communities could be
considered more or less representative; I dont think we can

speculate that LC teachers are likely to have stronger backgrounds
than is typical, particularly in large communities. Maybe that is the
case, but we do not know and such speculation does not further the
case.

Paragraph 3: The phrase serious need of upgrading is

problematic on two levels. First, it sounds like you are talking
about cardboard containers or widgets, not people. Second, it is
highly inflammatory. In line with my belief that change best
happens in partnership, not through coercion, I would re-phrase to
something like the following:

Many Jewish educators do not possess degrees in either
general education or Jewish studies, while a substantial

number possess degrees in just one of these. This finding |
suggests that communities may want to take a closer look at

the qualifications of their Jewish educators and develop
appropriate avenues for teachers to increase their expertise

in pedagogy and Jewish knowledge. One means of doing

this is continuing or in-service education. We discovered,
however, that while all three communities provide such [
education, the offerings do not necessarily fit the needs of '
the teachers. Furthermore, there is little or no evidence that
individual plans for professional development exist to guide .
teachers continuing education. Despite these [/
shortcomings, teachers--whether part- or full-time--are... '

2. Are teachers in Jewish schools trained as Jewish
educators? In this section it is important that your definition of
trained be stated up front as there are a variety of definitions of
trained in the communities. Make it clear you are talking about
degrees in both general and Jewish education. This is a somewhat
problematic definition as degrees in Jewish education have been
available only in a few places until recently; in fact, I do not think
that Milwaukee and Atlanta offer such degrees even today. For
those middle-aged and above, this wasnt an option when they were
getting trained or entering Jewish education, so they had to get
their knowledge elsewhere. As an example, Shulamith Elster does
not meet your definition of fully trained.

Also, the term professional training is confusing to



community people. This, too, should be defined in the text. I have
heard comments that sometimes it seems to refer to pedagogical
training, sometimes to Judaic training, sometimes to both.

In the last paragraph of this section, you refer to strong
Judaic backgrounds. Since your definition equates to certification
or degrees in Jewish education, the phrase should as well. I am
sure there are many people who believe they have strong Judaic
backgrounds who do not have certification or a degree.

3. Are teachers in Jewish schools well-educated as Jews? Up
front, this needs to be defined as well. You are clearly talking
about day and supplementary education here and that needs to be
specified.

Paragraph 3: Does 10% constitute many? It seems one
community has the bulk of non-Jewish preschool teachers, so
perhaps it is an outlier and should be noted as such. In the other
two communities many is not an appropriate adjective.

4. Does in-service training compensate for background

deficiencies? I would delete Hardly. It is not a sentence. I think
the issue of workshops is a bit tricky. Your frame of reference is
full-time secular educators [whose workshops are probably just as
problematic] and you are talking about largely part-time people. I
think the issue of continuing education is very important but

perhaps the secular world does not provide an appropriate model

here. In secular ed. the assumption is that teachers are trained and
workshops keep them up to speed [whether or not they actually do

is another matter]. Here you want to make the point that teachers
are not properly prepared and so workshops or whatever have--or
should have--a different focus. I think something that would get
communities to think not in terms of public education but in terms

of Jewish education would be useful. What different models would

be appropriate for this group? This is not to be answered in the
text, but raised based on the data. For example, it may not be
fruitful to exceed state standards but rather to reconceptualize
forms of education for those who are not fully prepared.

Paragraph 3: I think the speculation that a typical workshop lasts 3
hours has not been substantiated. Many may be, but there is
tremendous variation. The point should be not how many hours

one is in class but the type and quality of the experience. Our
survey just does not deal with this issue, let alone the number of
hours. This might be the section in which to raise the issue of
professional development plans tied to school missions and teacher
backgrounds.

5. What does it mean and what can we do? Again, you are
contrasting full-time secular educators with mostly part-time Jewish
educators. This indictment is gratuitous.

Paragraph 2: While schools may not require degrees for Jewish
studies, it does not follow that they hold these teachers to lower
standards. In fact, in many schools, Jewish studies teachers are
screened much more carefully than secular studies teachers, but the
criteria allow for a broader definition of training than degrees.
This should be taken into account. It is a matter of what the
definition is. Similarly, the reason given has less to do with state
requirements than it does with how much the schools care about



Jewish educators, with the exception of preschool teachers,
possibly. I am curious about the Hebrew teachers in this group.
Was Hebrew understood as a Jewish study and is it important for a
Hebrew teacher to have a degree in Hebrew is he or she is from
Israel? Wouldnt a degree in teaching be important here and not a
degree in the language? Do we know how many are Hebrew as a
first language speakers v. Hebrew as a second language speakers?
For the latter, both degrees would be important.

In making these comments, I have focused on what I think
should be fixed; the document is well written and concise and will
definitely hold the readers attention. I have made the foregoing
comments to help deflect their dismissing the report for the wrong
reasons.
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18/83/1994 11:45 4849380868 BILL ROBINSON - CIJE PAGE 82
03 Oct 941 SPSE for M5 WINDOWS Releasw 6.0 Page 1
HOURS1 22,1-HOURS AT FIRST SCHOOL

Valid Cum
Value Label value Frequency Percent FPercent Percent
1 7 Ay .9 -9
2 63 6.4 8.4 9.4
3 84 8.5 11.3 20.6
4 46 _ 4.7 6.2 26.8
it 34 3.5 4.6 31.4
6 42 4.3 5.6 37.0
7 15 1.5 2.0 39.0
8 22 22 2.9 42.0
9 7 ) -9 42.9
10 15 1.5 2.0 44.9
11 2 0 o3 45.2
L 4 2.4 3:2 48.14
—> 13 8 % .8 1.1 49.5
14 3 .3 .4 49.9
15 74 TS 5.9 59.8
16 6 .6 .8 60.6
17 6 .6 .8 61.4
18 11 2 g 1.5 62.9
19 3 S .4 63.3
20 45 4.8 6.0 69.3
21 3 -3 .4 £89.7
22 4q .4 .5 70.2
23 6 .6 .8 71.0
4 .4 - 71.6
25 B 3.2 3.2 5.7
26 "D A 76.4
27 6 .6 .8 BTl
28 < ¥ 03 .4 77.6
29 : i g i | 117
30 @‘ 3.1 a.0 81.8
31 -3 .4 82.2
32 3 i3 .4 82.6
33 6 .6 .8 83.4
34 2 S2 o 83.€
35 12 1.2 1.6 85.3
36 3 +3 4 85.7
37 & e o3 85.8
38 6 .6 .8 86.6
40 83 8.4 11.1 97.7
41 3 -1 2 § 97.9
42 2 s 3 98.1
43 3 .3 .4 98.5
4s 6 .6 .8 $9.3
46 2 e «3 99.6
50 2 .2 . 99.9
60 1 e -1 100.0
185 18.8 Missing
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18/83/1934 11:45 4849380860 BILL ROBINSON - CIJE

03 Oct 94 SPS5 for MS WINDOWS Release 6.0

HOURS 1 22, 1-HOURS AT FIRST SCHOOL
MISSING 0 52 $.3 Missing
Total 983 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 746 Missing cases 237

Page 2
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18/83/1994 11:45 49499808864 BILL ROBINSON - CIJE PAGE B4

HOURS1 22, 1-HOURS AT FIRST SCHOOL by NEWSET SETTING TYPE

NEWSET Page 1 of 5
Count
Row Pct |Orthodox Suppleme Preschoo Day Scho Orthodox
Col Pct | Lay Sch ntary Sc 1 Non-Or ol Non-O Prescho Row
1

; 2 3 4 5 Total
HOURS1 SRR S—
s 5 2 7
g 71.4 28.6 .9
L 1.7 1.0
2 62 i o 63
98.4 1.6 8.4
21.3 1.1
3 2 79 3 84
2.4 94.0 5.6 11.3
| 1.6 27 .4 3.2 |
5 | 3 41 1 % 46
[ &5 89.1 2 2.2 6.2
2.4 14.1 5 1.1
—_
5 ! 3 24 5 1 1 34
8.8 70.6 14.7 2.9 2.9 4.6
2.4 8.2 2.4 1.1 4.0
e &5 —~—6 a7’ 36 2 42
é e 9.5 85.7 ! 4.8 5.6
/°b{ }f } 3.1 12.4 1.0
% 5 - 7 8 6 1 15
Efjg[ T 53.3 40.0 6.7 2.0
scébv L- ) 203 2.9 11
8 | 2 9 10 1 22
9.1 40.9 as.s 4.5 2.9
L_ 1.6 o 4.8 Fon
9 } 1 2 3 1 7
| 143 28.6 42.9 14.3 .3
| .8 (0, SRRy
peie )
10 | 3 a N 8 2 15
| 20.0 13.3 53.3 13,3 2.0
‘ 2.4 3 38 2.1
e I s g}
Column 127 291 208 95 25 746
(Continued) Total 17.0 39.0 27.9 12.7 3.4 100.0



49495808608

18/83/1994 11:45 4p49980868 BILL ROBINSON - CIJE PAGE B85

03 Oct 94 SPss for MS WINDOWS Release 6.0 Page 5

HOURS1 22,1-HOURS AT FIRST SCHOOL by NEWSET SETTING TYPE

NEWSET Page 2 of 5§
Count |
Row Pct |Orthodox Suppleme Preschoo Day Schoe Orthodox
Col Pct Day Sch ntary S¢ 1 Non-0r ol Non-O Prescho Row
i

pa r 3 4 5 Total
HOURS1 00 L .
= 8 j | 1 2
50.0 50.0 .3
| <3 .5
N R = ey
e 12 a ¢/ 10 8 2 24
ﬁh}u.p 16.7 41.7 33.3 8.3 3.2
¢ 3.1 3.4 3.8 253
£ &p fF S .
;.,_4 o 13 3 1 4 8
I 37.5 12.5 50.0 3.1
2.4 | R | 1.9
W 4 et
‘:4 14 | 1 2 3
A | 33.3 66.7 4
- B 1.0
}__
15 24 2 32 7 9 74
| 32.4 2.7 43.2 9.5 12.2 9.9
. 18.9 2 N i 7.4 36.0
16 [ 3 3 £
50.0 50.0 .8
2.4 3.2
17 1 5 6
16.7 83.3 .8
.8 2.4
i 4 2 8 1 11
18.2 72.7 9.1 1.5
i 1.6 3.8 4.0
19 f_ 1 2 3
| 89:3 66.7 .4
L- g 1.0
20 11 13 3% | 2 45
24.4 28.9 42.2 a.4 6.0
8.7 6.3 20.0 8.0
Column 127 291 208 95 25 746
({Continued) Total 1L7.0 39.0 27.9 12.7 3.4 100.0
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03 Oct 94 SP55 for MS WINDOWS Release 6.0

HOURS1

HOURS1

Count
Row Pct
Col Pct

~N
w

24

A
oﬁﬁ N 2o 26
. ﬁe‘/ "2\5'%
/a":é_ % 27
<
7% oI
"_Q{L 28
L
c s/
4@,‘&
29
30
Column
{Continued) Total

21 |

BILL ROBINSON - CIJE

22,1-HOURS AT FIRST SCHOOL Dby NEWSET SETTING TYFE

L]
w
[

NEWSET Page 3 of §
Orthodox Suppleme Preschoo Day Scho Orthodox
LCay Sch ntary Sc 1 Non-0r ol Non-O Prescho Row
1 2 3 q s Total
1 B 1 3
33.3 33.3 33.3 .4
.8 5 1.1
1 1 2 -
| 28.0 25.0 50.0 D
1 .8 3 2.1 ,
F__
[ 1 4 1 6
16.7 66.7 16.7 .8
’ .8 1.9 5 B |
i 2 2 4
' 50.0 50.0 .5
1.6 1.0
'-\._"-_
e Zalrt i 3 4 31
3.2 (1__?4.2 2.7 12.9 4.2
.8 Y. 32 16.0
. 1 1‘/‘E
3 [ 2 5
60.0 40.0 30
2.4 10
p——
H 1 5 6
{ 16.7 83.3 .8
.B 2.4
! 2 1 3
66.7 33.3 .4
2.1 4.0
| 1 1
| 100.0 =3
f <)
11 1| 9 i 7 2 30
36.7 3.3 3020 #| 23.3 6.7 4.0
8.7 i 4.3 r | 8.0 |
[— | |
127 291 208 95 25 746
17.0 39.0 27.8 1259 3.4 100.0
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BILL ROBINSON - CIJE

SETTING TYPE

NEWSET Page 4 of 5
Count
Row Pct |Orthodox Suppleme Preschoo Day Scho Orthodox
Col Pct Day Sch ntary Sc 1 Non-0r ol Non-O Prescho Row
& 2 3 ] 5 Total
HOURS1 IS e B ey
FE 3 2 % 3
66.7 33.3 .4
1.0 0 |
32 1 1 1 3
33.3 33.3 33.3 .4
.8 .5 1.1
33 ‘ i s 6
16.7 83.3 .8
8 | 2.4 |
34 ‘ 1 1 2
50.0 50.0 =
.8 59
35 3 5 2 2 12
25.0 41.7 16.7 16.7 1.6
2.4 2.4 2.1 8.0
36 | 3 3
' 100.0 .4
2.4
37 1 1
100.0 wik
H .5
38 T 2 1 2 1 6
i 33.3 16.7 33.3 16.7 .8
1.6 W -5 2.3 4.0
40 19 | 6 27 29 2 83
22.9 | 2.2 32.5 34.9 2.4 ¢ G B
5.0 | 2.1 13.0 30.5 8.0
e 1
a1 y | 1
120.0 2 |
.8
Column 127 291 208 95 25 746
(Continued) Total L7.0 39.0 2759 12.7 3.4 100.0

Page 7

PAGE 87
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HOURS1 22, 1-HOURS AT FIRST SCHOOL by NEWSET SETTING TYPE

NEWSET Page 5 of 5
Count
Row Pct |Orthodox Suppleme Preschoo Day Scho Orthodox
Col Pct \ DCay Sch ntary Sc 1 Non-0Or ¢l Non-O Prescho Row

| 1 2 2 2 5 Total
HOURS1 :
42 | 1 1 2
i 50.0 50.0 =3
[ .8 .5
43 1 1 1 3
33.3 33.3 33.3 -4
| .8 .5 s 3% 1
45 | 3 3 6
50.0 50.0 | .8
2.4 1.4 |
46 1 1 2
50.0 50.0 .3
.8 -
50 1 1 2
50.0 50.0 o3
.8 1.4
60 p [ 5
100.0 -
! .B
L
Column 127 291 208 35 25 746
Total 17.0 35.0 27.8 12.7 3.4 100.0

Number of Missing Observations: 237



48439808608

198/83/1934 11:45 4P43380868 BILL ROBINSON - CIJE PAGE 893

NEWSET SETTING TYPE by HOURS1RZ Hours by four values / recoded again

HOURS1R2 Page 1 of 1
Count
Row Pct |1 to 4§ h 5 to 12 13 to 24 25 or mo
Col Pct jours hours hours re hours ROwW
1 2 3 4 Total
NEWSET
i ] 5 17 50 55 127
Orthodox Day sSch 3.9 13.4 3%.4 43.3 17.0
2.5 10.6 28.9 25.9
e 187 92 5 7 291
Supplementary Sc 64.3 31.86 P 2:4 | 3950
93.5 57.1 2.9 3.3
3 3 432 73 89 208
Preschool Non-0Or 1.4 207 35:1 42.8 27.9
s 9 26.7 | 42.2 42.0
3 S 8 I 33 49 95
Day School Non-0 5.3 8.4 34.7 51.6 ' 122
2.5 5.0 ' 19.1 23:1. |
s | 1 12 | 12 ’ 25
Orthodox Prescho 4.0 48.0 48.0 3.4
l .6 6.9 5.7 J
Column 200 161 173 212 746
Total 26.8 21.6 23.2 28.4 100.0

Number of Missing Observations: 237
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NEWSET SETTING TYPE by HOURSIRE HOURS AT FIRST SCHOOL/RE

Count
Row Pct
Col Pct

NEWSET —_———
1
Orthodox Day Sch

-

Supplementary Sc

3
Preschosl Non-0r

4
Day School Non-0O

s
Orthodox Prescho

Column
Total

HOURS1RE Page 1 of 1
1 -~ 10 H1l =20 21 - 30 3% - 40
OURS HOURS HOURS AND MORE  Row
F‘ 1 2 3 4 Total
i 2s 57 23 52 157
! 15.9 36.3 14.6 33.1 17.3
I 5.9 27.5% 20.9 28.9
[ 339 19 5 10 373
90.9 5.1 1.3 A 40.6
| 80.3 9.2 4.5 5.6
31 85 50 61W_j 237
373 35.9 2).1 8.7 | 25.8
9.7 41.1 45.5 33.9
16 34 20 48 118
13.6 28.8 16.9 40.7 12.8
3.8 16.4 18.2 26.7
R
1 12 12 9 34
2.9 35.3 35.3 26.5 3.7
2 5.8 10.9 5.0
_'422 207 110 180 919
35.9 22.5 12.0 18.6 100.0

Number of Missing Observations: 64
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YOU HAVE A CAREER IN JEWISH EDUCATI
Hours by four values / recoded again

HOURS1R2 Page 1 of 1
Count |
Row Pct |1 to 4 h 5 to 12 13 to 24 25 or mo
Col Pct |ours hours hours re hours Row
3 4 2 | 3 4 Total
|
CAREER SIS S -
1 ' 64 98 [ 128 143 433
YES la.8 22.8 29.6 33.0 ! 59.5
' 322 63.2 [ 76.2 69.1
2 134 57 40 64 295
NO 45.4 19.3 13.6 217 40.5
67.7 36.8 23.8 30.9
ks . L -
Column 198 155 168 207 728
Total 27.2 213 23.%1 28.4 100.0
Number of Missing Observations: ,QSS_H\
’ /
( S
474
< e
Jo T
e 5 ,({p
o <
Z
4,1
JJ‘
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CAREER 2-DO YOU HAVE A CAREER IN JEWISH EDUCATI
by FULTIMER Full-Time Jewish Educator - 30 or More H

FULTIMER Page 1 of 1
Count |
Row Pct |Yes, Ful No, Part
Col Pct !l-time -time Row
} 1 2 J Total
CAREER -
: R 128 308 433
YES |, 29.6 70.4 _ 59.5
C 735 755.1 D
2 | 46 249 295
NO | 15.6 84.4 | 40.5
ijgfgli ‘44'2_,y
Column 174 554 728
Total 23.9 76.1 100.0

Number of Missing Observations: 70
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CAREER 2-DO YOU HAVE A CAREER IN JEWISH EDUCATI by \FULTIMRZ

FULTIMR2 Page l1of 1
Count
Row Pct | /Vt“,;ér'-‘) ‘”"‘?’ !)
Col Pet || ROW.
1.00 2. 00 Total
CAREER T — e
1 143 290 433
YES ¢ 33.0 67.0 9.5
__._Ta-ss.L 55.7 &}— 4%9
2 €4 231 295 ¢ -
NO i~ 2359 78.3 ‘ 40.5 \,\
_—-Lshso-s 44.3 \ o

C.
i
s i J
Column 207 521 728 "/k-( }(J
Total 28.4 71.6 100.0 <K ,_)//(
Number of Missing Observations: 255 7
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GAMOS$ type resbrief.n

From: EUNICE::"74104.3335@compuserve.com” 3-0CT-1994 10:51:23.85
To: Adam Gamoran <gamoran>

cec: Ellen Goldring <goldrieb@ctrvax.vanderbilt.edu>

Subj: on Box3 numbers and HOURS

Adam and Ellen,

Sorry I forgot to send you the "Revised" frequencies of NEWSET. Your
numbers are based on the older set of frequencies and cross-tabs I sent
you. In those, seven cases were missing on NEWSET - that explains the
discrepancy. Also, those were done BEFORE we fianlized how to compute
NEWSET (thus, there is a drop in the number of pre-school teachers).

The "Revised" frequencies are as follows:
Day School - 302

Suppl. School - 392

Pre-School - 289

Total - 983

Broken down by 5 setting types:
Orthodox Day School - 172
Supplementary School - 392
Non-Orthodox Pre-school - 251
Non-Orthodox Day School - 130
Orthodox Pre-School - 38

Total - 983

On the total number of teachers ... in Atlanta: Janice believes it to be
about 400. But, she is not sure. She said would try to look into it

again. I have a meeting with her (& Steve & Lauren) tommorrow and will ask
again.

Finally, on the hours -

I’'m faxing you 9 pages of frequencies and cross-tabs: frequencies of
HOURS1, and cross-tabs by NEWSET of HOURS1l, HOURS1R2 (HOURS1l recoded in
accordance with R&J’s suggestion), and HOURS1RE (original recoding of
HOURS1) .

It seems to support R&J’s breackdown, except that the change from 30 to 25

hours only (significantly) affects Pre-School teachers (NOT day school
teachers). I don’t know if that argues for or against the switch?

Bill
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NOV. -08' 94 (TUE) 13:23

C. 1.

o,
m

TEL: 5332 2646

P. 003

Background and Professional Training
of Teachers in Jewish Schools

| ot 15

sy

A new two-year study ol Jewish educarors in
three North American communities offers a
striking assessment of teachers’ preparation
and professional development in day schools,
supplementary schools, and pre-schools.

Over 80% of the teachers surveyed lacked
professional training either in education or in
Judaica—or inn both. Yet teachers reccive little
in-service training to overcome their lack of
background, far less than is commonly
cxpected of teachers in general education.

In day schools, 40% of Judaica teachers have
neilher a2 degree in Jewish studies nor certifi-
cation as Jewish educators, yel these leachers
attend fewer than 2 in-service workshops a
year on average.

In supplementary schools, close 10 80% of the
teachers have neither a degree in Jewish stud-
ies nor certification as Jewish educators.
In=service opportunities are infrequent and
usually not connected to each other in a com-
prehensive plan for professional development.

Pre-school teachers are the Jeast prepared in
Jewish content when they enler their posi-
tions. Although early childhood educarors
have more staff development opportunicies
because of state-mandated licensing require-
ments, even these are not sufficient to com-
pensate for their limived backgrounds.
Moreover, 10% ol these Lteachers are not

ki

Jewish; In one community the figure is as

high as 21 %.

And vet, in all seuings, the study shows that
teachers are strongly commitied to Jewish
education as a career. They are enthusiaslic
and devoted to working with children and to
contuributing to the Jewish people.

This finding presenis a compelling argument
for addressing a central problem identified by
the study: the insullicicnt preparation of
teachers. Research in the [ield of education
indicates that carefully cralied in-service
training can indeed improve the quality of
teaching.

Given the commiiment of the teaching
force in Jewish schools, investment in
well-designed professional development [or
1cachers can make a decisive difference,
vielding rich rewards [or the entire North
American Jewish community.

A comprehenslve plan 1o improve the in-ser-
vice waining of Jewish educators will even-
tually have 1o be combined with an amb-
tious and systematic plan to improve the
recruitment and training of educatars before
they cnter the field.

This policy brief is the first of a series based on
The CLE Study of Educators. The complete
study wiil be available in 1995.

The CIJE Study of Educators
Research Team:
Dr. Adam Gamoran Roberta Louis Goedman
Professor of Sociofogy ana Educatwonal Policy Studies Field Researcher
University of Wisconsin, Madison Rill Robinson
Dr. Ellen Goldring Field Researcher
FProfessor of Educeational Leadership and Associaie Dean Dr. Julie Tammivaara
Pcabody College of Bducation, Vanderbilt University Field Researcher
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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
1o Judaism...now rests primarily with education.
—A Time to Act

I n Nuvember 1990, the Commission on Tewish
Educatlon in North Amcrica released 4 Time (0 Acr,
a repor calling for dramaric change in the scope,
standards, and quality of Jewish education tn
this continent. It concluded thar the revitallzation
of Jewish education—whalever the sciling or

age group—will depend on ™wo essential tasks:
building the profession of Jewish education;
and mobilizing community support for
Jewish education. The Coundil for Initiatives

In Jewish Education (CLIE) was established to
implement the Commission’s conclusions.

Since 1992, CIJE has been working with
three comumunities—Atlanta, Balimore, and

About the Jowishk Educators of
Atlants, Baltimore, and Milwsules

Taachers in the Jewish schools of these communities are predominantly female
(84%) and American-barn (B6%). Only 7% were born In srael, and less than 1%
each are frorn Russia, Germany, England, and Canada. The large majority, B0 %, are
married. The teachers identify with a variety of Jewish religious denominations.
n-uny-m pummt are Orthodox, and 8% il themselves traditional. Twanty-five

mnﬁfymmmecorsewﬂvumntm%mﬂmnﬁdmamﬁm
and the remaining 4% list Reconstructioniet and other preferences. Thirty-twio per-
cent work full-time in Jewish education (i.2, they reported werking 25 hours per
week or mora), and about 20% work in rrore than ane school.

Box 1

PROFESSIONAL TRAIMING OF
TEACHERS N JEWISH EDUCATION

Trained 1n
Educatior 35%

Trained |n
3oth 19%

Trainad in
Neizher 34%
Traned in

Jewsh Studies 12% Fig. 1
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Milwaukee—io create models of systemic change
at the local level. A central tenet of CUE is that
policy decisions in education must be informed by
solid data. These communities boldly engaged in
a pionecring, comprehensive sudy of their
educartional personnel in day schools, supplemen-
tary schools, and pre-schools. All the educadonal
divectors and classroom teachérs were surveyed,
and a sample of each was interviewed in depth.
The goal: To create a communal plan of action 10
build the profession of Jewish education In each
community and thereby develop a model for
North Amcrican Jewish communities that wish
to embaric on this process.

Two years later. the Initial resuits of this study are
luminatng not only for the three communities
hut as a catalyst for regxamining the personnzl of
Jewisn education throughout North America.
Despite the differences among these communitics,
the findings in each are similar enouvgh that we
belicve the profile of Jewish educators olfered by
the study Is likely to resemble those of many other
communiTies.

This policy brief summarizes the study’s findings
in a critical area’ the background and professional
training of 1eachers in Jewish scheols (Box 1).

Are teachers in
Jewish schools
trained as Jewish
educators?

Must are not (Fig. 1). The survey indicates

that only 19% have professional training in both
education and Jewich studies. {In The CL/E Study of
Fducators, training in education is defined as a
university or teacher’s institute degree In education;
training in Jewish studles is defined a5 a college or
seminary degree In Jewish studies, or. aliernatively,
certification in Jewish education.) Thirty-five percent
have a degree in education but not I Tewish studies.
Twelve percent have a degree in Jewish studies but
not in education. And 34% lack professional
training in both education and Jewish studies,
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Does the teachers’

training differ Gene:aﬂy, yes. TEACHERS’ BACKGROUNDS IN
Trairting in education: Qver £0% of (cachers in A

accordin . , otfad ks
) = each selling {pre-school, day school. and s..lp?)le- . J“‘E}h E:udc:;m P ;_1 .
to educational mentary school) reported university degrees in seed 3
L - . o Day Schacl 20% 37%
; 5 education (Table 1). An additional 15% to 17% of

serting pre=school and day schoul teachers have education Supplemertary 18% 12%
degrees from teacher’s institutes, as do 5% of Bre.school 0% 4%

supplementary schoul teachess. (These Institutes All Sehools 22% 17%

are usually ¢nie- or wo-ycar programs in lieu of Table 2

Univenity sady) Training in Jewish studies: Day school (eachers

TEACHERS' BACKGROUNMDS 1N of Judaica ar= more likely than teachers in other
“'motgm ﬁ":g_‘"o" semrings to have post-sccondary training in Jewish
E L u’ 3 .
studies. Still only 40% of day school Judaica

Settien Erom Grivecsty, from Jeechers Nl teachers are certified as Jewish educators: 37%

Day Schcol 43% 7% have a degrec in Jewish studies from a college,

Supplementary 41% 5% graduate school, or rabbinic seminary (Table 2).

Pre-schoo! 46% 15% In supplcmentary and pre-schools, the proportions

AF Schooks 43% 119 are much smaller Overall, only 31% of the
teachers have a degree in Jewish studies or cerdlfi-

Table 1

cation in Jewish cducarion, and even in day
schools only 60% have such training.

What Jewish
education did Amost all the teachers received some Jewish of supplementary school teachers and 22% of
the teachers education as children, bur for many the educatdon pre—school teachers did not arend at all. Afwer age
was minimal. Before age 13, 25% of supplementary 13, even grealer proportions received minimal or
receive as school teachers and 40% of pre-school teachers no Jewish educaton (Figs. 2, 3; Box 2).
auended religious school only once a week: 11%
children? ' ., T
TEACHNERS" JEWISH EDUCATION BEFORE 13 . awish Populat
Day Scheowi
woDay 21% One Day 1%
—L None 6%
Day School 62%
suppleneutary School Pre-school

Cne Day 0%
Nane 11%

/B.\Nan- 22% LEGEND
[ Mane-No Jewish §awcation

M one Day-1 Day Per Week
Supplementary School

“ Two Day-2 or More Day
Supplementary School

Day Scheol B® Day School-Day School, Sehool

Fig.2 Two Day 40% Day School 249 Teve Day 23% 15% n Isrzel, or Cheder
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TEACHERS' EWISH EDUCATION AFTER 13

Day School
=]
Two Day 11%

ne Day 8%

None 14%

Pre-scheol

Two Day 8%
Day S¢hool 67%% Suppi . sch "
3 \ .
Fig P Nore 29%
25%
Two Di Day School
o 9%
LECEND

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

) Neme-No Jewish Educaton
M one Day-1 Day Per Wesk Supp'ementary School
f we Day-2 or More Day Supglementary Schaol

-] Day Schwool-Day Schocl, Schoal in 'sratd, Yeshiva,
or Jgwash College

0. Most teachers attend very few in-service
prograins each year. Eighty percent of all ieachers
were required 10 attend ar least cne workshop
during a two-year period, Of thesc teachers,
around hall attended no more than 4 workshops
aover a Two—year time span. (A workshop can range
rom a one-hour session 10 a one—day program.)

Pre-school leachers: Thesc 1€achers (ypically
attended 6 or 7 workshops in a two-year period,
which is mnore than teachers in other Jewish sert-
iings (Fig. 4). Most pre-schoocls are licensed by the
state, and teachers are required to participate in
state-mandated professional development. Given
the minima! background of many of these tcachers
in Judaica, however, present levels of in-service
training are not sufficient.

Day school teachers: Although state requircments
apply to general studies teachers in day schools,

3

None 55%
One Day 25% Day
S<hool 14%

F. 006

One of the more startling [indings is that many
pre-school teachers are ieaching Jewish subject
matter 1o Jewish children—but are not themselves
Jews. Overall, 10% of the (cachers in Jewish
pre-schools are not Jewish. In one community,

the figure is as high as 21 %.

why is this the case? One pre-school director
we imterviewed shed light on the gquestion

I have an opening for next year. [ have a teacher
leaving who 1s nor Jewish. I'm interviewing threv
reachers. two of whom are Jewish, anc of whom is
not. And to be [rank with ycu. I should hire one
[who is]..Jewish. Unfortunately, of the threv people
1 am interviewing, the non-Jewish teacher is the
best teacher In terms of what she can do in the
dassroonl. So It creates a real problem.

In this insuance, the Jewish candidates were better
versed In Jewish conrent and were Jewish role mod-
¢els, but the non-Jewish applicant was more skilled
as an educartor, and that consideration carried more
weighl. Many pre-school directors described an
acule shortage of qualified Jewish teachers.

Judaica teachers are not bound by state standards.
We found little enidence of susiained professional
development among the day school r¢achers we
surveyed, On average, those who were required
to atiend workshops did so about 3.8 times every
2 years—or less than 2 workshops a year.
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Note: Average ¥ of workshops in e Last two yoars includes
only thone teachers whe responded thar They were regulted 10
Ftend workshops and exchudes Tinst-year educators
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Are teachers in
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How does this compare 10 standards in public
education? In Wisconsin, [or example, Lcachers arc
required 1o atzend 180 hours of workshops over a
five—year period to maintain their teaching licensc.
Day school teachers in our study engaged in about
29 hours of workshops over a [ive-ycar period
(assuming a typical workshop lasts 3 hours). This
is less than one-sixth of the requirement for
state—licensed teachers in Wisconsin. (Despite vana-
tlons among states in our study, we [ound litde
difference across communities in the extent of pro-
fessional development among day school teachers.)

Supplementary school teachers: These teachers
reported an average of 4.4 workshops in a nwo-year
period. (There was some variation acToss communi-
ties in this finding.) But since most supplementary
school teachers had little or no formal Jewish
Lraining after bar/bat mitzvah, and only about 50%
were trained as educators, the aurrent starus of
professional development for these teachers Is of

¥s. Sixty-nine percent of full-time teachers

P. 007

pressing concemn. Even those who teach only a [ew
hours each week can be nurtured to develop as
educators through a sustained, scquental program

of learning.

Summary: Atlanta, Balumore, and Milwaukee

cffer a number of valuable in-scrvice opportunines
for their leachers. All three communities have
city-wide. one-day teacher conferences, and all three
have some [omm of incentive for professional develop-
ment. Sull, in—service training tends to be inlrequent
and sporadic, particularly for day and supplementary
school teachers, Even workshops that teachers find
helpful are isolated events, lacking the continuity

of an overall systemn and plan for professional
development. Experienced teachers may be offcered
the same workshops as novice teachers; Leachers
wilh strong backgrounds in Judaica but Little

iralning in education are sometimes ollered the

same opportunities as achers with strong back-
grounds in education bu: litde Judalea maining.

Jewish schools TEACHERS’ EXPERIENCE IN
aommiﬂed to view Jewish education as thelr carcer (Fig. 5). Even _ JEVASH EDUCATION
among part-time Leachers (thosc working fewer 3 of Percenta hey
the profession  than 25 hours a week), over hail described Jewish One year o less 6%
Of Jewish education as their career. In supplcllnen:ary schm‘:nts. Two 1o five years 7%
where almost no teachers are full-time educators, $ix 10 ten years 29%
education? 44% consider Jewish education their carcer. In _
5 Eiever to twenty years 24%
total, 59% of the teachers view Jewlsh education
as their caresr. Niora then Svery years b
Table 3
JEWISH EDUCATION AS A CAREER?
I e There is also considcrabie stability in the teaching
W Yes, acarcer force. Thirty—eight pereem of the teachers have
70% +Toaw No, met 2 ‘T’*' taught for mere than 10 years, while only 6% werc
50% : n their firs1 year as Jewish educators when they
s0% 56% responded 10 the survey (Table 3). Sixty-four
5% B percent lntend to continue teaching in the same
% 4 A positions, and only 6% plan to seck positons
20% % . outside Jewish education in the near future,
10% e Given the commitmen of the teacking fovee in Jewish
0% schools, prasoment in well-designea professional

pig. 3  Fulktime Teachers Pari-time Teachers

A

development for teachers can yield rich results.
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In Communities

How can a communily design a coruprehensive plan

to improve hs teaching personnel?
Like atlanta, Baliimore, and Milwaukeg, 2 commu-

nity can profile its icachers and educational directors

1o leamn prediscly where their strengths lic and
which areas need improvement. The CLIE Study
of Bdweators module will bacome available for this
purpose in 1995.

A community can then tailor a plan to meer the
specific needs of its own educarors. Such a plan
should take inte account:

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

b. Differentiation: The plan should address the
distinct needs of novice and cxperienced teachers;
the different ages and alliliations of students; and
the various settings in which classroom education
1akes place—day schools, supplementary schools,
and pre-schools,

¢. Systematic Training Opportunities: One-shot
workshops do not change teachers or waching.
Rather, seminars, courses, and retreats—linked 10
carefully articulatad requirements, goals, and
standards—should be offcred in the contexti ol a
long-term, systematic plan for prolessional
devclopment

d. Community Incentives: Any plan should
molivale teachers to be involved In substantive,
ongoing in=scrvice education. Community-spon«
sored incentives for teachers” professional develop-
ment include stipends, release lime, scholarships,
and sabbaricals. Uldmately. professional develop-
ment must be linked 1¢ salary and benefits. (One
North American community, for example, bases its
day school allocation on teacher certification and
upgrading rather than on the number of students.)

e. Teacher Empowerment: The plan should allow
opportunities for teachers 10 learn fromn ¢ach other
through mentoring, peer learning. and coaching.
Teachers should be encouraged to participate in the
design of these raining opportunitics,

TEL: 532 2646

F. 008
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Int addition 1o thesg components drawn from the study,
& consprehensive commmunal plan should inetude the
Jollowing elements:

t. Leadership: The plan should recognize
what has been leamed from educarional research:
The educational director is indispensable In crealing
a successful environment for teaching and learning.
For eachers to implement change, they must be
supported by leaders who can foster vision. These
leaders must also be committed, knowledgeable,
skilled—and engaged in their own professional
development. In 1995, CUE will release a policy
briel on the background and professional training
of the educational directors in the comumunities
surveyed.

g. Evaluation: The plan should include the
monitoring of ongoing initiatives in professional
development (o provide {cedback to policy makers
and perticipants. and the evaluauon of outcomes.

h. Compensation: The plan should make it
possible for qualified tcachers who wish to teach
full-time to be able to do so and reccive both
salary and benefits commensurale with their edu-
cational background, ycars crI experience, and
ongaing professional development. {Sceveral North
American communites have created the position
of “community teacher,” which enables a 1¢acher
to work in more than one seuting, holding the
equivalent of a full-ime position with the
appropriate salary and benefits.) A [utire CIUE
policy bricf will focus on issues of salary and
benefits for Jewish educators.

Most Imporiant. a well-designed plan for the
prolessional development of Jewlsh educators in

a conmmunity is not only 2 way to redress (eachers”
lack of background. Tt is also a means of renewal
and growth that is imperative for all educators.
Even thosc who are wcll prepared for thelr
positions must have vpportunilics 1o keep abreast
of the [ield, to learn ¢xciting new ideas and
techniques, and 1o be invigorated by contact

wilh their collcagues.
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At the Continental Level Continental insdrtions also conuibute 1o

As an ever-inarcasing nuenber of communities are building the profession of Jewish education by
engaged in the creation and implementation of energetically recruiting candidates for careers in
their individial plans, how can the major continen- Jewish education: devcloping new sources of
tal institions and crganizations address profes- parsonnel; advocating improved salaries and

sional deveiopment from their own vantage poinis? benefits for Jewish educators; and constructing
tracks in Jewish education.
This effort should be spearheaded by those semi- e =

naries, colleges, and universities that offer degrees — —

in Jewish education: by the denominational move- The Jewish people has survived and flourished
ments: and by those consinental organizatons because of a remarkable commitment 1o the cemral-
whose primary mission is Jewish education. In ity of 1eaching and learning. The North American
collabaration with communal cflons, such educa- Jewish community has continued this conmmitment,

tional (nstitutions and organizations should design
their own plans to conceprualize both in-service
and pre-scrvice training elerments for the field.

with the resull that Jews are among the most
highly educoted citizens on the continertt. We need

They aheo cronte profmioent de : to bring the same expectations © Jewish education
fties for educational lcaders: expand train- as we do to general education, for the sake of

ing opportunities for cducators in North America our wmgue inheriance.

and Israck and empower educators to have an

influcnce on the currlculum, tcaching methods,

and educational philosophy of the Institudons in

which they work

(C) Copyright 1994, Council for Initiadves in Jewish Education (CITE)
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“And you shall teach them to
your children and 1o
your children’s children.”

—Deut. 4:9
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Joys of Jewish genealogy
Still more ways to trace Jewish roots

By CHRIS LEPPEK
IJN Assistant Editor

Tracing one'’s family history is a

challenging task for anyone,

especially once the “easy” side of
the job — tracing the American
side of the family — is done. Mak-

From Generation to
Generation

By Arthur Kurzweil
Harper Collins

ing the leap to the country of origin
is where things tend to get tough.

For Jews, this can be especially
daunting. As detailed in From Gen-
eration To Generation, a revised
text of a well-received 1980 guide,

pogroms and the Holocaust
destroyed not only Jewish lives but
also many records of lives. Jewish
communal records, cemetery records
and steamship passenger lists —
all basic genealogical building blocks
— are often unreliable or unavail-
able sources for the Jewish
researcher.

This book, however, is nothing if
not a source of hope. Kurzweil, who
has done much to inspire the bud-
ding Jewish genealogical boom cur-
rently underway, has developed a

highly practical guide for tracing one’s
European’s ancestry. He has already
done much of the difficult footwork
himself, providing a rich resource
of historical societies, libraries, gov-
ernmental agencies, archives,
genealogical societies — in the US
as well as a host of European nations.

Such references are pretty much
the stock-in-trade of the serious
genealogical researcher, of course,
but Kurzweil draws upon his own
lengthy experience in climbing the
family tree to come up with a num-
ber of novel and highly useful
approaches.

One involves the use of “Yizkor”

or memorial books, which many
small and medium European Jew-
ish communities prepared. From
Generation To Generation offers a

long list of such books, complete

with information on how to access
such texts. Often rich in historical,
biographical and photographic
detail more general histories over-
look, these Yizkor books can prove

to be a valuable source for scarce
information and material.

Another useful — and very inter-
esting — section focuses on oral
history interviews with one’s own rel-
atives. Kurzweil provides a fasci-
nating primer on the do’s and donts
of what can sometimes be a sensi-
tive and tricky business.

Originally published 14 years ago,

From Generation To Generation
has been updated with a forward
by Elie Wiesel and an invaluable sec-
tion focusing on obtaining informa-
tion about Eastern European
branches of Jewish families.

Even more than its first printing,
this edition is an indispensable tool
for the serious student of his or her

own ancestry.

CIJE: Jewish teacher training needed

new in-depth study of all
A the Jewish educators in

Atlanta, Baltimore and Mil-
waukee reveals that classroom
teachers have far less profession-
al background and in-service train-
ing than is commonly expected of
teachers in general education. And
yet the majority of teachers in
day schools, supplementary schools,
and pre-schools are strongly com-
mitted to Jewish education as a
career.

According to the policy brief on
the “Background and Professional
Training of Teachers in Jewish
Schools,” to be released formally by
the Council for Initiatives in Jew-
ish Education (CIJE) Nov. 17 at
the General Assembly in Denver,
the findings offer a powerful first
step in the Jewish community’s con-
tinuity crisis; investment in com-
prehensive in-service training for
current Jewish educators.

“Now every Jewish community
can know where to start and what

to do,” said Alan Hoffman, execu-
tive director of CIJE. “This is a
major opportunity for North Amer-
ican Jewry.”

Among the findings:

* Over 80% of the teachers sur-
veyed lacked professional train-
ing either in education or in Judaica
— or in both.

* Almost 30% of teachers in
supplementary schools had on Jew-
ish schooling after the age of 13.

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

* Forty percent of Judaica teach-
ers in day schools have neither a
degree in Jewish studies nor cer-
tification as Jewish educators, yet
they attend fewer than two in-
service workshops a year on aver-
age. (This is one-sixth the
requirement for state-licensed
teachers in the state of Wiscon-
sin, for example.)

* And yet, almost 60% of the

teachers view Jewish education
as their career. Only 6% plan to
seek positions outside Jewish edu-
cation in the near future.

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

CIJE's chair, Morton L. Man-
del, of Cleveland, Ohio, is a for-
mer president of the Council of
Jewish Federations (CJF) and a
leading philanthropist in the field
of Jewish education.

“Although some of these statis-
tics correspond to what we may
have suspected anecdotally,” said
Mandel, “there are also distinct sur-
prises. We believe that Jewish
communities should be able to repli-
cate this research method, extrap-
olate from these conclusions, and
begin to address the personnel
needs of Jewish education in a

meaningful way.”
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As IsraeI Syria inch closer to agreement

Sharp debate over US troops on Golan

By MATTHEW DORF
Jewish Telegraphic Agency

ASHINGTON — As Israel

and Syria inch closer to an

agreement, the question of
whether the US should station troops
on the Golan Heights to guarantee
a peace has produced an increas-
ingly rancorous debate.

The question may seem prema-
ture, but in the wake of President
Clinton’s visit to Damascus and
the signing of a peace treaty between
Israel and Jordan last month, com-
prehensive peace in the Middle East
seems not so far off — and the US
may be called upon to act as its linch-
pin.

“I think it's fair to say at this point
that an international presence on
the Golan” is envisaged “by both
parties,” said Robert Pelletreau
Jr., assistant secretary of state for
Near Eastern Affairs, at a recent

stone of a comprehensive peace in
the Middle East,” said Frank
Gaffney, director of the Center for
Security Policy, a conservative

holding a debate sooner than lat-
€r.

“If there are preconditions for
American involvement, it's a good

congressional hearing. A
«And I think there s a large expec- T
tation that the United States would ISSUE .

be part of that international pres-
ence,” he said.

Opponents of the peace process
both here and in Israel, joined by
Americans generally opposed to
US peace-keeping operations abroad,
argue that the time to debate the
issue is now.

“There will be no opportunity
for a real discussion of this deploy-
ment once it becomes the corner-

Is the Israeli opposition ‘saving Israel’
or interfering with the US Congress?

P e e———— e S e

think-tank that recently released

a study opposing sending froops.
Even some of those with a more

neutral position see a value in

US military role in Golan: how effective?

By MATTHEW DORF
Jewish Telegraphic Agency

ASHINGTON —

The debate over
deploying troops on the
Golan Heights as a guar-
antee of peace between
Israel and Syria has
prompted a number of
studies on the dangers
and effectiveness of such
a move.

The studies have
reached varying and
opposite conclusions, and
have raised the pitch of
the debate.

One of the most con-
tentious, a classified study
written by the RAND
(CORPORATION for the Pen-
tagon, concludes that the
US “is likely to be called
upon to play a critical
role” in providing Israel
with eawle gre— "= = =

ble peace, this objective
may ultimately override
the costs of various pos-
sible roles the US may
be called upon to play,”
according to the study,
titled “Possible US Roles
in Support of a Syrian-
Israeli Peace Agreement.”
The RAND Corpora-
tion compares the sta-
tioning of troops on the
Golan to the multina-
tional observer force that
has monitored the Israel-
Egypt border since 1982.
RAND acknowledges
the profound difference
between the vast expanse
of the Sinai Desert that
separates forces there,
and the close proximity
of the Israeli and —

“The net effect could be
negative for Israel’s secu-
rity and regional stabil-
ity, while the conse-
quences could include the
loss of US lives and, pos-
sibly a credibility-dam-
aging retreat of US forces
under terrorist fire,” the
study concludes.

The study also said the
issue warrants serious
scrutiny before any com-
mitment is made.

“A US deployment on
the Golan Heights
deserves immediate, seri-
ous consideration by US

Us troops conld ka.

ty Affairs Henry Rowen.

The Washington Insti-
tute for Near East Poli-
cy takes the hardest look
at what Israel and Syr-
ia would need to do to
minimize the risks to
US forces.

In disagreeing with the
center’s report, the insti-
tute argues that there are
ways to accomplish this,
and thereby justify the
deployment.

The institute’s study,

Peace: Amer-
ica’s Role in an Israel-
Syria Peace Agreement,”
argues that before US
troops are sent, Israel
would need to sign peace

i

idea to get them out now. There's
nothing wrong if we drop some mark-
ers and draw some red lines,” said
Michael Eisenstadt, military affairs
fellow at the Washington Institute
for Near East Policy, who has stud-
ied the issue.

“There's no harm done in dis-
seminating what in fact might be
useful information.”

ut others, including Israeli

government officials and the

American Israel Public
Affairs Committee (AIPAC), believe
that an open debate in Congress
at this time could jeopardize the
fragile peace negotiations between
Israel and Syria.

During a recent visit here, Israeli
Foreign Minister Shimon Peres said
any debate is premature at best.

“I can imagine other solutions,”
Peres said regarding US troops on
the Golan. “I don't exclude this
one, but I don't believe that this is
the exclusive solution.”

On his recent Middle East trip,
Clinton reiterated a US offer of
troops if Israel agrees to territori-
al concessions on the Golan, accord-
ing to an administration official who
accompanied the president.

rrhiq rreTA i -

commit to another situation.”

Sen. Arlen Specter (R-Pa.) dis-
agreed with Saxton’s decision to hold
the forum.

Specter, who briefly attended
the forum, said he was “very con-
cerned about what impact there may
be on Israeli-Syrian negotiations.

“It's premature to talk about
whether the US should make such
a commitment because the Golan
is still a part of Israel and is a
matter of negotiations between Syr-
ia and Israel,” Specter said. “We
need to be very careful to be sup-
portive but not to interfere.”

hrough an effort to insert

Congress into the debate,

Israeli opposition leaders are
trying to show that American sup-
port for an Israeli-Syrian peace is
soft.

The move, they admit, is an
attempt to begin lobbying Israelis
to oppose Prime Minister Yitzhak
Rabin’s initiatives with Syria.

Yoram Ettinger, former minis-
ter for Congressional affairs at the
Israeli Embassy during the Likud
government, has led the charge on
Capitol Hill against US troops on
the Golan.

He said that if there is a peace
treaty, opponents of territorial
compromise on the Golan will use
American congressional skepti-
cism about sending troops “to con-
vince Israelis to vote against the
referendum.”

Rabin has pledged that if an
agreement with Syria includes a
withdrawal from the Golan, he
will call for a public referendum
on the deal.

Ettinger has found allies here in
leaders of the Zionist Organization
of America and Americans for a Safe
Israel, among others.
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Nov. 1, 1994
Dear Adam and Ellen:

Here is the policy brief, designed. To get a real sense of the layout, you might want to look at the
pages as double-spreads, beginning with the overview on the left, which faces page 1 on the
right. I have pot yet proofread the text, but have already marked up the missing box and figure
citations, as you'll see.

~ P. 3: The figure currently called "In-service Workshops Attended.” That is the term we use in the

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

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

On p. 7, Alan raises the point that the sentence "They are grateful for suggestions from the MEF
Academic Advisory Committee” makes it sound as if the committee's sole input was
"suggestions" for this one bricf. He feels that the term "suggestions” sounds like a slight. (I, too,
think it sounds very minor.) Since the committee was advising on the entire study, it seems more
appropriate to say something like "They are grateful for the guidance of the MEF Academic
Advisory Committee." Please give me your thoughts on this point. — :?.::-S
Last: On the back, in addition to the CIJE address that you see, we will list the current board,
staff and consultants,

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

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

As always, many, many thanks.

Nessa

9r9Z 2£S
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A new two-year study of Jewish educators
in three North American communities offers a
striking assessment of teachers” preparation and
professional development in day schools,

supplementary schools, and pre-schools.
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OVER VIEW

Over 80% of the teachers surveyed lacked
professional training either in education or
in Judaica—or in both. Yel Leachers receive
little in-service training 10 overcome their
lack of background, far less than is common-
ly expected of teachers in general cducation.

In day schools, 40% of Judaica tcachers have
neither a degree in Jewish studics nor certifi-
cation as Jewish educators, yet these teach-
ers attend fewer than 2 in—service workshops
a year on average.

In supplementary schools, close 1o 80% of
the teachers have neither a degree in Jewish
studies nor certilication as Jewish cducators.
In-service opportunlities are infrequent and
usually nol connected to each other in a
comprehensive plan for professional devel-
opmcm.

are the least prepared in

Oé' 16 \ag R
And yet, in all setlings, the study shows that
teachers are strongly cemmiited to Jewish
education, They are enthusiastic
and devoled to working with children and to
contributing to the Jewish people.
This finding presents a compelling argument
for addressing a central problem identified by
the study: the insuflicient preparation of
teachers. Rescarch in the field of education
indicates that carefully crafied in—service
training can indeed improve the quality of
teaching.

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

A comprehensive plan to improve the in-ser-
vice training of Jewish educators will even-
tually have to be combined with an ambi-
tious and systematic plan 10 improve the
recruitment and waining of educators before
they enter the ficld.

This policy brief is the first of a series based on The

CIJE Study of Educators. The complete study will
be available in 1995.

The CLIE Study of Educators
Research Team:
Dr. Adam Gamoran, Roberta Louis Goodman,
Professor of Sociology and Educational Policy Studies, Field Researcher
Universily of Wisconsin, Madison Bill Robinson,
Dr. Ellen Goldring. Field Researcher
Professor of Educational Leadership and Associare Dean, Di. Julle Taroanivaars.
Peabody College of Education, Vanderbilt University Field Researcher
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The Jewish community of North America is

facing a crisis of major proportions. Large numbers of

Jews have lost interest in Jewish values, ideals,
and behavior. The responsibility for developing
Jewish identity and instilling a commitment

to Judaism...now rests primarily with education.

—A Time to Act

In November 1990, the Commission on Jewish
Educarion in North Amcrica released A Time ro Act,
a report calling for dramatc change in the scope,
standards, and quality ol Jewish education on this
contmnent. It concluded that the revitalization of
Jewish education—whatever the setting or age
group—will depend on two essential tasks: build-
ing the profession of Jewish education; and
mobilizing community support for Jewish
education. The Council [or Initiatives in Jewish
Bducation (CUE) was established to implement
the Commlssion’s conclusions.

Since 1992, CLIE has been worlang with
three communities—Atlanta, Baltimore, and

 About the lewdch sducators of  Box 1
; mm-umn—-hn.

Teachrrs in ﬁ\a Iewish schoals uf ‘these communities are predominantly female
(84%) and Amerian-bom {86%). Only 7% were born in israel, and less than 1%
. mach are from Rma. Germamr. England, and Canada. Tl-n latge majority, 80%, are

marred. The tnnd'\ms adenti& itha Variety of Jewish. religiows denominatians.

' Thirty-two percent are Orthodox, and 8% call therselves traditional. Twenty-five
‘porcent Idaﬂt:fy with the Conservative movement: 31% see thernsaives as Reform;
‘and the remaiwng 4% list Recanswmonlst and other preferences. Thirty-two per-
cent work full-time in Jewish education (i.e. they reported working 25 hours per -
week or mere), and about 20% work in mare than one schoot. :

00 d

PROFESSIONAL TRAINING OF
TEACHERS IN JEWISH

Trained in
Education 35%

Trained in
Beth 19%

Trained in

Neither 34%
Trained in

Jewish Studies 12%

Fig.1
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Milwaukce—to create models of systemic change
at the local level. A central tenet of CIJE is that
policy decisions in education must be informed by
solid data. These communides boldly engaged in
a pioncering. comprehensive study of their
educational personnel in day schools, supplemen-
lary schools, and pre-schools. All the educational
directors and classroom tcachers were surveyed,
and a sample of each was Interviewed in depth.
The goal: To create a communal plan of action 1o
build the profession of Jewish education in cach
community and thereby develop a model for
North Amcrican Jewish communities that wish

to embark on this process.

Two years later, the initial resuits of this study are
illuminatng not only for the three communitics
bul as a catalyst for reexamining the personnel

of Jewish education throughout North America.
Despite 1he dillerences among these communities,
the tindings in each are wsunﬁarﬁat we believe
the profile of Jewish cducators offercd by the
study is likely 16 resemble those of many other
communities.

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

Are teachers in
Jewish schools
trained as Jewish

educators?

M.ost are not (fig. 1). The survey indicates

that only 19% have professional raining In both
education and Jewish studies. (In the CIJE Study of
Educators, training in education is defined as a
university or teacher’s mstitute degree in education;
training in Jewish studies is defined as a college or
seminary degree in Jewish studies, or, alternatively,
certification in Jewish education.) Thirty-five percent
have a degree in education but not in Jewish studies.
Twelve percent have a degree in Jewish studies but
nol in education. And 34 % lack prolussional Lraining
in both education and Jewish studies.

AT°TY  §:91 (3NL) k6 .10- ACN



Does the teachers’
training differ
according to

Gencra.lly. yes.

Training in education: Over 40% of teachers in
¢ach scuting (pre~school, day school. and supple-

- mentary school) reported university degrees in
educanonaz education (table 1). An additional 15% to 17% ol
setti ?!g? pre=school and day school teachers have education

degrees from teacher’s Institutes, as do 5% of
supplementary school teachers. (These institutes
are usually one- or two-~year programs in lieu of
university study.)

)
TEACHERS BACKGROUNDS 1N
GENERAL EDUCATION
Degree in Education

Setting From University From Teachels' institure
S

Day School 43% 17%
Supplementary 4% 5%

T \ S b
Pre-School 46% (1e%r \ e
All Schools 439% 1%
Table 1

fr= Bl S T N =)
What Jewish
education did
the teachers
receive as
children?

A.lmost all the teachers received some Jewish
education as children, but for many the education
was minimal. Before age 13, 25% percent of sup-
plementary school teachers and 40% of pre-school
teachers artended religious school only opce a

TEAGHER'S JEWISH EDUCATION BEFORE 13
Day School

Two Day 21% § One Day 11%

Day School 62%

\ Le One Day 40%

O Nene-Né Jewish Education
Jone Day-Day Supplementary School

TEACHER'S BACKCROUNDS IN
JEWISH STUDIES

Certified in Major in
Settmg _ Jewish Educarion Jewish Srudies
Day School 40% 37%
Supplementary 18% 12%
Pre-School 10% 4%
All Schools 22% 17%
Table 2

Training in Jewish studies: Day school teachers
of Judaica are more likely than rcachers in other
scuungs to have post-secondary lraining in Jewish
sludies. Still, only 40% percent of day school
Judaica teachers are certified as Jewish cducators;
37% have a degree in Jewish studies from a
college, graduate school, or rabbinic seminary
(table 2). In supplementary and pre—schools, the
proportions are much smaller. Overall, only 31%
of the 1eachers have a degree in Jewish studies or
certification in Jewish education. and cven in day
schools only 60% have such training.

week: 11% of supplementary icachers and 22% of
pre—-school teachers did not artend at all. After age
13, cven grealer proportions received minimal or
no Jewish educauon (figs. 2. 3: box 2).

According to “"Highhghts o
MNauvonal )
Garry K
Aand 38¢ O identuty
received no Jewish education as chile
contrast, only 10%: of 1the teach
Atllanta, Ballimore, and Milw

N chalclt

not l[ormally educated as lev

Pre-school

None 22%

:Immy-z or More Day L VAR ¢
Supplementary School '
a DaySchoo_l-Day Schqol, School In Day School
Tweo Day 40% Day School 24% s EXELee Two Day 23% 15% ﬁ!. 2
s
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TEACHER'S JEWISH EDUCATION AFTER 13 Onc ol the more startling findings Is thalt many
pre—school teachers arc teaching Jewish subject
matter 1o Jewish children—bul arc not themselves
Jews. Overall, 10% of the teachers in Jewish
pre—schools are not Jewish. In onc community,

the Bgure is as high as 21%.
q{ , ' Why is this the case? One pre-school director
One Day 23% \ B Cay we inlerviewed shed light on the question:
SRR, 1 1 have an opening for next year. [ have a
Day School 67% teacher lcaving who §s not Jewish. I'm inter-
Supplemantary Schasl viewing three teachers, two of whom are
Jewish, one of whom is not. And 1o be frank
with you...I should hire one [who is]...Jewish.
Unfortunaicly. of the three people I am inter-
viewing, the non-Jewish eacher is the best

Day School Pre-school

Two Day 11% None 55%

One Day None 29%

5%

Twe Day Day Schaol teacher in terms of what she can do in the
17% O Fig 3 classroom. S0 it creates a real problem.
- yo5 In this instance. the Jewish candidales were better
LECEND versed in Jewish content and were Jewish role mod-
—d None-No Jewish Education cls. bur the non-Jewlsh applicant was more skilled
S '?v:: g::t; ::;:Tfﬂ:;":’::zj::w Eop ot as an educator, and that considcration carried more
O Day S(hoobbaly School, School in lsrael, Yeshiva or weight. Many prc—sd')ool directors described an
Jewish College acurte shortage of qualified Jewish teachers.
& D
\
Do present levels
Of in—service Nc- Most 1eachers attend very few in-service Judaica tcachers are not bound by siate standards.
. = programs each year. Eighty percent of all teachers We found little cvidence of sustained professional
tr atning were required 1o attend a1 lcast one workshop development among the day school teachers we
compensate for during a two-year period. Of these teachers, surveyed. On avcrage, those who were requircd
around half attended no more than 4 workshops to attend workshops did so about 3.8 titnes every
baCkg round over a two-year time span. (A workshop can range 2 years—or less than 2 workshops a year.
deficiencies? from a one-hour session 10 a one-day program.)
Pre-school teachers: Thesc (cachers typically IN-SERVICE WORKSHOPS ATTENDED
attended 6 or 7 workshops in a two-year period.
which is more than teachers in other Jewish sct-
tings (fig. 4). Most pre—schools are licensed by the ; 7
slate, and teachers are required to participate in 6 | ]
state-mandated professional development. Given ; -
the minimal background of many ol these teachers 4
in Judaica, however, present levels ol in-service $ o
training are not sufficient. s
Day school teachers: Although staic requirements i 1 ]
apply o general studics teachers in day schools, ° Day School  Supplementary  Pre-school
Note: Average # of workshops in the Last two years Indudes
only those teachers who responded that they were regquired
3 Fg. 4 to sttended workshops and excludes first year cducators.
L00 d 9%97 T3l 3010 9%:90 (30L) k6 .10- "AON
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How does this comparc 1o standards in public
education? In Wisconsin, for example, teachers are
required 1o attend 180 hours of workshops over a
five—ycar period to maimain their teaching license.
Day school teachers in our study engaged in about
29 hours of workshops over a [ive— year period
(assuming a typical workshop lasts 3 hours). This
is less than onc-sixth of the requircment for
state-licensed teachers 1 Wisconsin. (Despite varl-
ations among slates in our study, we [ound litdle
difference across communities in the extent of pro-
fessional development among day school teachers.)

Supplemeniary school teachers: Thesc tcachers
reported an avcrage of 4.4 workshops in a two-
year period. (There was some variation across
communities in this finding.) Bul since most sup-
plementary school 1cachers had little or no [orinal
Jewish training after bar/bat mitzvah, and only
aboul 50% were trained as educators, the current
status of professional development for these teach-

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

fig.s

800 d

es. Sixty-ninc percent of full-time teachers
vicw Jewish education as their carcer (fig. 5). Even
among part~time teachers (those working [cwer
than 25 hours a week), over hall described Jewish
educadon as their career. In supplementary schools,
where almost no 1eachers are full- time educators,
44% consider Jewish education thcir career. In
otal, 59% of the weachers view Jewish education
as their carcer.

Full-Time Teachers Part-Time Teachers
4
9p9¢ T€S:73L
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ers is of pressing concern. Even those who teach
only a few hours each week can be nurtured to
develop as educators through a suslained, sequen-
lial program of leaming.

Surmmary: Atlanta, Baltimore. and Milwaukee

ollcr a number of valuable in-service opportiunitics
for their teachers. All three communities have
city-wide, one~day teacher ¢conferences, and all
three have somc [orm of incentive [or professional
development. Still, in- service training tends to be
ifrequent and sporadic, particularly for day and
supplementary school teachers. Even workshops
that teachers [ind helpful are isolated events, lacking
the continuity of an overall system and plan for pro-
fessional devclopment. Experienced tcachers may
be offered the same workshops as novice 1cachers;
teachers with strong backgrounds in Judaica but
liztle waining in education are sometimes offered
the same opportunitics as teachers with strong
backgrounds in education but little Judaica.

TEACHER'S EXPERIENCE IN

JEWNISM EDUCATION

Yoars of ence Percen of Teachers
One year or less 6%

Two to five years 27%

Six 10 ten years 29%

Eleven to twenty years 28%

More than twenty years 14%

Tuble 3

There is also considerable stabillly in the teaching
foree. Thiny-eight percent of the teachers have
taught for morc than 10 years, while only 6% were
in their first year as Jewish educators when they
responded 1o the survey (table 3). Sixty—four percent
intend to continue \caching in their same positions,
and only 6% plan to seck positions outside Jewish
education in the near furure,

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

sional development for teachers wilt yicld rich results.
(aw
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A PLAN:tor ACTION

In Communities
How can a community dcsign a comprehensive
plan to improve its teaching personnel?

1. Like Arlanta, Balimore, and Milwaukec, a com-
munity can profile its teachers and educational
directors to learn precisely where their strengths lie
and which arcas need improvement. The CUJE
Study of Educators modulc will become available
for this purpose in 1995.

2. A community can then tajlor a plan 1o meet the
specific needs ol its own educators. Such a plan
should take into account:

a. Content: The plan should address the content
necds of individual teachers in cducation. Jewish
studics, and in the integration ol the two.

b. Differentiation: The plan should address the
distinct needs of novice and expericnced teachers:
the diffcrent ages and affiliations of students; and
the various settings in which classroom education
takes place—day school, supplementary school

and pre-school.

¢. Systematic Traiming Opportuenities: Onc—shot
workshops do not change teachers or teaching.
Rather, seminars, courses, and reircais—linked o
carc{ully articulated requirements, goals. and
standards—should be offered in the context of a
long~lerm, systematic plan for professional
development.

d. Community Incentives: Any plan should moti-
vate teachers 10 be involved in substantive, ongoing
in-service education. Community-sponsored incen-
tives for teachers’ professional development include
stipends, release time, scholarships, and sabbaticals.
Ultimatcly. professional development must be
linked 10 salary and benefits. (One North American
comimunity. for cxample, bases its day school
allocation on teacher certification and upgrading
rather than on the number of students.)

¢. Teacher Empowerment: The plan should allow
opportunities [or teachers 1o lcamn from each other
through mentoring, peer lcarning, and coaching.

In addition to these components drawn from the

~\

f. Leadersinp: The plan should recognize what
has been lecarncd from educational rcsearch: The
educativnal director is indispensable in creating a
successful environment for teaching and igarning.
For teachers 1o implement change. they must be
supported by leaders who can foster vision. These
leaders must also be commitied. knowledgeable,
skilled—and engaged in their own professional devel-
opment. In 1995, CUE will release a policy brief on
the background and professional training of the
educational directors in the communities surveyed.

cacl=Je Ha

8. Evaluation; The plan should make provision
for monitoﬂn"é: ongoing initiatives in prolessional

developmenl. providinig feedback 1o policy makers

and participants, and tvalu.miﬁt ourcomes.

h. Compensation: The plan should make it
possible for qualificd teachers who wish to each
fuli-time 1o be able to do so and recelve both salary
and benefits commensurate with their educational
background, years of experience, and ongoing pro-
fessional deveclopment. (Several North American
communitics have created the position of “commu-
nity teacher,” which enables a teacher 1o work in
more than one setting, holding the cquivalent of a
[ull-tunc positon with the appropriate salary and
benefits.) A [uturc CLIE policy brief will focus on
issues of salary and benefits for Jewish educators.

Mosl important. a welli-designed plan for the
professional development of Jewish educators in

a community is not only a way 1o redress teachers’
lack of background. It is also a means of renewal
and growth that is imperative for all cducators.
Even those who are well prepared for their positions
must have opportunities to keep abreast of the field,
to learn excitlng new ideas and techniques, and to
be invigorated by contact with thelr collcagues.

At the Continental Level

As an ever-increasing number of communites are
c¢ngaged in the creation and implementation of their
individual plans, how can the major continental
institutions and organizations address prolessional
development from their own vantage points?

study, a comprehensive communal plan should Teachers showld be encsuraged

include the following elementis: 1o parhapate n the design of v
these training oppertunibes.
5
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This effort should be spcarheaded by those
scminaries, colleges, and universitics that offer
degrees in Jewish cducation; by the denomina-
tional movements; and by thosc national ¢ ot
organizations whosc primary mission is Jewish
education. In collaboration with communal
efforts, such educational institutions and organi-
zations should design thelr own plans 1o concep-
tualize both In-service and pre-service training
elements for the field. They should also create
profcssional development opportunitics for
educational leaders; expand training opportuni-
ties for educators in North Amcrica and Israel;
and empower educators to have an influcnce
on the curriculum, 1caching methods, and educa-
tional philosophy of the institutions in which
they work.

9997 7£C:T3L
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Contnental institulions also contriburte 1o build-
ing the prolession of Jewish cducation by:
energetically recruiling candidates for car¢ers in
Jewish cducation; developing new sources ot
pcrsonnel; advocating improved salaries and
benefits lor Jewish cducalors; and constructing
carcer uracks in Jewish education.

The Jewish people has survived and Oourished
because ol a rcemarkable commitment 1o the
centrality of teaching and lcarning. The North
Amcrican Jewish community continued this
commliment, with the resuit Eﬁ’m
.I'cmba._n\c gmong “‘.\’2* most highly educaied citi-
zens hﬂhh-wunlq:?ﬂc need to bring the same
expectations 10 Jewish cducation as we do 10
general education, for the sake of our unique
inheritance.

{C) Copyright 1994, Council for Initiatives in
Jewish Education (CLIE)
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%% About The CIJE Study of Educators
The CUE Study of Educators is part of the survey form was adminisiered to educational
Monitoring, Evaluation, and Feedback (MEF) directors; those data will be analyzed in a future
initiative in the Lcad Communities. The study report.)

involved both a survey of the formal Jewish
educators In the<ommunity. and a series of
in-depth interviews with a morc limited sample

The interview questions were designed by the
MEF Research Team. Interviews were conducted
with tcachers in pre-schools, supplementary

of educators. The questionnaire was devcloped schools, and day schools, as well as educational
after reviewing ealicr insuruments that directors and cducators at central agencies and
surveyed Jewish education, with many ques- institutions of Jewish higher learning. In rotal

tions adapted from The Los Angeles BIE

125 educators were interviewed. generally for
Tecacher Census (1950).

one to two hours. CUE field researchers conduct-
The survey was administered in spring 1993 ed and analyzed the Interviews.
or fall 1993 10 all Judaica teachers at all Jewish The questionnaire and the interview protocols

day schools, supplementary schools, and will be available for public distribution in 1995.

pre-school programs in the three communitics. . y
Gencral studies teachers in day schools were TONF iy beiek ovar prepaced by CURES MEP
not included. Non-Jewish pre-school teachers Research Team: Adam Gamioran: fc'nm Goldring:
who teads Ridaic wete ihduded Txnd Rm Louis Goodiman; Bill Robinson; and Julie
Community project directors In each communi- Tammivaara. The authors acknowledge tl?e
\y coordinated the survey administration. assistance of Nancy Hendrix, Demographic Data A
Teachers completed the questionnaires and Consultants. They arc gratcfu_l for wj S
returned them at their schools. (Some teachers from the MEF Academic Advisory Committce:

James Coleman; Seymour Fox: Annertie

who did not receive a survey forin at school , & s -
were mailed a form and a sell- addressed Hochstein: Stephen Holfman; and Mike Inbar.

envelope, and returned their forms by mail.) They §50 acmow}cldgc o3 hcla‘ mf 3“!5 ?aﬂ) and
L Lead-€ > " E&l fecisl %

Over 80% ol the teachers in cach community ea ;
filled out and returned the questionnaire, for a especially thankful to the Jewish educators who
participated in the study.

total of almost 1000 respondents. (A parallel

- -~ } *\ -\ .
>#: e Bt L R a8
i \e Dr C% ‘
Tuechnlcal notas. La¥Shk o oM, =
o WO on P wae iR
In total, 983 teachers responded out of a total sc;-ool teachers would look more like day
populatien of 1192 in the three communities. school teachers, because 61 day school
in general, we avoided sampling inferences teachers also work in supplementary schools.

(e.g.. 1-tests) because we are analyzing
population figures, not samples. Respondents
include 302 day school teachers, 392 supple-

Missing responses were excluded from calcula-
tions of percentages. Generally, less than 5%
of responses were missing for any one item,

mentary school! teachers, and 289 pre—school An exception was the question about certifica-
teachers. Teachers who work at more than tion in Jewish education. In at least one com- [ la &
one type of setting were categorized accord- munity, many teachers left this blank, Kol rar

ing to the setting (day school, supplementary apparently ¢ use they not.edie what it
school, or pre-school) at which they teach the meant. On the assumption that teachers who
most hours (or at the setting they listed first if hid-act.h atiartRentinnd } wore
hours were the same for two types of set- / not certified, we present the percentage who
tings). Each teacher is counted only once. | said they were certified out of the total who
if teachers were counted in all the settings in | returned the survey forms—not out of the

which they teach, the results would look { total who responded to this item: ¢ I ¢ ,
about the same, except that supplementary Z

=
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Council for Initiatives in
Jewish Education

15 East 26th Street
New York, N.Y. 10010
Telephone: (212) 532-2360
Fax: (212) 532-2646
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Background

C”E Connl and

Eiaiives Professional

in Jewish

Education

Training of
Teachers
in Jewish

Schools
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A new two-year study of Jewish educators
in three North American communities offers a
striking assessment of teachers’ preparation and
professional development in day schools,

supplementary schools, and pre-schools.
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OV ERYVYIEW

Over 80% of the teachers surveyed lacked
professional training either in education or
In Judaica—or in both. Yel teachers receive
little in-service training to overcome their
lack ol background, far less than is common-
ly expected of teachers in general education.

In day schools, 40% of Judaica teachers have
neither a degree in Jewish studics nor certifi-
cation as Jewish cducators, ye1 these teach-
ers attend fewer than 2 in—service workshops
a year on average.

In supplemeniary schools, closc 10 80% of
the teachers have neither a degree in Jewish
studies nor certification as Jewish educators.
In-service opporiunities are infrequent and
usually not connected 1o each other in a
comprehensive plan for professional devel-
opment.

gachers are the least prepared in
TJewish enl when they enter their posi-

ons. ﬂ'pughcally childhood educators
nore st.aﬁ d’z\relopmcnI opportunities
: 'figlqaandatcd licensing require-
ent these are not sufficient to com-
' 37 limited backgrounds.
percent of thesc teachers are
one community the figure is

And yet, in all settings, the study shows that
teachers arc strongly committed to Jewish
education as a career. They are enthusiastic
and devoled 1o working with children and 1o
contributing to the Jewish people.

This finding presents a compelling argument
for addressing a central problem identified by
the study: the insuflicient preparation of
teachers. Research in the [ield ol education
indicates that carefully crafted in-service
training can indeed improve the quality of

teaching.

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

A comprehensive plan to improve the in-ser-
vice training of Jewish cducators will even-
tually have 10 be combined with an ambi-
tious and systematic plan to improve the
recruitment and training of educators before
they enter the field.

This policy brief is the first of a series based on The
CIJE Study of Educators. The complete study will
be available in 1995.

The CLJE Study of Educators

Research Team:

Dr. Adam Gameoran,

Professor of Sociology and Fducational Policy Studies,
University of Wisconsin, Madison

Dr. Ellen Goldring,
Professor of Educatioral Leadership and Associare Dean.
Peabody College of Education, Vanderbilt University

9997 T£S:13l
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Roberta Louis Goodman,
Field Researcher

Bill Robinson,
Field Researcher

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

—A Time 10 Act

In November 1920, the Commission on Jewish
Education in North America released .4 Time o Act,
a repon calling Ior dramatic change In the scope,
standards, and quality of Jewish education on this
continent. It concluded that the reviwalization of
Jewish education—whatever the setting or age
group—will depend on ™wo essential tasks: build-
ing the profession of Jewish education: and
mobilizing cormmunity support for Jewish
education. The Council [or Initiatlves in Jewish
Education (CLJE) was cstablished 1o implement
the Commission’s conclusions.

Since 1992, CUE has been working with
three communities—Atlanta. Baltimorc, and

About the lewish aducators of _Rn.r-i
- Atlawts, -llh-ﬁ and Mihvauiee.

Tead‘;g;; _ufs th-e Jew:sh schools of these communities are pmdornln‘ntly famale

(84%) and: Aff'len-can—born (&6%}. Only 7% were born in lsrael, and less than 1%
each are from Russia; Germanyfinghnd. and Canada. The large majority, 80%., are

Thirty-two percent are Orthodox, and 8% i themselves traditional. Twenty-five -
percent damdy with the Conservative movernent; 31% see themseives as Reform:
Cand the remaining 4% kst‘ Reconstructionist and other preferences. Thirty-two:per- -
Scent work'hdl-nm in Jewish education (l.e.. they reported working 25 hnufs per’
weai: or. rhore), and about 2096 wurk in mare than one school. .

: maqu “The teachars: aden‘tﬁywrth a.variety of Jewnsh religious denominations.

PROFESSIONAL TRAINING OF
TEACHERS IN JEWISH EDUCATION

Trained in
Education 35%

Trained in
Both 19%

Trained in

Ncither 34%
Trained in

Jewlsh Studies 12%

Fig.1
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Milwaukee—io create models of systemic change
at the local level. A central tenet of CIJE is that
policy decisions in education must be informed by
solid data. These communitics boldly ¢ngaged in
a pioneering, comprehensive study of their
educational personnel in day schools, supplemen-
1ary schools, and pre-schools. All the educational
directors and classroom Teachers were surveyed.
and a sample of each was interviewed in depth.
The goal: To create a communal plan of action to
build the profession of Jewish education in each
community and thereby develop a model for
North American Jewish communities that wish
to embark on this process.

Two years later, the initial results of this study are
illuminating not only for the three communities
but as a catalyst for reexamining the personnel

of Jewish education throughout North America.
Despite the differences among these communitics.
the [indings in each are so similar that we belleve
the profile ol Jewish cducators offered by the
study is likely 10 resemble those of many other
communities.

This policy bricl summarizes the study’s [indings
in a critica) area: the background and professional
training of teachers in Jewish schools.(box 1)

Are teachers in
Jewish schools
trained as Jewish
educators?

Most are not (fig. 1). The survcey indicates

that only 19% have professional training in both
educartion and Jewish studies. {In the CITE Study of
Educators, training in education is defined as a
university or 1cacher’s institute degree in educadon;
training in Jewish studies is defined as a college or
seminary degrce in Jewish studies, or, alternatively,
certification in Jewish education.) Thirty-five percent
have a degree in education but not in Jewish studies.
Twelve percent have a degree in Jewish studles but
not in cducation. And 34 % lack professional training
in both education and Jewish studics.

A1 LT+ (30L) k6 .10- "AON



Does the teachers’
training differ
according to
educational
setting?

Gcncml]y. yes.

Training in education: Over 40% of weachers in
each setting (pre-school, day school. and supple-
mentary school) reported university degrees in
education (table 1). An additional 15% 10 17% of
pre=school and day school teachers have education
degrees from teacher’s institutes, as do 5% of
supplementary school teachers. (These institutes
arce usually one— or two-year programs in licu ol
university study.)

TEACHER'S BACKGROUNDS IN
CENFRAL FDUCATION
Degree in Education

Setting From University From Teachers® Instinute
Day School 243% 17%
Supplementary 41% 5%

Pre~5chool 46% 16%

All Schoals 43% 1%

Table 1

What Jewish
education did
the teachers
receive as
children?

Day School 62% 4

Supplanmentary Schoel

One Day
25%

Twe Day 40%

€00 d

None 11%

Day Schoo! 24%

A}most all the 1cachers received some Jewish

education as children, but for many the education
was minimal. Before age 13. 25% pereent of sup-
plementary school tcachers and 40% of pre—school
teachers attended religious school only once a

TEACHER'S JEWISH EDUCATION BEFORE 13

Day School

Two Day 21% ; One Day 11%

Onc Day 40%

2 None-No Jewish Education
O one Day-Day Supplementary School

a Two Day-2 or More Day
Supplementary School

2 Bay School-Day School, School in
krael, Yeshiva or Jewish College

9997 T€S:13l
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Two Day 23%

TEACHER'S BACKGROUNDS 1N
JEWISH STUDIES

Certified in Maygor in
Setting Jewish Education Jewish Studies

Day School 40% 37%
Supplementary 18% 12%
Pre-School 10% 4%
All Schools 22% 17%
Table 2

Trairming in Jewish studies: Day school teachers
of Judaica are more likely than teachers in other
settings to have post—secondary training in Jewish
studies. Still, only 40% percent of day school
Judaica wachers are certified as Jewish educators;
37% have a degree in Jewish studies from a
college. graduate school. or rabbinic seminary
(table 2). In supplementary and pre-schools, the
proportions are much smaller. Overall, only 31%
of the teachers have a degree in Jewish studies or
certification in Jewish education. and cven in day
schools only 60% have such training.

week: 11% of supplcmcnmiary teachers and 22% of
pre—school teachers did not attend at all. After age
13, even greater proportions received minimal or
no Jewish education (figs. 2, 3; box 2)

According to "Highlight

the CJF 1990
dational Jewnh Population Survey,” by
v and co
omen
wWish e 1o
conlrast

only 10

of the tcachers

Atlanla, Baltimo and Milwauk

not lormally educated as Jews

Boxd

Pre-school

None 22%

Day School
15% ﬁg 2
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TEACHER'S JEWISH EDUCATION AFTER 12

Two Day 11%

Day School 67%

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

900 4

Pre-school

None 55%

one Day 23%

: Day School
29%

LEGEND
(¥ None-No Jewish Education
[ one Day-1 Day Supplementary School
D Two Day-2 or more Day Supplementary School

| Day School-Day School, School in Israel, Yeshiva or
Jewish College

|
No. Most teachers attend very few in-scrvice
programs each year. Eighty percent of all teachers
werc required to attend at least one woi'kshop
during a two-year period. Of these teachers,
around half atltended no more than 4 workshops
OVEr a TWO-year lime span. (A workshoip can range
[rom a onc-hour session to a one-day program.)

Pre-school teachers: These teachers typically
attended 6 or 7 workshops in a two-year period,
which is more than tcachers in other .Te;wish set-
tings (fig. 4). Most pre—schools arc licensed by the
state, and reachers are required 10 panjt;:ipatc in
state-mandated professional development. Given
the minimal background of many of these teachers
in Judaica. however. present levels of in-service
training are not suffident.

Day school teachers: Although siate rcqﬁi:cmcnls
apply to general studies teachers in day schools,
|

3 |

—4
"2
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Onr of the more stariling lindings is that many
pre~school teachers are 1caching Jewish subject
matter 1o Jewish children—Dbul arc not themselves
Jews. Qverall, 10% ol the teachers in Jewish
pre=schocls are not Jewish. In one community,

the figure is as high as 21%.

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

I have an opcning for next year. [ have a
tcacher leaving who Is not Jewish, I'm inter-
viewing threc leachers, two of whom arc
Jewish, one of whom is not. And to be frank
with you._I should hire one [who is]... Jewish.
Unfortunately, of the three pcople 1 am inter-
viewing, the non-Jewish weacher is the best
teacher in terms of what she can do in the
dassroom. So il creates a real problem.

In this instance, the Jewish candidates were better
versed in Jewish content and were Jewish role mod-
els, burt the non-Jewish applicant was more skilled
as an educator, and that consideration carried more
weight. Many pre=school directors described an
acute shonage of qualified Jewish teachers.

Judaica teachers are not bound by state standards.
We found little evidence of sustained profcssional
development among the day school teachers we
surveyed. On average, those who were required
to attend workshops did so about 3.8 times every
2 ycars—or less than 2 workshops a year.

IN-SERVICE WORKSHOPS ATTENDED

MEAN ¥ OF WORSHOPS
0 = N W b W

Day school

Supplementary Pre-scheol

Note: Average ¥ of workshops in the last two years includes
only those teachers who fesponded that they were required
to attended workshops and excludes first year educators.
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Are teachers in
Jewish schools

committed to

the profession
of Jewish
education?

L00d
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How docs this compare to standards in public
education? In Wisconsin, for cxample. teachers are
required to attend 180 hours of workshops over a
five=year period 1o maintain their teaching license.
Day school tcachers in our study engaged in about
29 hours of workshops over a [ive- year period
(assuming a typical workshop lasts 3 hours). This
is less than one-sixth of the requircment for
state-licensed teachers in Wisconsin. (Despite vari-
ations among states in our study, we found little
difference across communitics in the extent of pro-
fessional development among day school tcachers.)

Supplementary school teachers: These teachers
reported an average of 4.4 workshops in a two=
year period. (There was somc variation across
communrities in this finding.) But sincc most sup-
plementary school teachers had little or no formal
Jewish training after bar/bat mitzvah, and only
about 50% were trained as cducators, the current
status of professional development for these teach-

Yes. Sixty-nine percent of full-time teachers
view Jewish cducation as their career (fig. 5). Even
among part—time tcachers (those working lewer
than 25 hours a week), over half described Jewish

educalion as their carcer. In supplementary schools,

where almost no teachers ace full- 1ime cducators,
44% consider Jewish education their career. In
total, 59% of the teachers view Jewish education
as their career.
JEWISH EDUCATION AS A CAREER?

| LEGEND

Q Yes, A Career

D.No, Not A Career

Full-Time Teachers Part-Time Teachers

9p9¢ €€

4

13l
9p9Z 255

ers is of pressing concern. Even those who icach
only a few hours cach week can be nurturcd 1o
develop as educators through a sustained, sequen-
tial program of lcaming.

Summary: Atlania, Baltimore, and Milwaukee

offer a number of valuable in-service opporiunitics
for their teachers. All three comrmunities have
city-wide, one-day tcacher conferences, and all
three have somnc [orm of incentive for prolessional
development. Still, in— service training tends 10 be
infrequent and sporadic, particularly for day and
supplementary school teachers. Even workshops
that teachers find helplul arc isolated events, lacking
the continuity of an overall system and plan for pro-
fessional development. Expcricnced Leachers may
be offered the same workshops as novice teachers;
teachers with strong backgrounds in Judaica but
little training in education are sometimes olfcred
the same opportunities as teachers with strong
backgrounds in education but little Judaica.

TEACHER'S N
JEWNISH EDUCATION
Years of Expenence Percentage of Teachers
One year or less 6%
Two 1o five years 27%
Six 10 ten years 29%
Eleven to wwenty years 24%
More than twenty years 14%

Table 2

There is also considerable stability in the teaching
force. Thirty—eight percent of the teachers have
taught for more than 10 years, while only 6% werc
in their first ycar as Jewish educators when they
responded 10 the survey (table 3). Sixty—four percent
intend o continuc leaching in their same positions,
and only 6% plan lo scek positions outside Jewish
education in the near [uwure.

Given the commitment of the teaching force in
Jewish schools, investment in well-designed profcs-
sional development for teachers will yicld rich resulis.
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A PLANfor ACTION

In Communities
How can a community design a comprehensive
plan to improve iis teaching personnel?

1. Like Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee, a cuin-
munity can profile iis teachers and educational
dircctors (o learn precisely where their strengths lic
and which arcas need improvement. The CUE
Swudy of Educators module will become available
for this purpose in 1995,

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

a. Conteni: The plan should address the content
needs of individual teachers in education, Jewish
studies, and in the integration of the 1wo.

b. Differentiation: The plan should address the
distinct needs of novice and expericnced teachers;
the different ages and atfiliations of students; and
the various settings in which classroom education
takes place—day school. supplementary school,

and pre-school.

c. Systematic Training Opportunities: One-shot
workshops do not change teachers or 1eaching.
Rather, seminars, courses, and retreats—linked o
carefully articulated requirements, goals, and
standards—should be offered in the context of a
long—term, systematic plan {or profcssional
development.

d. Community Incentives: Any plan should motl-
vate teachers to be involved in substantive, ongoing
in-service education. Community-sponsored incen-
tives for teachers” professional development include
stipends, release time, scholarships, and sabbaricals.
Uldmately, professional development must be
linked to salary and benefits. (One North American
community, for ¢example, bases its day school
allocation on teacher certification and upgrading
rather than on the number of students.)

¢. Teacher Empowerment; The plan should allow
opportunities for teachers to learn from each other
through mentoring, peer learning, and coaching.

In addition to these componenis drawn [rom the
study, a comprehensive communal plan should

f. Leadership: The plan should recognize whai
has been lcamed from educational rescarch: The
educational director Is Indispensable in creating a
successful environment for teaching and learning.
For teachers to implement change, they must be
supported by lcaders whe can foster vision. These
leaders must also be commitied. knowledgeable,
skilled—and cngaged in their own professional devel-
opment. In 1995, CIJE will releasc a policy brief on
the background and professional training of the
educational directors in the communities surveyed.

g. Evaluation: The plan should make provision
for monltoring ongoing initiatives in professional
development, providing [eedback 10 policy makers
and partlicipants, and evaluating outcomes.

h. Compensation: The plan should make it
possible for qualified teachers who wish 10 cach
full-time to be able to do so and recejve both salary
and benelits commensurate with their educational
background, years of experience, and ongoing pro-
[essional development. (Several North American
communitics have created the position of “commu-
nity teacher,” which enables a teacher to work in
more than one setting, holding the equivalent of a
full-time position with the appropriate salary and
benefits.) A future CIJE policy brief will focus on
issues of salary and benefits for Jewish educators.

Most important, a well-designed plan for the
prolessional development of Jewish educators in

a community is not only a way to redress teachers”
lack of background. It is also a means of renewal
and growth that is imperative for all educators.

Even those who are well prepared for their positions
must have opportunitcs 1o keep abreast of the field,
o learn exciting new ideas and rechniques, and to
be invigorated by contact with their colleagues.

At the Continental Level

As an cver-inacasing number of communities arc
engaged In the creation and implementation of their
individual plans, how can the major continental
institutions and organizations address professional
development from their own vantage points?

Teachers should be encouraged

include the following elements: fs pirhcacts i e Ak e o
these fratmny opprrtunihes.
5
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This effort should be spcarheaded by those
seminaries, colleges. and universities thal olfer
dcgrees in Jewish education: by the denomina-
tional movements; and by those national
organizations whose primary mission is Jewish
education. In collaboration with communal
clforts, such educational institutions and organi-
zalions should design their own plans to concep-
tualize both In—service and pre-service training
elements for the field. They should also create
profcssional development opportunitics for
educational leaders; expand training opportuni-
tics for educators in North America and Israel:
and empowcr educators to have an influence
on the curriculum, teaching methods, and educa-
tional philosophy of the institutions in which
they work.

Sr9c cE£S

Contnental institutions also contribute 10 build-
ing the prolcssion of Jewish education by:
encrgetically recruiting candidates for careers in
Jewish education; developing new sources of
personnel: advocating improved salaries and
benefits for Tewish cducators: and constructing
carcer tracks in Jewish cducation.

The Jewish people has survived and flourished
becausc of a remarkable commitment to the
centrality of tcaching and learning. The North
Amcrican Jewish communily has continued this
commiuncnt, with the result that Amecrican
Jews arc among the most highly educated citi-
zens in this country. We need 10 bring the same
cxpectations to Jewish educalion as we do to
general education, for the sake of our unique
inheritance.

(C) Copyright 1994, Council for Initiatives in
Jewish Education (CLJE)
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About The CILJE Study of Educators

The CIJE Study of Educators Is part of the
Monitoring, Evaluation, and Feedback (MEF)
initiative in the Lead Communities. The study
involved both a survey of the formal Jewish
educators in the community, and a series of
in—depth interviews with a morc limited sample
of cducators. The questonnaire was developed
after reviewing earlier instrumecnts that
surveyed Jewish educaton, with many ques-
tions adapted [rom The Los Angeles BJE
Teacher Census (1990).

The survey was administered in spring 1993

or fall 1993 1o all Judaica teachers at all Jewish
day schools, supplementary schools. and
pre-school programs in the threc communities.
General studies teachers in day schools were
not included Non-Jewish pre—school teachers
who teach Judalca were included. Lead
Community project directors in each communi-
ty coordinated the survey administration.
Teachers completed the questionnaires and
returned thein at their schools. (Some teachers
who did not receive a survey forn at school
were mailed a form and a self- addressed
envelope, and returned their forms by mail.)
Over 80% of the teachers in each comnunity
filled out and returmed the questionnaire, fora
total of almost 1000 respondents. (A parallel

Technical notes.

In total, 983 teachers responded out of a total
population of 1192 in the three communities,
In general, we avoided sampling inferences
(e.g.. t—tests) because we are analyzing
population figures, not samples. Respondents
include 302 day school teachers, 392 supple-
mentary school teachers, and 289 pre—school
teachers. Teachers who work at more than
one type of setting were categorized accord-
ing to the setting (day school, supplementary
school, or pre=school) at which they teach the
most hours (or at the setting they listed first if
hours were the same for Two types of set-
tings). 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

9p9e c£S

survey form was adminisicred to educadonal
directors; those data will be analyzed in a future
report.)

The interview questions were designed by the
MEF Research Team. Interviews were conducied
with tcachcers in pre=schools, supplememary
schools, and day schools, as well as educational
directors and cducators at central agencles and
institutions ol Jewish higher learning. In total,
125 educators were interviewed, generally for
one 1o ™wo hours, CLJE field researchers conduct-
ed and analyzed the interviews.

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

This policy brief was prepared by CUE's MEF
Rescarch Team: Adam Gamoran: Ellen Goldring:
Roberta Louis Goodman; Bill Robinson; and Julie
Tammivaara. The authors acknowledge the
assistance of Nancy Hendrix, Demographic Data
Consultants. They are graieful for suggestions
from the MEF Academic Advisory Commitice:
James Coleman: Seymour Fox: Annetie
Hochstein; Stephen Hoffman; and Mike Inbar.
They also acknowledge the help of the CIJE staff
and Lead Community participants. They are
especially thankful (o the Jewish educators who
participated in the study.

school teachers would look more like day
school teachers, because 61 day school
teachers also work in supplementary schools.

Missing responses were excluded from calcula-
tions of percentages. Generally, less than 5%
of responses were missing for any one item.
An exception was the question about certifica-
tion in Jewish education. In at least one com-
munity, 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 certified, we present the percentage who
said they were certified out of the total who
returned the survey forms—not out of the
total who responded to this item,

AP°T0  T1€:pT (30L) 96 .10- "AON
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COUNCIL FOR INITIATIVES IN JEWISH EDUCATION
MEMORANDUM

To: Adam Gamoran
Ellen Goldring

From: Alan D. Hoffmann
Date: November 9, 1994

Re:  Policy Brief

You should be delighted to see both the article which went out today on the JTA wire service to
over one hundred Jewish newspapers in this country and the article which appeared on the JTA
daily news bulletin.

We have seen the first copy of the Policy Brief and it looks gorgeous.

! J:‘D'\b oK !
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SURVEY FINDS JEWISH EDUCATORE ARR
COMMITTED, RBUT NOT TRAINED FOR FIELD
By Latry Yudolson

NEW YORK, Now. 8 (ITA) « Fimlly, some
good news abowt the atate of Jewith edueation:
Miost toackers In Hebrew sobocls, dey schools mnd
Jawlsh proschools ses their job ar m carcor, cven
i# they ure oaly worklag pert-time,

That it one flnding of t study, conducted by
the Couneil for Ipitiatives im Jewigh Education,
bused on guestionmeires filled omt by more than
B0 percent of the Jowirth edwmcatorm in AHanta,
Baltimote and Milwaukzo,

The scudy also found, however, that oaly &
sconll percentsge of those teachers had say formal
training as Jowish educntors.

“This goes par! of the way to explain why
peoples supplementary (Hobrow sehool) experience
wai the way it was" said Alaa Hollfman, exseo-
tive director of CIJE,

Taken togethor, Holfmar insista the twio
findings “offet a Auge opportenity for ths Jewith
community.

“You have teachers lg ¢lamrooms for whom
investment in their professional backgronads, both
o1 sducstors wnd s Jews, wlll have immediate
paycf(,” he mid,

Currently, acoording to ths survey, day
school teachers recelve only & sixth the mmount

» of continuing education &3 Wiscongln meadates for

public achoal tanchers

Mot of the supplemontary school rcachers
have had Llttlc or uo Jewish edueation since their
Byr or Bat Mitavah. And the mmjority of pre-
schocl educatory had mo more then ome day &
week of Jewlsh education us children

In the three citles smrveysd, discumion has
slready begon on what 1o do I light of the dam.
One emerging pomibliicy is the crestion of mas-
tor's degree programas in Jewleh eduestlom in
communities which now lnck them.

Such moves toward professiosalizing Jewish
educstion will be boowied by ths survey, which
dispals gn image of lewish educutors i tranalent

515 survey found that two-thirds of the

cducators hsd been teaching for more tham five
years. Even among partstime teachers, more than
half consider Jewlih edueation thelr profession
Ooly 7 percent are lsrsell, dispelling another
commor myth about these educatars

Buc onmly 31 percest of the teachern had
baco trained in Jawish studies, and juat more than
aalf had profemlanal oducation trainiag. A third
bhed training in neither ficld.

The 983 tsachers mmrvayed, 84 percont of
whom were womeon, ware nimost avaanly divided
between day schocol, supplementary school, and
preachonl taachers.

The sirvey was condugted by Adam Gamarnn,
profemsor of soclology and edweationr! policy
stodies at the Univensity of Wiscoumsis, Madisen,
and Ellen Goldring, profcssor of sduostional
loadership apd sascciate dean of Peabody College
of Education, Vaaderbilt University.

The mrvey way undertaken as part of CIJEn
Lesd Communlties Project, which simed 1o use the
Jowish educstional sywiems in the (hres come
muaitica s laboratories for revemping Jewish

be goadralized across North Amerlon, noting the
similarlty of the resuits in the diffesent cltles —
us well:ns their similaritiss to previoms wmdics of
Tawish hers in Miami sad Los Angeioa
Improving teacher tralning has been & cen-
tra] mabdats for CUE, which was cremtsd In 1990
as en putgrowth of the Commistion on Jowlsh
Edwcatips in NMorth America.
ded by Moarten Maadal, a billisaairs
Clevelatd industrinlist and former president of the
Council of Jowlh Foderations, ihs commisaion had
warned in its final report of s shortage of well-
trained and dedicated sdoeators for every phase
of Jo sdupstion.”
¢ nmew murvey will be officinlly releated at
the Ga Amembly of the Counsll of Jewhh
Federations, belng held In Deaver next week.

ol, whose (gnadation largely funds CUE,
will prasent the survey slong with the ressarchers
and lsrgcli Educatios Minister Amnon Rubjmstols,

of fizials hope that ageinst the backdrop
of contnulag concerns over Jewlsh coatinuity iz
Americt, snd the omdorsemant of thet agendn by
Tarasli pfficials, the time bay vome lor Amcricap
Jews mrn their Jewith cducational rysiem
eround.
t2 Wiseman, principal of Baliimors's Beth

brcw Sohool, Lgrced that training makes
in the caliber of teachers

Tflloh
a diffe

“You can only impart g3 much knowledge as
you " mald Wiseman, who taught Hebrew
sshool for 28 years before becoming principal this
year.

le supplementary school teachers are leas
Hksly aave goneral education traivipg then
thelr ddy school or preschool oguaterparts, nong-
theless (41 percemt have 1 umiversity dogres in

Gllﬂﬂ:r.

ixtyswo percent of preschool teachers, ind
60 t of day school educators, have a degroc
in sducation.

Byt If Jewish sducetors start off with »
degres,| they can expect lictle profemslonel support
for their contiauing educxtion.

The officisli #t CHE say that ome-thot
workihpps are oot the sojution.

has to targst apecific popuiations and
think o¢f systcmatic training that has norms gnd
stapd built Into it," said Heffmaa,

¢ (indlng that particulerly disturbed the
CIE desmarchers was the clear gap in Jewith
backgréund among the preschool teachen.

Jewish proachool educstion is being
hailed ps o grest wiy of getling pacents lavolved
in the| Jewish community, the (ladings indicare
that anl oppertoniry is being squanderod,

“purents of youny children will send their
kids tq Jewish scttings not only bectuse they'rc
Jewlsh but because they have heard the best easly
childhdod program happens to be in the symagogus
down py strest™ explaincd Barcry Holtz, senler
education of flcer at CIJE

Bt the goa! of turning the Jewish pre-
schools| into @ “holistie Jewish education” rum up
against| the lact that mors than hall the preachool
sducatory had oo Jewish education aftcr age 13,

For Holfmen, this iy ofe more reason for
the Jewish community to take to haart the pow:
orful Iesaon that “if one invests in temchem, that
pays \Ty high dividends."

G

€¢:91 (Q3M) k6 .60- "AON



FROM: INTERNET:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu, INTERNET:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu
TO: julie tammivaara, 73443,3152

(unknown), 74104,3335

(unknown), 73443,3150
DATE: 1/22/95 8:07 PM

Re: draft of work-in-progress

Sender: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu
Received: from eunice.ssc.wisc.edu by arl-img-1.compuserve.com
(8.6.9/5.941228sam)
id URAA00997; Sun, 22 Jan 1995 20:05:16 -0500
From: <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu>
Received: from GAMO.DECnet MAIL11D V3 by eunice.ssc.wisc.edu;
id AA07881; 5.65/42; Sun, 22 Jan 1995 19:05:06 -0600
Date: Sun, 22 Jan 1995 19:05:06 -0600
Message-Id: <9501230105.AA07881@eunice.ssc.wisc.edu>
To: ellen@ssc.wisc.edu, roberta@ssc.wisc.edu, bill@ssc.wisc.edu,
julie@ssc.,wisc.edu
Subject: draft of work-in-progress

BACKGROUND AND TRAINING OF TEACHERS IN JEWISH SCHOOLS:
CURRENT STATUS AND LEVERS FOR CHANGE

"A new two-year study of Jewish educators in three North American
communities offers a striking assessment of teachers' preparation
and professional development in day schools, supplementary schools,
and pre-schools." --— CIJE Policy Brief

Recent research at the Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education
(CIJE)
shows that only a small proportion of teachers in Jewish schools in

three ma Neplgs
communities ar rofesgftggii?“ raingg(in both Jewish studies and in
the field o bk gl

of education. This paper presents and extendsﬂselected findiq?é\from
the ;

CIJE research. In addition, it moves beyond findings that have been
made

public thus far by exploring mechanisms that may raise standards for
in-service teacher training in Jewish schools. These levers include
federation-led standards for training of supplementary teachers,
state

licensing requirements for pre-schools, and state requirements for
continuing

education among professionally-trained teachers.

r 4

Conceptual Framework

In 1991, the Commission on Jewish Education in North America released
A Time

to Act, a report on the status and prospects of Jewish education.
The report

concluded that building the profession of Jewish education (along
with

mobilizing community support for education) is essential for

s SV



improving

teaching and learning in Jewish schools. This conclusion rested on
the

best available assessment of the field at that time: "well-trained
and

dedicated educators are needed for every area of Jewish
education....to

motivate and engage children and their parents [and] to create the
necessary

educational materials and methods" (1991, p.49). 1In response, the
Commission

created the CIJE, whose mandate includes establishing three lead
communities

in North America, and working with these communities to serve as
demonstration

sites for improving Jewish education.

What is the current state of the profession of Jewish education in
these w

communities? How mechanisms are available to improve it, and how

will

we know whether improvement in the professi&%/training of teachers
fosters

better teaching and learning? These questions cannot be addressed

fully

-- in particular, no data are available on the links between
training,

teaching, and learning -- but the current paper makes a start,

focusing on the
current situation and potential levers for change.

Data and Methods

Data from this paper are drawn from twoﬁf@tﬁ sources: A survey of
conchereysgivir ot P
and : interviews with teachers and other educatorss All
Judaica A

teachers in day schools, supplementary schools, and pre-schools were
asked
to respond to the survey, and a response rate of 85% (98371192
teachers in
total) was obtained. Formal in-depth interviews were carried out
with about
125 educators, including teachers and education directors of day
schools,
supplementary schools, and pre-schools, as well as central agency
staff
and Jewish educators in higher education. The survey and interviews
covered
a wide variety of issues, such as teachers' background and training,
earnings and benefits, and careers of Jewish educators. Only matters
of
background and formal training are addressed in this paper.

N Z
We define training in education as a university or teachers'
institute ™ 2
degree in education. We define training in Jewish studies as a
college or
seminary degree in education, or as certification in Jewish
education.



¢

Information on these items q;fé derived from survey responses. We
also

relied on survey data to indicate how much in-service training
teachers had

received in the recent past. Information from interviews helped us
understand

the survey findings more thoroughly, and help us frame our analytic
questions

more effectively. }’

For the most part, we combine data from all three ,communities for our
survey analyses. Despite some differences between communities, on
the

whole the results were far more similar than they were different.
Also,

our results are largely consistent with surveys carried out in other
communities, where comparable data are available. Moreover, in this
paper

we will explicitly examine some of the more salient differences
across

communities. Finally, whereas the data will mainly be aggregated
across

communities, we will generally break down the data by setting: day
school,

supplementary school, and pre-school.

Results y

First we present descriptive information on teachers' professional
backgrounds in education and Judaica. Then we examine possible N

mechanisms
for raising levels of in-service education in Jewish education.vva

Descriptive Results \

What sort of professional training in Jewish education chdracterizes
teachers in the three communities? Overall, Table 1 shéws that only 3
19% of teachers in Jewish schools are formally(ff?lned in both

education

and in Jewish studies. Thirty-five percent were trained in education

but Y
not Jewish studies, and another 12% were trained in Jewish studies

but not s i §
education. This leaves a significant minority -- 35% -- with no *Q-é
formal = Q

preparation in either field. Table 1 further shows, not surprisingly,
that

day school teachers have more training in Jewish studies than
teachers

in other schools, and that day school and pre-school teachers more
often

have professional backgrounds in education than teachers in other
schools.

However, the greater proportion of teachers trained in education in
these

settings reflects one- and two-year degrees as well as university
degrees

in education. If these were excluded, day school and pre-school [
teachers

would have formal backgrounds in education little more often than
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supplementary teachers.

Perhaps the dearth of formal training is compensated by extensive
in-service education. We asked teachers how often they had attended
in-service workshops during the last two years. Table 2 shows that
(excluding first-year teachers) day school teachers attended an
average

of 3.8 workshops during the two-year period, supplementary teachers
averaged 4.4, and pre-school teachers attended igff 6.2 workshops
over =

a two-year period.

Clearly, the infrequency of in-service training is not adequate to
make
up for deficiencies, nor even to maintain an adequate level of
professional

growth among teachers who are already profesionally trained. What
can be

done to increase the level of in-service training?

Analytic Results
-

Data are available for this portion of the paper, but the results ‘
have

yet to be carried out. We will explore three possible mechanisms for
raising in-service standards.

(1) State certification for pre-schools. Most of the pre-schools in
our

study are certified by the state, and we believe this accounts of the
higher

rates of in-service training among pre-school teachers compared to
other

teachers. This conclusion can be strengthened by comparing
in-service training

in the pre-schools that are not certified to those that are. If this
finding is supported, we will have a basis for arquing that state
certification

in the secular world fosters higher standards in Jewish education.
This

petential finding has implications for day schools as well as
HEe—schools.

(2) State requirements for continuing professional growth. The
communities

we studied are located in three different states. Two of the states
have set

a mandatory number of hours in workshop training for relicensing of
teachers.

(These standards far exceed th btained by the average teacher in
Jewish

schools.) The third state has no such mandate. Are Judaica teachers
in

Jewish schools responsive to these mandates? 1In addition to
comparing

workshops attended for teachers in states that do and do not have
mandates,

we will examine patterns of workshops attended to teachers who are
and are

not already professionally trained. One would expect such teachers

ﬁfg
N

<3

i
i

Aear



to be

more sensitive to state mandates. If this finding emerges, we will be
in

position to argue that in states with in-service mandates, seeking
certified

teachers would raise not only background but in-service standards.

In addition,

this finding would strengthen the argument that it is possible to
influence .

teachers in Jewish schools through secular requirements.

(3) Federation standards for supplmentary teachers. In one
community, but N
not the other two, federation policy requires supplementary school
teacher

to attend a minimum of three in-service workshops per year. How does
the

frequency of in-service in this community compare to that of the
others,

in supplementary schools? If it is higher, one may use this
conclusion,

admittedly speculative since it is may be confounded with other
between-

community differernces, to argue that centralized mandates may
stimulate

more in-srvice in certain contexts.

Significance

The CIJE's ultimate hypothesis is that building Jewish education as a
profession is critical for improving teaching and learning in Jewish
education. This paper does not answer that question, but it

addresses
two crucial concerns along the way: What is the state of the

profession?
What can be done to improve it? By exploring three potential avenues

for
reform, we are furthering the broader endeavor.
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FROM: INTERNET:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu, INTERNET:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu
TO: julie tammivaara, 73443,3152

(unknown), 74104,3335

(unknown), 73443,3150
DATE: 1/22/95 8:06 PM

Re: next message

Sender: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu
Received: from eunice.ssc.wisc.edu by arl-img-1.compuserve.com
(8.6.9/5.941228sam)
id UAA00920; Sun, 22 Jan 1995 20:04:14 -0500
From: <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu>
Received: from GAMO.DECnet MAIL11D V3 by eunice.ssc.wisc.edu;
id AA07830; 5.65/42; Sun, 22 Jan 1995 19:01:32 -0600
Date: Sun, 22 Jan 1995 19:01:32 -0600
Message-Id: <9501230101.AA07830@eunice.ssc.wisc.edu>
To: ellen@ssc.wisc.edu, roberta@ssc.wisc.edu, bill@ssc.wisc.edu,
julie@ssc.wisc.edu
Cc: GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu
Subject: next message

The next message contains a "work in progress" that I'd like to
submit

to the Jewish education research conference. I invite you all to be
listed

as co-authors on the proposal and ultimately on the paper. Please
tell me

whether you'd like to co-author the paper, and whether you see any
major

flaws at this point. (Remember we'll have an opportunity to change
it

completely when we write it up.) Please respond soon -- the deadline
for

submission was a week ago.






From: EUNICE: :"GOLDRIEEActrvaxe.Vanderbilt sEdu”™ 23=JAN=1995 0R:18:51.88
To: gamoran

cC:

Subj: Re: draft of work=in=progress

Adams 1 Like the paper and 1 think it is great you are doing thise. CIJE
will be very pleased too! Minor typo on second paragraph on Concepe.
Framework..5Second sent you says., How mechanisms ...instead of which
mechanisms o Similarly, Analytic Resutls, pt number 2..line B, attended by
instead of attended to..

What Wwill we say if the results do not turn OUt.ees
PS I'm not sure Roberta Cand Julie?) are on e=mail, Ginny asked thems, 1 know
Roberta tor sure to return all CIJE equipment, and | do not know what the

implications are for e-mail.
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From: GAMO:z:GAMOR AN 28-NOV-1994 15:54:03.55
To: ELLEN

cc: GAMORAN

Subj: research paper

My idea for a research paper is this: First, briefly present data on
background and professional growth of teachers in the 3 communities. Then.,
ask whether there are any Levers for raising standards for professional
growth. Compare (1) pre-schools that are state-certified to pre=schools
that are not certifiedi (2) supplementary teachers in the community that
requires 3 days of in-service (Baltimore) to supplementary teachers in the
other communitiesi (3) possibly, compare day school teachers in the
community that “insists” on qualified teachers (Atlanta) to day school
teachers in the other communities. The third comparison may not works

but the first two will show that insisting on higher standards can help.

What do you think? It would not be hard to do this.



DRAFT - FOR COMMENTS ONLY
PLEASE DO NOT QUOTE WITHOUT PERMISSION

BACKGROUND AND TRAINING OF TEACHERS IN JEWISH SCHOOLS:
CURRENT STATUS AND LEVERS FOR CHANGE

Adam Gamoran
Ellen Goldring
Bill Robinson
Roberta Louis Goodman
Julie Tammivaara

Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education

This paper was prepared for presentation at the annual conference of the Network for Research on
Jewish Education, Palo Alto, CA, Jun 1995. The authors are grateful to Janice Alper, Lauren
Azoulai, Chaim Botwinick, and Ruth Cohen for administering the surveys, and to the teachers and
administrators who participated in the study.






“roms EUNICE: 2" 73443.31508compuserve.com” 26=JAN=1995 16:235:509.

arch netuWOrk paper

>orry about not responding Jther prior

WaY « The pr osal overall

ities got in the
thing that you should know is

that Jaltimore's rati supplementary teachers to
take three Wworks 5 a4 yeare s supplementary teachers who
take three or more workshops yecial stipend. Because of
that policy, several of the are three sessions rather
than one workshop here and is true that all the
teachers in the Reform congreyg are heing reguired to take a
course on Reform Judaisn. I inc ludes tt teachers who
are themselves le r Jews.

I will be happy t make comments o¢n the paper as 1t emer -

1oberta
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