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establishing three Lead Communities in North America, and working with these communities
to serve as demonstration sites for i&\proving Jewish education.

What is the current state of the profession of Jewish education in these communities?
What mechanisms are available to improve it, and how will we know whether improvement
in the profession training of teachers fosters better teaching and leaming? These questions
cannot be addressed fully — in particular, no data are available on the links between training,
teaching, and leaming -- but this paper begins to address the issues by examining the current
professional backgrounds of teachers in Jewish schools as well as considering potential levers
for increasing teacher’s professional development activities.

Professional Preparation and Development in Jewish Education

Modern conceptions of teaching emphasize formal, specialized preparation (e.g.,
Sedlak, 1987). This preparation typically involves training in both pedagogy and subject
matter, as well as in the links between the two (Shulman, 1987). Moreover, teachers are
expected to maintain their subject matter and pedagogical skills through continuous
professional development. As Aron (1990, p. 6) explained, teachers need "to keep pace with
new developments in their field. The knowiedge base of teaching has grown and
changed.... Therefore, it would be imperative for veteran teachers to have mastery of this
new body of information, skills, and techniques.” In Jewish education, where many teachers
lack formal preparation for their work, profes.;,ional development is not a matter of keeping
pace, but of getting up to speed.

In public education, the profession of teaching is regulated by certification at the state

level. Although exceptions are made, generally states require formal preparation in the field






(1) State certification for pre-schools. Most of the pre-schools in our study are
licensed or certified by the state, and certification requires a set amount of staff
development for teachers. For example, in one state teachers had to take 18 hours of
in-service per year for a school to maintain its certification. Other states had different
requirements but all demanded some level of in-service among teachers to maintain
certification. Consequently, one may expect to find higher rates of in-service training
among pre-school teachers compared to other teachers, and we reported this pattern in
our earlier work (Gamoran et al., 1994). Here we test this interpretation by -
comparing in-service training in the pre-schools that are not certified to those that are.
We expect to find higher rates of in-service required in state-certified pre-schools.

~ {2) State in-service requirements for re-licensing. The communities we studied are
located in three different states. One state requires that licensed K-12 teachers engage
in 180 hourr f workshop training over 2 five-year period in order to be re-licensed.
Another state requires 100 hours of in-service over the same period. The third state
has no such mandate. Are Judaica teachers in Jewish schools responsive to these
mandates? Even if teachers on average are not affected by these requirements, one
may expect that teachers v;'ho are professionally trained would keep up with licensing
requirements.
(3) Federation incentives for supplementary teachers. In one community, the
federation provides an extra incentive to encourage in-service attendance among
supplementary school teachers. Teachers who attend at least 4 workshops in a year (3

for those who teach only on Sundays) receive a special stipend. In addition,






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.

We present both descriptive and analytic results. The descriptive results are cross-
tabulations of background and training variables by setting. The analytic results den'\(e,from

L

ordinary least squares regressions aimed at sorting out predictors of the extent of{{in-scﬁice
training.

The analyses rely primarily on survey responses. Information from interviews helped
us frame our analytic questions — in particular, they allowed us to discern the levers for
change examined in the regressions -- and they helped us understand the survey findings
more thoroughly.

Varigbles

Most variables indicate aspects of teachers’ backgrounds and experiences. These
were drawn from surveys. Others provide information about the settings in which teachers
work. These came from survey administration records.

Workshop attendance. The dependent variable for this study derives from teachers’
responses to the gue ons, "Were you required to attend in-service workshops during the
past two years? If so, how many?” Only teachers who were required to attend at least one
workshop are inciuded in the analyses, and first year teachers are excluded because of the
two-year time frame implied by the question. This resulted in an effective sample size of

726 teachers. About 15% of teachers who were required to attend workshops failed to

indicate how many, and these are treated as missing and excluded from the analyses,
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resulting in a sample of 574 teachers, or 85% of the eligible cases. On average, teachers in
our sample said they were required to attend 4.75 workshops over a two-year period.
(Means and standard deviations of all variables are listed in the appendix.)

Ideally one would like to know how many workshops teachers actually attended,
whether required or not, in addition to how many were required. Unfortunately this was not
asked in the Lead Community surveys. Future versions of the survey will include an
additional question that addresses this distinction (Gamoran, et al., 1995)-.

Background variables. We employed several measures to take account of differences
among teachers in their professional backgrounds. Teachers indicated their years of
experience in Jewish education. To allow for possible non-linear effects, we divided
experience into four categories: 5 years or less, 6-10 years, 11-20 years, and 21 years or
more. An additional category indicates persons with missing data on experience. (We used
this strategy of dummy categories for missing data for all independent variables in the
regression analyses.)

Teachers also responded to questions about how much schooling they had, what their
majors were, and whether they were certified in Jewish education. For this study, we
defined "training in education” as a university or teachers’ institute degree in education. We
defined "training in Jewish studies” as a college or seminary degree in Jewish studies, or as
certification in Jewish education.

We used two measures to indicate teachers’ professional orientation. First, we asked
whether teachers think of their work in Jewish education as a career. Second, we asked

teachers about their plans for the future, and from this item we constructed a single indicator
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formally trained in both education and in Jewish studies. Thirty-five percent were trained in
education but not Jewish studies, and another 12% were trained in Jewish studies but not
education. This leaves a significant minority -- 34% — with no formal preparation in either
field. Table I further shows, not surprisingly, that day school teachers more often have
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
supplementary schools (combine rows ! and 2 in Table 1). However, the greater proportion
of teachers trained in education in day and pre-schools reflects one- and two-year degrees
from teacher training programs as well as university degrees in education. If non-university
programs were excluded, day school and pre-school teachers would have formal backgrounds
in education similar to that of supplementary teachers.

“Further analysis shows that the dearth of formal training is not compensated by
extensive in-service education. Table 2 shows that (excluding first-year teachers) day school
teachers were required to attend an average of 3.8 workshops during the two-year period,
supplementary teachers averaged 4.4, and pre-school teachers were required on average to
attend just 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 professionally trained. What can be done w-M in-service

ining?
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Analytic Results

Table 3 explores background differences in Sworkshop attendance. The first column
shows a trend for experience that is roughly linear, with teachers who are more experienced
reporting more workshops. In addition, one can see in the first column that controlling for
sex and experience, pre-school teachers still reported 2.36 more workshops than day school
teachers (the reference category), and supplementary teachers reported .66 more workshops
on average. Thus, the pattem that emerged in Table 2 is maintained in multivariate analyses.

The second column presents results for the same model with the additional effects of
pre-service training. Teachers with formal preparation in education did not report more in-
service workshops, but teachers who are trained in Jewish studies reported that they were
required to attend 1.02 workshops more than teachers without such training. The third
column of Table 3 shows that teachers who think of Jewish education as their career reported
more workshops and teachers who plan to leave the field reported fewer workshops than
other teachers. Note also that the initial effects of experience appear to diminish in the
second and third columns of Table 3. This pattern suggests that more experienced teachers
reported more workshops because they tend ﬁo be better trained in Jewish studies and more
oriented to a career in Jewish education, two conditions that are obviously connected to
longevity in the profession and apparently related to in-service standards as well.

Does the higher rate of reported workshops among pre-school teachers reflect state
licensing requirements, as the interviews led us to conclude? To further probe this
interpretation, we present in Table 4 the results of a regression that is restricted to pre-school

teachers, and which includes an indicator of state-certified pre-schools. As Table 4 shows,
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Discussion
s study shows that teachers in three Jewish communities have relatively little
formal preparation for their work in Jewish schools. Moreover, they are not typically held
to high standards for professional development. However, it appears there are policies that
may raise the quantity of in-service. Teachers who are trained in Jewish studies and who are
oriented towards a career in Jewish education reported more required workshops. This
finding suggests that standards for professional development could be raised by recruiting
teachers 10 are committed to the profession. Better recruitment is an approprate goal, but
it remains a major challenge in light of the relatively small number of opportunities to obtain
formal preparation for teaching in Jewish education (Davidson, 1330). , D
Teachers in certified pre-schools reported substandally morek:v(;rkshops than teachers
in other pre-schools. Could this type of policy be implemented in supplementary schools,
and in the Judaica divisions of day schools? Where would certification standards come
from? O answer is from the community level -- the federation or central agency rnigh-t
certify schools whose teachers engage in specified levels of professional growth. For this
certification to be meaningful, however, it must be accompanied by some sort of rewards.
Parents of pre-school children take certification into account when choosing a school, but this
logic does not hold when one is choosing a supplementary school. However, it may be
possible to raise parents’ expectations so that they seek out supplementary schools and day .
schools wi  higher standards for professional growth. In addition, other incentives such as

financial s port might induce school to seek communal certification.
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Although certification of pre-schools made a difference, re-licensing requirements for
K-12 teachers did not. In one sense these results may reflect the particular question we
asked on the survey, which concerned required workshops instead of any workshops teachers
may have attended. Teachers who are meeting individual re-licensing requirements may not
have indicated that such workshops are required by their schools. Another interpretation of
the results is that rewards and sanctions aimed at individuals are ineffective, but that
incentives for schools, as in the case of pre-schools, have more impact.

Finally, supplementary teachers reported more workshops in the community that had
an incentives program. This finding suggests that incentives for both individuals and schools
affect teachers’ professional growth in a positive way. Hence, we conclude that incentives
for individuals can be effective if the incentives are meaningful (for example a cash stpend
as in this case).

This paper addresses only the quantity of in-service education. The question of
quality is at least as important, if not more so. It is essential to consider recent ideas about
creating more effective opportunities for professional growth (e.g., Sparks, 1995), at the
same time as one thinks about raising the amount of in-service to which teachers are held.

The CLIE’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. The resuits of this study suggest two
mechanisms -- community inceniives and certification of schools -- that can increase the

professional growth activities of teachers in Jewish schools.






Table 1. Professional Training of Teachers in Jewish Schools

Day Supplementary Pre-
School School School
Trained in Education

and Jewish Studies 35% 13% 9%
Trained in Education Only 24% 32% 50%
Trained in Jewish Studies Only 25% 11% 3%
Trained in Neither Education 16% 44% 38%

Nor Jewish Studies

All
Schools

19%
35%
12%

34%



Table 2. Average Number of Workshops Teachers in Jewish Schools Were
Required to Attend

Average Number of Workshops
in the Past Two Years

Day Schools 3.3
Supplementary Schools 4.4
Pre-Schools 6.2
All Schools 4.8

Note: Figures include only those teachers who said they were required to attend workshops, and exclude first-
year teachers.



Table 3. Differences among individuals and settings in number of workshops teachers

reported they were required to attend.

In ndent Variable

Sex (Male=1) -.61 -.74 -.86*
(.39) (.39) (.39)
Experience 6-10 years .48 .45 .16
(.39) (.35) (.35)
Experience 11-20 years 81* .67 .26
(.37 (.38) (.39)
Experience 21+ years 1.02* .69 34
(43) (.45) (.45)
Trained in Education -.02 -.11
(.29) (.29)
Trained in Jewish Studies 1.02%~ .60
(.33) (.34)
Jewish Education is a Career 1,30
(.94)
Will Leave Jewish Education -1.00*
(.50)
Pre-school 2.36* 2.76%* 2.65**
(.36) (.39) (.38)
Supplementary School .66 R b 1.19%*
(.33) (.35) (.39)
Constant 3.37* 2.80%* 2.54%~
(37 (:43) (.44)
R? .09 .10 13
*n < .05 **p < .01
Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N=574 teachers.

Equation also includes controls for missing data on sex, experience, training in
education, training in Jewish studies, career, and plan 1o leave Jewish education.



Table 4. Differences between certified and uncertified pre-schools in the number of
workshops teachers reported they were required to attend.

Independent Variable
Experience 6-10 years -.81
(.82)
Experience 11-20 years -.84
(.94)
Experience 21+ years -.74
(1.18)
Trained in Education 09
(.67)
Trained in Jewish Studies .59
(-95)
Jewish Education is a Career 1.53»
(.75
Will Leave Jewish Education -1.76
(1.18)
Certified Pre-school 3.34%*
(1.00)
Constant 2.74"
' (1.17)
Adjusted R? .08

*» < .05 **p < .01

Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N=169 teachers.
Equation also includes controls for missing data on experience, training in education, training
in Jewish studies, career, and plan to leave Jewish education.



Table 5. Differences in the number of workshops day school teachers were required to
attend 1n states with different professional growth requirements for re-

licensing.
In nt_Variabl
Sex (Male=1) -1.07* -1.05*
(.45) (.46)
Experience 6-10 years 1.62* 1.61*
(.64) (.64)
Experience 11-20 years 1.12 1.11
(.62) (-62)
Experience 21+ years 1.61* 1.62*
(.67) (.67
Trained in Education -.32 21
(.42) (.49)
Trained in Jewish Studies .23 -.20
(.49) (.53)
Jewish Education is a Career -.25 -.24
(.57 (.58)
Will Leave Jewish Education -.65 -.60
(.94) (.95)
180 Hours Required for Re-License -.08 -.11
(.54) (.92)
100 Hours Required for Re-License -.36 -.03
(-48) (-76)
180 Hours X Trained in Education .03
(1.14)
100 Hours X Trained in Education -.51
93
Constant 3.26™* 3.19==
(.66) (.68)
Adjusted R? .05 .04
» < .05 *p < .01
Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N=176 day

school teachers. Equation also includes controls for missing data on sex, experience,
training in education, training in Jewish studies, career, and plan to leave Jewish
education.



Table 6. Number of workshops supplementary school teachers were required to attend
in a community that offered incentives for attendance, compared to other

communities.

n n Variabl

Sex (Male=1) -.13
(.46)
Experience 6-10 years .58
(.42)
Experience 11-20 years 1.11*
(-49)
Experience 21+ years .84
(.57)
Trained in Education -.06
(.37)
Trained in Jewish Studies .81
(-44)
Jewish Education is a Career 1.19*=
(.38)
Will Leave Jewish Education -.53
(.57
Community Incentives for Workshops 2.52**
(-35)
Constant 2.17%*
(-35)
Adjusted R? .30
*P < .05 **p < .01
Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N=229

supplementary school teachers. Equation also includes controls for missing data on
sex, experience, training in education, training in Jewish studies, career, and plan to

leave Jewish education.



APPENDIX

Means and Standard Deviations of Yariables

Standard
Mean Deviation
Number of Workshops 4.75 3.31
Sex (Male=1) 15 36
Experience 2-5 years .27 A4
Experience 6-10 years 31 .46
Experience 11-20 years .25 A3
Experience 21 + years A5 36
Trained in Education 54 .50
Trained in Jewish Studies 32 47
Jewish Education is a Career 62 .49
Will Leave Jewish Education 07 .26
Day School 31 46
Supplementary School 40 49
Pre-school 29 45
Accredited Pre-school 26 44
Missing Sex .01 1
Missing Experience .02 .15
Missing Trained in Edueation .04 .19
Missing Trained in Jewish Studies 04 .20
Missing Career .02 .14
Missing Plans to Leave .05 22

Note: N = 574 teachers.
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From: EUNICE: : "GOLDRIEB€ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu" 1-JUN-1995 10:50:06.25
To: gamoran

CcC:

Subj: comments on "Levers of Change"

ADAM: Some brief comments on the paper. I really like it and I
think it will be a "major hit" at the conference. I'm sorry I
won’t be there.

Abstract: I would change the sentence ending "levers" to change,
to "levers" for changing professional growth standards (It is hard
to understand what you are talking about).

Background section: second sent, change for improving, to for the
improvement of teaching...

Same section, last paragraph you write profession training, should
be professional training

I don’t like the last sentence of that paragraph (last paragraph
of background section): I would re-write to something like: ---
however, this paper begins to address these issues by presenting
data that focus on the current professional backgrounds of Jewish
educators and potential levers for changing the levels of in-
service {or professional growth) activities.

Prof. Preparation Section:

Second para, 4th sent, In Jewish schools, because of a shortage of
certified teachers, it is often not possible....

5th sent, I like the word paramount, instead of prominent,

Third para, third sent, I would change to: A staff who are trained
for Jewish education, holding degrees in education and Jewish
content areas, and also view Jewish education as their career, may
create.....

Fourth par, I like the word conditions rather than circumstances in
the first sent. Same in the rest of that paragraph.

PT 2 of the Levers: last sentence delete be, to and just say would
keep up. LN B

PT 3 of Levers: Last sentence delete "were regquired to"

DATA nd Methods Section:
6th paragraph, add "workshops" after 5.1

Last paragraph, add "for in-service" after incentives program

Results:
Second paragraph, fourth sent, move "more often™

Last sent, second para, change about as often as to "similar to



that of"

7th paragraph: Starting - Does the higher rate of..

I don’t have the Tabkles here, but what happens to the effects of
career and Jewish Ed for this analyses with pre-school cnly? Are
these two still strong predictors? Same question with cother
regressions? I would mention it if this is consistent or if these

"wash out",

8th paragraph:

I would add a sentence of explanation, something like, These
findings suggest that most day school teachers do not see
themselves bound to the rules and norms of the general teaching
force in the state. (I may even start, these findings are not
surprising, as it seems that most day school teachers...). I
really believe that these teachers do not think that are "like"
other teachers™, and do not perceive themselves to be part of the
larger world of teaching.

9th paragraph, last sentence: I would add to the last sentence:
where such federation plans are not in place.

Discussion:

Second paragraph: It would be important to mention here other
accrediting agencies such as the Southern Associations of Colleges
and Schools (SACS}. They accredit private schools, universities
etc, and according to Claire’s reports all Day Schools in Atlanta
are accredited (and all teachers have to be certified, but that the
principals "fudge" on the information, so lets say I

am a Bible/History teacher and I am certified in something else,
the principals reports I am certified). States also accredit
private schools. Aren’t there “"standards’ to be affiliated with
the Torah uMasorah movement, or the Shecter movement too?

Also in this section I would add that it is also possible to try to
change parents’ expectations and public demand as a way of

levering change, so just as pre-school parents expect accredited
pre-schools, we can begin to work with communities so parents
expect accredited day and supp. schools. This could also be part
of community mobilization.

I would add one last sentence to the paper, something like, The
results of this paper suggest that there are levers that can
improve the levels of professional growth activities of Jewish
educators.
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From: EUNICE::"74104.3335¢compuserve,.com” 2-JUN-1995 11:01:47.27
To: Adam Gamoran <gamoran>
CcC: Ellen Goldring <goldrieb@ctrvax.vanderbilt.edu>,
myself <74104.3335€compuserve.com>
Subj: Comments on paper
Adam,

Looks very good - very clean and to the point!
A few minor corrections:

1. Typo in Background section, 2nd paragraph, 4th line, should read
"professional training” (not "profession training").

2. In Workshops attendence sub~section, 1st paragraph, 2nd to last line, there
seems to be a missing phrase - it should read "On average, the number of
workshops teachers ...".

ALSO, the average # of workshops for all 574 cases is 4.7. (See the means.) My
table which I originally sent you is incorrect, showing 4.8. And, if you use the
table that I originally sent, please note that the heading is incorrect as it
speaks about levels of attendence not levels of required"ness".)

3. In Background variables sub-section, 2nd paragraph, last line - should read
¥,..or seminary degree in Jewish studies..." (not "in education").

4. In Context and policy variables sub-section, first paragraph, 2nd sentence,
about "20%" of all respondents (of all 983) taught in more than one setting (not
llzs%ll) R

5. Just to make sure you know - the data on training (Table 1) is for all (983)
teachers.

6. In Results section, 6th paragraph, 2nd sentence, missing word ("more") -
", ..required to attend 1.02 more workshops than ...".

That’s all my comments!

The planning meeting (as a whole) was intensive and emlightening. In particular,
had the opportunity to talk with Sharon Nemser about evaluating the Institute.
Came up with some good ideas. I’11 be sending you a copy of my notes from the
meetings, as soon as I can synthesize them and write them up.

Bill
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From: EUNICE::"74104.33358compuserve.con" 21-JUN-1995 10:10:28.35

To: Adam Gamoran <gamoran>, Ellen Goldring <goldrieb@ctrvax.vanderbilt.edu>,
nyself <74104,3335@compuserve.com>

CC:

Subj: on the levers paper

Adam & Ellen,

During the conference, I had a talk with Leora about the "levers" paper. I also
talked briefly with Susan Shevitz, and with Gail (who mentioned that she had a
few conversations with others) on the same topic.

Two (related) points of concern arose from these conversations:

1} There was some misunderstanding as to what the paper was explaining (i.e.,
what was the dependent variable). Was it the number of workshops they actually

- attended or the number of workshops required of teachers? We know it was the
latter, but it seems that not all picked up on this.

2) What’s the point of looking at the number of required workshops? Opinions
were expressed that the number of required workshops is either not a useful
issue to focus on (i.e., workshops are not the direction in which professional
development should head) or at least not the type of issue that the CIJE should
be focusing upon (i.e., there are more important issues). This second point of
concern is policy-oriented and political, and the basis of much of Leora’s
response to the paper. (As Barry mentioned to me, it seems that by having you
present at the first evening plenum probably made the paper into something
bigger than was intended.)

Some of the other comments from Leora were:
-~ Did the teachers understand the requirements? (Why not just ask the schools?)
- How did you define your terms: "in-service", "workshops", "required"?

After reading over the paper, I have one concern and three suggestions:
The ONE CONCERN:

In the Policy Brief, we stated {incorrectly} that the numbers refer to the
J{average number of workshops (actually) attended. In the abstract of the "levers"

paper, you also state it in this manner (i.e., "...teachers reported attending
an average of ..."). The correct phrase would (of course) be "...teachers
reported being required to attend an average of...". My concern is that the more

we focus on the number of required workshops (pointing out that we don’t know
the actual number attended), the more likely someone will note our mistake in
the Policy Brief.

Despite this danger ...

my FIRST suggestion is to explicitly (more so than currently) state that the
paper focuses (only) on raising the insitutional standards/norms for
professional development, not raising the actual number of workshops attended
(though the latter may flow from the former). The key question of the paper is
what circumstances lead to (correlate with) more demanding institutionalized
norms/standards for teacher professional development. We mention this, but I
think it gets lost in the paper. A more thorough discussion of the
policy-oriented theory behind the analysis would be helpful.

I think the two paragraphs on page #3 really get at the heart of the matter!
/ They should be expanded. What other characteristics of teachers (i.e.,
demographics, training, career path, hours of employment) could allow for



increased institutional norms/standards? By delineating all of these, we provide
a clear(er) rationale for including all those dummy variables in the regression
analysis. Then, the second issue - what community and state based levers could
influence institutional norms/standards for professional development - becomes
even clearer and more compelling.

This (more explicit) approach turns a vice into a virtue. The fact that we don’‘t
know the actual number of workshops attended no longer matters. What is
important (from CIJE’s perspective)} is creating stronger and more demanding
institutionalized norms/standards. (This may in turn lead to increased numbers
of workshops actually attended.)

By focusing exlicitly on the norms/standards, we can even answer Leora’s concern
about whether the teachers really understood the requirements. If they did not
understand them (e.g., think there are less than there are), then are they
really “"requirements"? Are they really effective? From this perspective, asking
the teachers instead of the schools about their requirements (Leora’s
suggestion) is the better way to proceed. (0Of course, only asking the schools
would not have allowed us to control for teacher characteristics in the
facilitation of institutional norms/standards.)

Also, this explicit focus on standards would make it easier for us to
acknowledge that workshops (as is) are probably not the way to proceed with
professional development. BUT, no matter in which direction one heads,
institutional norms/standards will probably ke necessary!

My SECOND suggestion:

Why not include those cases in which there are no required workshops? (Either
include them as part of the whole group or run a separate analysis comparing "no
required" to "one or more required".) If we are exploring what factors may
create more demanding institutional norms/standards for professional
development, I‘m not certain as to why we would leave them out. The fact that
there are teachers with no (workshop) requirements seems very important.

My THIRD suggestion:
We should probably mention somewhere in the paper about the amount of
non-workshop study being engaged in by teachers (assuming that it is low).

I'm very sorry I had not thought of all this before! Most of it occured to me in
conversations with Leora and Susan. (I tried to explain these points to themn,
though I probably didn’t do a very good job.)

A FINAL note: We never asked by whom are the workshops required? The school? The
first school? Other than a school - state, national board?

Despite the not-so-favorable reception of the paper, I believe (even more so
now) that the issue it focuses upon is important. We just need to do a better
job educating the reader as to why it is important. We’ve learned that it is not
obvious to them.

Bill
P.5. At times like this, I’'m glad we don’t have an organizational policy of
shooting the messenger ... yet.



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

ABSTRACT

This paper presents a secondary analysis of data from a survey of teachers in the Jewish
schools of three communities. Previous findings had shown that only 19% of teachers have
professional training in both Jewish content areas and in the field of education, and despite
incomplete professional backgrounds, little professional growth was required of teachers.
What can be done to enhance and expand professional growth activities for teachers in Jewish
schools? Analyses reported in this paper examine three possible "levers" for changing
standards for professional growth: state licensing requirements for pre-schools, e
requirements for continuing education among professionally-trained teachers, and federation-
led standards for training of supplementary teachers. Results indicate that pre-school
teachers in state-licensed pre-schools and supplementary school teachers who were paid for
meeting a professional growth standard reported that they were required to attend more in-
service workshops, compared to other teachers who were not subject to these conditions. In
addition, standards for the quantity of in-service were higher among teachers who have
stronger Judaic backgrounds and who are committed to a career in Jewish education.



Table 3. Differences among individuals and settings in number of workshops teachers

reported they were required to attend.

In nt Variabl
Sex (Mzale=1) -.61 -.74 -.B6*
(.39) (.39) (.39)
Experience 6-10 years .48 .45 .16
(-35) {(.35) (.35)
Experience 11-20 years B1* .67 .26
(.37 (:38) (.39
Experience 21+ years 1.02% .69 34
(.43) (.45) (.45)
Trained in Education -.02 -.11
(.29) (.29)
Trained in Jewish Studies 1.02** .60
(.33) (.34)
Jewish Education is a Career 1.30**
(.94)
Will Leave Jewish Education -1.00*
(.50)
Pre-school 2.36%* 2.76%* 2.65%*
(.36) (.39) (.38)
Supplementary School .66* 9R** 1.19%*
(.33 (.35) (.35)
Constant 3.37*+ 2.89*~ 2.54 %
(.37) (.43) (.44)
R? 09 .10 .13
*» < .05 *p < .01
Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses, N=23574 teachers.

Equation also includes controls for missing data on sex, experience, training in
education, training in Jewish studies, career, and plan to leave Jewish education.



Table 4. Differences between certified and uncertified pre-schools in the number of
workshops teachers reported they were required to attend.

Independent Variable

Experience 6-10 years -.81
(.82)
Experience 11-20 years -84
(.94)
Experience 21+ years -.74
(1.18)
Trained in Education 09
(.67
Trained in Jewish Studies .59
(.95)
Jewish Education is a Career 1.53*
(.75)
Will Leave Jewish Education -1.76
(1.18)
Certified Pre-school 3.34*>
(1.00)
Constant 2.74*
(1.17
Adjusted R? 08

p < .05 **p < .01

Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N=169 teachers.
Equation also includes controls for missing data on experience, training in education, training
in Jewish studies, career, and plan to leave Jewish education.



Table 5. Differences in the number of workshops day school teachers were required to
attend in states with different professional growth requirements for re-

licensing.
In nt Variabl
Sex (Male=1) -1.07* -1.05*
(.45) (.46)
Expenence 6-10 years 1.62* 1.61*
(.64) (.64)
Experience 11-20 years 1.12 1.11
(.62) (.62)
Expenence 21+ years 1.61* 1.62*
(.67) (.67)
Trained in Education -.32 21
(.42) (.49)
Trained in Jewish Studies .23 -.20
(.49) (.53)
Jewish Education is a Career -.25 -.24
(.57) (.58)
Will Leave Jewish Education -.65 -.60
(-94) (.95)
180 Hours Required for Re-License -.08 -.11
(.54) (.92)
100 Hours Required for Re-License -.36 -.03
(.48) (.76)
180 Hours X Trained in Education .03
(1.14)
100 Hours X Trained in Education -.51
93
Constant 3.26*+ 3.19%=
(.66) (.68)
Adjusted R? .05 04
* < .05 *p < .01
Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N=176 day

school teachers. Equation also includes controls for missing data on sex, experience,
training in education, training in Jewish studies, career, and plan to leave Jewish
education.



Table 6. Number of workshops supplementary school teachers were required to attend
in a community that offered incentives for attendance, compared to other
communities.

Ind dent Variabl

Sex (Male=1) -.13
(.46)
Experience 6-10 years 58
(.42)
Experience 11-20 years 1.11*
(.49)
Experience 21+ years .84
(.37
Trained in Education -.06
(.37
Trained in Jewish Studies .81
(.44)
Jewish Education is a Career 1.19*=
(.38)
Will Leave Jewish Education -.53
(.57
Community Incentives for Workshops 2.52%~
(.35)°
Constant 2.17**
(.33)
Adjusted R? .30

*p < .05 **p < .01

Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N=229
supplementary school teachers. Equation also includes controis for missing data on
sex, experience, training in education, training in Jewish studies, career, and plan to
leave Jewish education.




APPENDIX

Means and Standard Deviations of Variables

Standard
Mean Deviation
Number of Workshops 4,75 331
Sex (Male=1) 15 .36
Experience 2-5 years 27 44
Experience 6-10 years 31 46
Experience 11-20 years 25 43
Experience 21+ years 15 .36
Trained in Education .54 .50
Trained in Jewish Studies .7 47
Jewish Education is a Career 62 .49
Will Leave Jewish Education 07 .26
Day School )| 46
Supplementary School .40 .49
Pre-school 29 45
Accredited Pre-school 26 .44
Missing Sex .01 g1
Missing Experience .02 .15
Missing Trained in Education 04 .19
Missing Trained in Jewish Studies .4 .20
Missing Career 02 14
Missing Plans to Leave .05 22

Note: N = 574 teachers.



DWORKSHP

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
.o 158 20.1 20.5 20.5
1.00 770 78.3 79.5 100.0
. 15 1.5 Missing
Total 983 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 9648 Missing cases 15



Total number of cases: 983 {(Unweighted)
Number of selected cases: 583
Number cof unselected cases: 0

Number of selected cases: 983

Number rejected because of missing data: 15
Number cf cases included in the analysis: 968

Dependent Variable Encoding:

original Internal
Value Value
.00 0

1.00 1



Dependent Variable. . DWORKSHE
Beginning Block Number 0. Initial Leog Likelihood Function
-2 Log Likelihood 980.854118

* Constant is included in the model.

Beginning Block Number 1. Methed: Enter

Variable(s} Entered on Step Number

1.. DSEX Dummy -sex
DEXPERLO Dummy - €-10 years expereince in Jewish education?
DEXPER20 Dummy 11-20 years experience in Jewish education?
DEXPER21 Dummy - over 20 years expereince in Jewish education?
DEDTRAN Dummy - Trained in education? {(Same as edmajor!)
DJEWTRAN Dummy- Trained in Jewish education?
DCAREER Dummy - Career?
DLEAVEL Dummy - Leave Jewish education? (don't know as Q)
DPRE Dunmy - Pre-school?
DSUR Dummy - Supplementary?
DMISCARR Dummy - Missing in career?
DMISEDTR Dummy - Missing in trained in education?
DMISEXPR Dummy - Missing in experience?
DMISJWTR Dummy - Missing in trained in Jewish education?
DMISLEV1l Dummy - Missing in future plans?
DMISSEX Dummy - Missing in sex?

Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 because
parameter estimates changed by less than .001

-2 Log Likelihood 934.47%
Geoodness of Fit 965.827
Chi-Square df Significance
Model Chi-Square 46.375 16 .b001
Improvement 46.375 lé .0001
Classification Table fcr DWORKSHP
Predicted
.00 1.00 Percent Correct
4] 1
OCbserved
.00 0 3 195 1.52%
1.00 1 4 766 59,.48%

Overall 79.44%



—————————————————————— Variables in the Equation ----—-—--r=-r=r--er—ee——-

Variable B S.E. wWald df Sig R  Exp(B)
DSEX -.8528 .2194 15.1008 l .0001 -.1156 .4262
DEXPERLO .224% .2147 1.0571 1 .2949 .0goo 1.2521
DEXPER20 .35086 .2489 1.9842 L .15859 .0000 1.4198%
DEXPER21 .1505 .2847 .2795 1 .59170 .0000 1.1624
DEDTRAN .3089 .17%80 2.9770 1 .0845 .031e6 1.3¢619%
DJEWTRAN i .0814 L2217 -1347 1 . 7136 .0000 1.0848
DCAREER .2648 .1952 1.8406 1 .1749 .0000 1.3031
DLEAVE]1 .4356 .3555% 1.5018 1 .2204 .0000 1.5459
DPRE .2143 .249¢6 .1375 1 .3905 .0000 1.2350
DSUP -.01s67 .213% .0061 1 .9376 .0000 .9834
DMISCARR -.9455 .4516 4.3829 1 .0363 -.0453 .3885
DMISEDTR .1043 .6775 .0237 1 .B777 . 0000 1.1088
DMISEXPR -.1206 .5128 .0553 1 .B140 .0000 .9B64
DMISJWTR 1794 .6405 .0784 1 .7794 .0000 1.1965
DMISLEV1 -.4055 L3144 1.6634 1 .1972 .0000 .6666
DMISSEX -.6769 .53355 1.5980 1 .2062 .0000 .5082
Constant 1.0328 .2676 14.898B6 1 .0001



Total number of cases: 583 {(Unweighted}

Number
Number

Number
Number
Number

of selected cases: 9R83
of unselected cases: 0

of selected cases: 583
rejected because of missing data: 15
of cases included in the analysis: 968

Dependent Variable Encoding:

Griginal
Value

.00

1.00

Internal
Value

0

1



Dependent Variable.. DWORKSHP
Beginning Block Number 0. Initial
-2 Log Likelihood 980.85418

* Constant is included in the model

Beginning Block Number 1. Method:

Variable(s) Entered on Step Number

1.. DSEX Dummy -~sex
DEXPER10 Dummy - €-10 ye
DEXPERZ0 Dummy - 11-20 ¥y
DEXPER21 Dummy - over 20
DEDTRAN Dummy - Trained
DJEWTRAN Dummy- Trained
DERE Dummy - Pre-sch

Log Likelihood Function

Enter

ars expereince in Jewish education?
ears experience in Jewish education?
years expereince in Jewish education?
in education? (Same as edmajor!)

in Jewish education?

ool?

DSUP Dummy - Supplementary?

DMISEDTR Dummy - Missing
DMISEXPR Dummy - Missing
DMISJWTR Dummy - Missing
DMISSEX  Dummy - Missing

in trained in education?

in experience?

in trained in Jewish education?
in sex?

Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 because

parameter estimates changed by less
-2 Log Likelihood 945.903
Goodness of Fit 968.378

Chi-square

Model Chi-Sgquare 34.851
Improvement 34.951
Classification Table for DWORKSHP

Predicted
.00 1.00
0 1

Observed
.00 0 0 198
1,00 1 0 770

Owerall

than .001

df significance

12 .0003
12 .0005

Percent Correct

.00%
100.00%

79.55%



—————————————————————— Variables in the Equation -----—————--————--————-

variable B S.E. Wald df Sig R Exp (B}
DSEX -.7851 .2168 132.1143 1 .0003 -.1064 .4561
DEXPER1O0 .2316 L2102  1.2140 1 .2705 .0000 1.2606
DEXPER20 .3874 .2409%  2.5874 1 L1077 .0245 1.4732
DEXPER21 .1834 .2735 L4497 1 .5025 .0000  1.2013
DEDTRAN .3519 L1775 3.9291 1 .0475 .0443  1.4218
DJEWTRAN T L1677 .2130 L6155 1 .4312 .0000 1.1826
DPRE L2297 .24758 .8612 1 .3534 .0000 1.2582
DSUP -.0356 .2098 .0288 1 .8652 .0000 L9650
DMISEDTR .0637 . 6819 .0093 1 .9234 .0000 1.0657
DMISEXPR -.2051 .5031 .1662 1 .6835 .0000 .8148
DMISJWTR L1376 L6258 .0483 1 .8260 .0000  1.1475%
DMISSEX —-.7916 .5162 2.3519% 1 .1251 -.0189 L4531
Constant 1.0879 .2535 18.4133 1 L0000



Total number of cases: $83 (Unweighted)
Number of selected cases: 983
Number of unselected cases: 0

Number of selected cases: 9B3

Number rejected because of missing data: 15
Number of cases included in the analysis: 968

Dependent Variable Encoding:

original Internal
Value Value
.00 0

1.00 1



Dependent Variable.. DWORKSRHP
Beginning Block Number 0. Initial Log Likeliheood Function
-2 Log Likelihood 580.85418

* Constant is included in the model.

Beginning Block Number 1. Methed: Enter

vVariable({s) Entered on Step Number

1.. DSEX Dummy -3&X
DEXPER10 Dummy - 6-10 years expereince in Jewish education?
DEXPERZ20 Dummy - 11-20 years experience in Jewish education?
DEXPERZ1 Dummy - over 20 years expereince in Jewish education?
DFRE Dummy - Pre-scheool?
DSUP Dummy -~ Supplementary?
DMISEXPR Dummy - Missing in experience?
DMISSEX Dummy - Missing in sex?

Estimation terminated at iteration number 3 because
Log Likelihood decreased by less than .01 percent.

-2 Log Likelihood 850.776
Goodness of Fit 962.847
Chi-Square df Significance
Model Chi-Square 30.079 8 .0002
Improvement 30.079 g .0002
Classification Table for DWORKSHF
Predicted
.00 1.00 Percent Correct
0 1
Observed
.00 0 0 198 .00%
1.00 1 0 770 100.00%
Overall 75%.55%




—————————————————————— Variables in the Equatien —-————————————--—--———

Variable B S.E. Wald df Sig R Exp (B)
DSEX _—-.B671 .2071 17.5303 1 0000 -.1258 L4202
DEXPER1D .2544 .2086 1.4877 1 L2226 .0000 1.2897
DEXPER20 L4723 .2340 4.0728 1 .0436 .0480 1.6037
DEXPER21 .3128 .2620 1.425¢ 1 .2325 .0000 1.3673
DPRE .1545 .2346 .4336 1 .5102 . 0000 1.1670
DSUF -.1260 .1985 .4030 1 .5256 .0000 .881e
CMISEXER -.1758 .4951 .1240 1 .7247 .0000 .8388
DMISSEX -.8444 .4841 3.041% 1 L0811 -.0328 .4298
Constant 1.3495 .2188 38.0412 1 .0000



Total number of cases: 289 (Unweighted)

Number
Numbe r

Number
Number
Number

of selected cases: 289
of unselected cases: 0

of selected cases: 289
rejected because of missing data: 4
of cases included in the analysis: 285

Dependent Variable Encoding:

Original
Value

.00

1.00

Internal
Value

0

1

L]



Depe! 't Variable,.

Beginning Block Number O.

-2 Log Likelihood

DWRKSHOP

Initial Log Likelihoeod Functien

248,61253

* Constant is included in the model.

Beginning Bleck Number 1.

Variable(s) Entered

1.. DPRECERT
DCAREER
DEDTRAN
DEXKPER1OD
DEXPERZO
DEXPERZ1
DJEWTRAN
DLEBRVE]
DMISCARR
DMISEDTR
DMISEXPR
DMISJWTR
DMISLEV1

on Step
Dummy -
Dummy -
Dummy -
Dummy -
Dummy -
Dummy -
Dummy -~

Dummy -
Dummy -
Dummy -
Dumny -
Dummy -
Dummy -

Method: Enter

Number

If pre-school, certified?

Career?
Trained in
6-10 years

education? (Same as edmajor!)
expereince in Jewish education?

11-20 years experience in Jewish education?
over 20 years expereince in Jewish education?

Trained in Jewish education?

Leave Jewish education? {don't know as 0]

Missing in
Missing in
Migsing 1in
Missing in
Missing in

career?

trained in education?
experience?

trained in Jewish education?
future plans?

Estimation terminated at iteratien number 7 because
Log Likelihood decreased by less than .0l percent.

-2 Log Likelihood
Goodness of Fit

206.
249.

chi-square

009
703

df significance

Model Chi-Square 42.6014 13 .0001
Improvement 42 .604 13 L0001
Classification Table for DWRKSHOF
Predicted
.00 1.00 Percent Correct
4] 1
Observed
.00 0 9 36 20.00%
1.00 1 6 234 97.50%

Cverall 85.26%



—————————————————————— Variables in the Equaticn -----——-==--wo-——o—o——-

Variable B 5.E. Wald df Sig R Exp (B}
DPRECERT _1.%032 .4267 19.889%0 1 .0000  .2682 6.7071
DCAREER .6786 .4171 2.6471 1 .1037  .0510 1.9%711
DEDTRAN 1226 .3787 .1048 1 .7462  .0000 1.1304
DEXPER10 .6926 .4347  2.5386 1 .1111  .0465 1.5989
DEXPER20 .8053 .5696  1.9984 1 .1575  .0000 2.2373
DEXPERZ1 1.9145 1.1097  2.9767 1 .0845  .0627  6.7836
DJEWTRAN -.6728 .6038  1.2418 1 .2651  .0000 .5103
DLEAVEL 1.2414 .8439  2.1637 1 .1413  .0257  3.4604
DMISCARR -.8109 .8294 .9560 1 .3282  .0000 .4444
DMISEDTR 7.5746  15.4938 .2350 1 .6249  .0000 1548.152
DMISEXPR -1.2086 1.0812  1.2495 1 .2636  .0000 .2986
DMISJWTR 0669 1.2611 .0028 1 .9577  .0000 1.0692
DMISLEV1 .8387 1.0806 .6024 1 .4377  .0000 2.3134
Constant -.7423 .4957  2.2427 1 1342



Total number of cases: 302 {Unweighted)

Number
Number

Number
Number
Number

of selected cases: 302
of unselected cases: 0

of selected cases: 302
rejected because of missing data: 4
of cases included in the analysis: 2398

Dependent Variable Encoding:

Original
Value

.00

1.00

Internal
Value

0

1



Dependent Variable.. DWRKSHOF
Beginning Block Number 0. Initial Log Likelihood Functien
-2 Log Likelihood 310.0404

* Constant is included in the model.

Beginning Block Number 1. Method: Enter

Variable(s) Entered on Step Number

1l.. DCAREER Dummy - Career?
DEDTRAN Dummy - Trained in education? (Same as edmajor!)
DEXPER10 Dummy - 6-10 years expereince in Jewish education?
DEXPER20 Dummy - 11-20 years experience in Jewish education?
DEXPER21 Dummy - over 20 years expereince in Jewish education?
DJEWTRAN Dummy- Trained in Jewish education?
DLEAVEL Dummy - Leave Jewish education? (don't know as 0)
DMISCARR Dummy - Missing in career?
DMISEDTR Dummy - Missing in trained in education?
DMISEXPR Dummy - Missing in experience?
DMISJWTR Dummy - Missing in trained in Jewish education?
DMISLEVY1 Dummy - Missing in future plans?
DATLA Durmmy - Atlanta
DATLAEDT Dummy - Atlanta & Education Trained?
DMISSEX Dummy - Missing in sex?

DMILW Dummy - Milwaukee?
DMILWEDT Dummy - Milwaukee & Education Trained?
DSEX Dummy -sex

Estimation terminated at iteration numnber 4 because
Log Likelihood decreased by less than .0l percent.

~2 Log Likelihood 259.639
Goodness of Fit 302.375

Chi-square df significance
Model Chi-Square 50.401 18 .0001

Improvement 50.401 18 .0001



Classification Table for DWRKSHOP

Predicted
.00 1.00 Percent Correct
o 1

Observed

.00 0 16 48 25.00%

1.00 1 9 225 96.15%

Overall BO.B7%

—————————————————————— Variables in the Equation -——-—-——--————————s=o———-
Variable B S.E. Wald df Sig R Exp (B)
DCAREER 1330 L4723 .0793 1 .7782 . 0000 1.1423
DEDTRAN 1.1451 .51986 4.8917 1 .0270 . 0866 3.1554
DEXPERLO L3271 L4874 . 4503 1 .5022 0000 1.3869
DEXPER20 .6485 .5084 1.6271 1 .2021 . 0ooo 1.9128
DEXPERZ1 -.0681 .5184 .0172 1 .8956 . 0000 .5342
DJEWTRAN L2507 .401& .3BS6 1 .5325 .Dooo 1.2849
DLEAVE]L .28 .8551 .1106 1 L1394 .goo0 1.3468
DMISCARR ~1.7604 .8702 4.0920 1 .0431 -_.0B21 .1720
DMISEDTR -.3121 .5448 .1093 1 .7409 .Qo00 7317
DMISEXFR 1.5083 1.4000 1.1622 1 L2810 .0000 4.5234
DMISJWTR . 6694 1.1156 .3601 1 .5485 .0000 1.9531
DMISLEVI -.7001 .6813 1.0560 1 L3041 .0000 45686
DATLA -.1564 .5569 .0788 1 . 7789 .0oo0 .8553
DATLAREDT -.59005 .782¢6 1.3240 1 24599 .0000 .4064
DMISSEX -.1547 1.0374 .0222 1 .BE14 .0000 .B566
DMILW -.58271 L4831 3.68B23 1 .0550 -.0737 . 30857
DMILWEDT .93586 .9317 1.0084 1 .3153 .0000 2.5488
DSEX -1.208B3 L3848 9_8716 1 0017 -.1593 L2987
Constant 1.0935 . 9470 3.9870 1 .045¢



Total number of cases: 392 {Unweighted)

Nunber
Number

Number
Numberx
Number

of selected cases: 392
of unselected cases: 0

of selected cases: 339z
rejected because of missing data: 7
of cases included in the analysis: 3B5

Dependent Variable Encoding:

Original
Value

.00

1.00

Internal
Value

0

1



Dependent Variable.. WRKSHOF
Beginning Block Number 0. Initial Log Likelihood Function
-2 Log Likelihood 416.3273

* Constant is included in the model.

Beginning Block Wumber 1. Method: Enter

Variable{s} Entered on Step Number

1.. DCAREER Dummy - Career?
DEDTRAN Dummy - Trained in education? (Same as edmajor!)
DEXPER1Q Dummy - 6-10 years expereince in Jewish education?
DEXPER20 Dummy - 11-20 years exXperience in Jewish educatien?
DEXPER21 Dummy - over 20 years expereince in Jewish education?
DJEWTRAN Dummy- Trained in Jewish education?
DLERVE1 Dummy - Leave Jewish education? {don't know as 0)
DMISCARR Dummy - Missing in career?
DMISEDTR Dummy - Missing in trained in education?
DMISEXPR Dummy - Missing in experience?
DMISJWTR Dummy - Missing in trained in Jewish educaticn?
DMISLEV1 Dummy - Missing in future plans:
DMISSEX Dummy - Missing in sex?
DSEX Dunmy -sex
DBALT Dummy - BRaltimore?

Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 because
Log Likelihood decreased by less than .01 percent.

-2 Log Likelihood 393.93¢
Goodness of Fit 385.420

Chi-Square df Significance

Model Chi-Sgquare 22.391 15 .0980Q
Improvement 22.391 15 .Q980
Classification Table for DWRKSHOP
Predicted
.Q0 1.00 Percent Correct
o] 1
Observed
Q0 0 1 88 1.12%
1.400 1 2 294 59.32%

Overall 76.62%



—————————————————————— Variables in the Equation —---w———m———wmmmem

Variable B 5.E. Wald df Sig R Exp (B)
DCAREER .0642 .2845% .0508 1 .8217 . 0000 1.0663
DEDTRAN 0356 2717 .0172 1 .895¢6 . 0000 1.03e3
DEXPER1O .1043 .3216 .1052 1 .7456 .00040 1.1100
DEXPER20 .3042 .3780 .6477 1 .420% .0000 1.3555
DEXPER21 L3397 .4702 .5219 1 .4700 .00Q0 1.4046
DJEWTREN -.2353 .3526 . 4453 1 .50486 .0000 L7903
DLERAVE] .1988B .4627 .1846 1 .6675 .0000 1.2199
DMISCARR .5697 1.1865 L2305 1 . 6311 .0000 1.7677
DMISEDTR 1.1943 1.48BB6 .6437 1 L4224 .00Q0 3.3012
DMISEXPR -.64886 .BD27 . 6528 1 .4191 .0000 .5228
DMISJWTR -1.097¢ 1.26B5 . 7487 1 .3869 .0000 L3337
DMISLEV1 ~.7793 .418B3 3.4711 1 .0B24 -.0594 .45B7
DMISSEX -,03086 .9656 L0010 1 .9747 .0000 .9698
DSEX ~.3216 .3249 .5800 1 .3222 .0000 L7250
DBALT 1.0802 .2948 12.9355 1 .0003 L1821 2.8871
Constant ©,8677 .2693 10.3B43 1 .0013



Dependent Variable..
Beginning Block Kumber

-2 Log Likelihood

REQUIRED

Q.

980.85418

* Cconstant is included in the model.

Beginning Block Number 1. Method: Enter

variable({s) Entered on Step Number

1.. DBALT Dummy - Baltimore?
DMILW Dummy - Milwaukee?
DSUP Dummy - Supplementary?
DERE Dummy - Pre-school?

Initial Log Likelihood Function

Estimation terminated at iteration number 3 because
Log Likelihoed decreased by less than .01 percent.

-2 Log Likelihood 962.809
Goodness of Fit 973.546

Chi-Square df Significance
Mcdel Chi-Square 158.045 94 .0012
Improvement 18.045 4 L0012

Classification Table fcr REQUIRED

Predicted
.00 1.00 Percent Correct
o} 1
Observed .
.00 0 o} 198 .20%
1.00 1 0 770 100.20%
f
Overall 79.55%
—————————————————————— Variables in the Equation -------------—----—————
Variable B 5.E. Wald df Sig R Exp(B)
DBALT .3%963 .1863 4.5266 1 .0334 .0508 1.4863
DMT LW -.3142 L2133 2.165¢ 1 1408 -.0131 7304
DSUP -.0416 .1888 .0488 1 .8256 .00GcC L9583
DERE L3e72 L2176 2.B472 1 .0915 L0264 1.4436
Constant 1.1700 .1882 38.6550 1 Q000



Total number of cases: 983 (Unweighted}
Number of selected cases: 983
Number of unselected cases: 0

Number of selected cases: 983

Number rejected because of missing data: 15
Number of cases included in the analysis: 968

Dependent Variable Encoeding:

Original Internal
value Value
.00 0

1.00 1l
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Table 1. Professional Training of Teachers in Jewish Schools

Day Supplementary Pre- All
School School School chool
Trained in Education
and Jewish Studies 35% 13% 9% 19%
Trained in Education Only 24% 32% 50% 35%
Trained in Jewish Studies Only 25% 11% 3% 12%
Trained in Neither Education 16% 44% 38% 34%
Nor Jewish Studies
Table 2. Average Number of Workshops Teachers in Jewish Schools Were

Required to Attend

Average Number of Workshops
in the Past Two Years

Day Schools 3.8
Supplementary Schools 4.4
Pre-Schools 6.2
All Schools 4.8

Note: Figures include only those teachers who said they were required to attend workshops, and exclude first-
year teachers.



Table 3. Differences among individuals and settings in number of workshops teachers
reported they were required to attend.

Independent Variable

Sex (Male=1) -.61 -.74 -.86*
(.39) (.39) (.39)
Experience 6-10 years 48 45 .16
(.35) (.35) (.35)
Experience 11-20 years B1* .67 .26
(.37) (.38) (.39)
Experience 21+ years 1.02* .69 .34
(.43) (.45) (.45)
Trained in Education =02 -.11
(.29) (.29)
Trained in Jewish Studies 1.02%* .60
(.33) (.34)
Jewish Education is a Career 1.30*=*
(.94)
Will Leave Jewish Education -1.00*
(.50)
Pre-school 2.36** 2.76%* 2.65%*
(.36) (.39) (.38)
Supplementary School .66% - O8** 1.19**
(.33) (.35) (.35)
Constant 3.37*=* 2.89%* 2.54%*
(.37) (.43) (.44)
R? .09 .10 13

* < .05 **p < .01

Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N=574 teachers.
Equations also includes controls for missing data on sex, experience, training in
education, training in Jewish studies, career, and pian to leave Jewish education.



Table 4. Differences between certified and uncertified pre-schools in the number of
workshops teachers reported they were required to attend.

Indepen * nt Variable
Experience 6-10 years -.81
(.82)
Experience 11-20 years -.84
(.94)
Experience 21+ years =74
(1.18)
Trained in Education .09
(.67)
Trained in Jewish Studies .59
(.95)
Jewish Education is a Career 1.53*
(.79)
Will Leave Jewish Education -1.76
(1.18)
Certified Pre-school 3.34%*
(1.00)
Constant 2.74*
(1.17)
Adjusted R? .08

*» < .05 **p < .01

Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N=169 pre-school
teachers. Equation also includes controls for missing data on experience, training in
education, training in Jewish studies, career, and plan to leave Jewish education.



Table 5. Differences in the number of workshops day school teachers were required to
attend in states with different professional growth requirements for re-

licensing.
Independent Variable
Sex (Male=1) -1.07* -1.05*
(-45) (.46)
Experience 6-10 years 1.62* 1.61*
(.64) (.64)
Experience 11-20 years 1.12 1.11
(.62) (.62)
Experience 21+ years 1.61* 1.62*
(.67) (.67)
Trained in Education -.32 21
(.42} (.49)
Trained in Jewish Studies 23 -.20
(.49) (.33)
Jewish Education is a Career -25 -.24
(.57) (.58)
Will Leave Jewish Education -.65 -.60
(.94) (.95)
180 Hours Required for Re-License -.08 -.11
(.54) (.92)
100 Hours Required for Re-License -.36 -.03
(.48) (.76)
180 Hours X Trained in Education .03
(1.14)
100 Hours X Trained in Education -.51
93
Constant 3.26** 3.19%*
(.66) (.68)
Adjusted R? .05 .04
*»p < .05 **p < .01
Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N=176 day

school teachers. Equations also inctudes controls for missing data on sex, experience,
training in education, training in Jewish studies, career, and plan to leave Jewish

education.



Table 6. Number of workshops supplementary school teachers were required to attend
in a community that offered incentives for attendance, compared to other
communities.

Independent Variable

Sex (Male=1) -.13
(.46)
Experience 6-10 years 58
(-42)
Experience 11-20 years 1.11*
(.49)
Experience 21+ years 84
(57)
Trained in Education -.06
(.37)
Trained in Jewish Studies .81
(.44)
Jewish Education is a Career 1.19%*
(.38)
Will Leave Jewish Education -.53
(.57)
Community Incentives for Workshops 2.52%=
(.35)
Constant 2.17%*
(.35)
Adjusted R? .30

*p < .05 **p < 01

Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N=229
supplementary school teachers. Equation also includes controls for missing data on
sex, experience, training in education, training in Jewish studies, career, and plan to
leave Jewish education.



APPENDIX

Means and Standard Deviations of Variables

Standard
Mean Deviation
Number of Workshops 4.75 3.31
Sex (Male=1) 15 36
Experience 2-5 years 27 A4
Experience 6-10 years 31 46
Experience 11-20 years .25 43
Experience 21+ years 15 .36
Trained in Education 54 .50
Trained in Jewish Studies 32 .47
Jewish Education is a Career .62 .49
Will Leave Jewish Education .07 .26
Day School 31 46
Supplementary School .40 .49
Pre-scbool .29 .45
Certified Pre-school .26 A4
Missing Sex .01 .11
Missing Experience .02 15
Missing Trained in Education 04 .19
Missing Trained in Jewish Studies 04 20
Missing Career 02 .14
Missing Plans to Leave 05 22

Note: N = 574 teachers.



APPENDIX

Means and Standard Deviations of Variables

Number of Workshops

Sex (Male=1)

Experience 2-5 years
Experience 6-10 years
Experience 11-20 years
Experience 21+ years
Trained in Education
Trained in Jewish Studies
Jewish Education is a Career
Will Leave Jewish Education
Day School

Supplementary School
Pre-school

Certified Pre-school

Mean

4.75
15
27
31
25
15
.54
32
.62
.07

31

.29

26

Standard
Deviation

3.31
.36
A4
46
43
.36
S0
47
49
.26
.46
.49

45



Table 6. Number of workshops supplementary school teachers were
required to attend in a community that offered incentives
for attendance, compared to other communities.

Independent Variable

Sex (Male=1) -.13
(.46)
Experience 6-10 years 58
(.42)
Experience 11-20 years I.11%*
(.49)
Experience 21+ years .84
(.57)
Trained in Education -.06
(.37)
Trained in Jewish Studies .81
(.44)
Jewish Education is a Career 1.19%*
(.38)
Will Leave Jewish Education -.53
(.57)
Community Incentives for Workshops 2.52%*
(.35)
Constant 2.17%*
(.35)
Adjusted R? 30

*p < .05 **p < .0l

Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N=229
supplementary school teachers. Equation also includes controls for missing data on
sex, experience, training in education, training in Jewish studies, career, and plan to
leave Jewish education.



Table 5. Differences in the number of workshops teachers were
required to attend among teachers in day school teachers in states
with different professional growth requirements for re-licensing,.

Independent Variable

Sex (Male=1) -1.07* -1.05*
(.45) (.46)
Experience 6-10 years 1.62%* 1.61*
(.64) (.64)
Experience 11-20 years 1.12 1.11
(.62) (.62)
Experience 21+ years 1.61% 1.62%*
(.67) (.67)
Trained in Education -.32 21
(.42) (.49)
Trained in Jewish Studies 23 -.20
(.49) (.53)
Jewish Education is a Career -.25 -.24
(.57) (.38)
Will Leave Jewish Education -.65 -.60
(.94) (.95)
180 Hours Required for Re-License -.08 -.11
(.54) (.92)
100 Hours Required for Re-License -.36 -.03
(.48) (.76)
180 Hours X Trained in Education .03
(1.14)
100 Hours X Trained in Education -.51
.93
Constant 3.26%* 3.19%*
(.66) (.68)
Adjusted R? .05 .04
*p < .05 **p < .01
Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N=176 day

school teachers. Equation also includes controls for missing data on sex, experience,
training in education, training in Jewish studies, career, and plan to leave Jewish

education,



Table 4. Differences between certified and uncertified pre-schools in
the number of workshops teachers reported they were
required to attend.

Independent Variable

Experience 6-10 years -.81
(.82)
Experience 11-20 years -.84
(.94)
Experience 21+ years -.74
(1.18)
Trained in Education .09
(.67)
Trained in Jewish Studies .59
(.95)
Jewish Education is a Career 1.53*
(.75)
Will Leave Jewish Education -1.76
(1.18)
Certified Pre-school 3.34%*
(1.00)
Constant 2.74%*
(1.17)
Adjusted R? .08

*p < .05 **p < .01

Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N=169 teachers.
Equation also includes controls for missing data on experience, training in education, training
in Jewish studies, career, and plan to leave Jewish education.



Table 3. Differences among individuals and settings in number of
workshops teachers reported they were required to attend.

Independent Variabl

Sex (Male=1) -.61 -.74 -.86*
(.39) (.39) (.39)
Experience 6-10 years 48 45 16
(.35) (.35) (.35)
Experience 11-20 years B1* .67 .26
(.37 (.38) (.39)
Experience 21+ years 1.02* .69 34
(.43) (.45) (.45)
Trained in Education -.02 -.11
(.29) (.29)
Trained in Jewish Studies 1.02%* .60
(.33) (.34)
Jewish Education is a Career 1.30%*
(.94)
Will Leave Jewish Education -1.00*
(.50)
Pre-school 2.36** 2.76** 2.65%*
(.36) (.39) (.38)
Supplementary School .66* L9B** 1.19%*
(.33) (.35) (.35)
Constant 3.37** 2.80%* 2.54**
(.37) (.43) (.44)
R? .09 .10 .13
*n < .05 *p < .01
Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N=3574 teachers.

Equation also includes controls for missing data on sex, experience, training in
education, training in Jewish studies, career, and plan to leave Jewish education.



Table 2. Average Number of Workshops Teachers in Jewish Schools Were Required to Attend

Average Number of Workshops
in the Past Two Years

Day Schools 3.8
Supplementary Schools 4.4
Pre-Schools 6.2
All Schools 4.8

Note:  Figures include only those teachers who said they were required to attend workshops, and exclude first-year teachers.



Table 1. Professional Training of Teachers in Jewish Schools

Day Supplementary Pre- All
School School School Schools
Trained in Education
and Jewish Studies 35% 13% 9% 19%
Trained in Education Only 24 % 32% 50% 35%
Trained in Jewish Studies Only 25% 11% 3% 12 %
Trained in Neither Education 16% 44 % 38% 34 %

Nor Jewish Studies



POSSIBLE LEVERS FOR CHANGE:

State Certification of Pre-Schools: Certification
requires a fixed minimal amount of professional
development

State In-Service Requirements for Re-Licensing: One
state required 180 hours of workshops over 5 years,
another state required 100 hours

Federation Incentives for Supplementary Teachers: In
one community, stipends were available for teachers

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

ABSTRACT

This paper presents a secondary analysis of data from a survey of teachers in the Jewish
schools of three communities. Previous findings had shown that only 19% of teachers have
professional training in both Jewish content areas and in the field of education, and despite
incomplete professional backgrounds, little professional growth was required of teachers.
What can be done to enhance and expand professional growth activities for teachers in Jewish
schools? Analyses reported in this paper examine three possible "levers" for changing
standards for professional growth: state licensing requirements for pre-schools, state
requirements for continuing education among professionally-trained teachers, and federation-
led standards for training of supplementary teachers. Results indicate that pre-school
teachers in state-licensed pre-schools and supplementary school teachers who were paid for
meeting a professional growth standard reported that they were required to attend more in-
service workshops, compared to other teachers who were not subject to these conditions. In
addition, standards for the quantity of in-service were higher among teachers who have
stronger Judaic backgrounds and who are committed to a career in Jewish education.
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Adam,

I ran regreasion analyaes for two of the three full-time measures for Table 3 of the levers paper,
o8 you requeste:

1. seli-reported {ull-time (DFT and DMISFT}.

2. works in ]. eduz. 25 hours or more {DFT25 and DMISFT25).

I cannot (yet?) run the third version you requested - works in one school 25 hours per week or
mere - since | never re-entered the hours for each schoo! for the Milwaukee data. Remember,
Nancy had recaxied the hours without keeping the original values. We only re-entered for total
hours. However, 1 zha run two regressions axcluding the Milwaukee teachers (Table 3 as is and
Table 3 with dumimy variables for 25 hours or more in one scheol). There wers no substantial
differences.

The foliowing iz acw Table 3 would look if the dummy variables for self-reported full-time are

included:
Sex (Male =1) - 70 -81* -9l
(.39) (.40) {.40)
Experience 6-1J vears 48 45 17
{.35) {.35) (,39)
Experience 1120 vears 76" .64 24
(.38) (.38 (.39
Experience 21 -- years 93" .63 31
(.44) (.43 (.45
Works Full-time (selt-report) 45 .38 24
{.34) (.34) {.33)
Trained in Education -02 -11
(.29) {(.29)
Trained in Jewish Studies o9~ .58
{.34) (.34)
Jewish Educaticn 15 a Career 1.28*"
{.32)
Will Learve Jewizh Education =99
{.50)
Pre-sc hoo! 2.38" 2.76** 2.65**
(.36) (.39) {.38)
Supplementary School B2 1.0g"" 1.28*"
(.35} (.37 (.36)
Constant 3.20°° 2.78%* 2.46*
(.40) (.45) {.46)
R2 A1 12 .16

"p<.05 “'p < L J)
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The following is kcw Table 3 would look if the durmmy variables for works 25 hours or more {n
Jewish education are included:

Sex (Male =1) =71 -.B3" -1.00*
(.39) (.40) (.40}
Experience 6-10 yedrs A7 A3 A2
(.39) {.39) (.35}
Experience 11-20 years .82 68 24
(.37) (.38) (.39}
Experience 21 + years 1.00" 85 2B
(.43) (.45) (.45)
Works 25 hours r mzre .40 .4B .59
(.34) (.34) (.34)
Trained in Educasicn -.00 -.09
(29 (.29
Trained in Jewish Studies 1.03** B0
(.33) {.34)
Jewish Education 15 ¢ Zareer 1.34*"
{.32)
Wil Leqve Jewish [ducation 1.07°
{.50)
Pre-school 2.33*" 2.73"" 2.62*"
(.36) (.39 (.38)
Supplementary Sctaol .ar° 1.7 1.44*"
(.36) (.38) {.38)
Constant 3.20" 271" 2.32°"
(.40) (.48) {47
RZ A1 A2 .16

*p<.05 **p<.(]

I'm sending you {Adom) the SPSS printouts in the FedEx package containing the draft Atlanta
educational leader:, ~2pori.

Bill
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* oW oW ox ULTIPLE REGRESSTIOHN ok w W
Equation Nu rl Dependent Vvariable.. WORKS PNO # IN-SERVICE RSHOPS
—————————————————— ri les in the Eguation ---—------—------——-
Variable SE B Beta T Sig T
: -.813409 .400198 —-.08B682 -2.033 .042é
ISEX .97 1.250721 0324113 .780 .4355
DEXPER1O .45 .354772 .063436 1.281 .2005
DEXPER20 .636731 . 383909 .0B3529% 1.659 .0%78
I 21 .6289213 .451590 .068248 1.393 .,1643
DMISEXFPR .080704 9323340 L.002733 .065 .9482
RE 2.75892¢6 . 387367 .380521 7.122 .0000
DsuUp 1.094706 .365862 .162215 2.992 0029
DET . 358215 . 335806 . 049407 1.067 .2B65
DMISFET .068074 .457420 006209 .149 .8817
DED -.024%00 .2877708 -.003754 -.087 .93I11
DMI ? -.808592 . 960694 -.04%246 -.304 .38663
DJEw 1 rmard .987156 .335058 .138800 2.946 .0024
DMIS 1.269725 .868220 .084537 1.5378  .1152
{Constant} 2.777296 .449345 6£.181 .00Q00
————————————— Variables not in the Egquation ------—-—-—-=
Variable Beta In Partial Min Teler T 5ig T
DCARREER .186939 .171492 .527507 4.112 .2000
A -.008%87 ~.010574 .527405 -.250 .3028
El -.0871f -.090818 .526373 -2.15%4 .2317
EV1 .047405 .C4550¢% .527401 1.171 .. 22
End Block ar 2 211 requested variables entered.
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hoFoF* MULTTIPL REGRESSTON A

Equation Number 1 Dependent Variable.. WORKSPNO # IN-SERVICE WORSHOPS

End Block Number 3 All regquested variables entered.
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* ok ok & MULTIPLE REGRESSIOCN koRoRE

Equation Nu er 1 Dependent Variable.. WORKSPNO # . 5 VICE WORSHOPS

————————————— variables net in the Eguatien -------------

Variable Beta In Partial Min Toler T &ig T
ITE T .011413 .011405 .540668 .270 .7870
MMTSEDTR 8.506E-04 .000804 .548564 .021 .95B29
1 WT 1 .131037 .118891 .502852 2.841 .0047
DMISJWTR .037140 .037898 .551774 L899 .3690
.217123  ,20778%9 .5211%5 5.03¢ .0000

2 ~.005841 -.006175 .553048 -.146 _8837
-.094824 -.05%8363 L& 844 -2.343 .0195

L .047365 .049400 .551671 1.173  .2415

d Block mber 1 All reguested variables entered.

* * K * % & * ¥ * * K * k * H+ * * * &k * ¥ ¥ * F * * * * ¥

Block Nu er 2. thed: Enter DEDTRAN DMISEDTR DJEWTRAN [SJWTR

Variable(s) Entered on Step Number

11.. R - Missing in trained in Jewish edu
12.. - Trained in educaticn? (Same as e
13.. N Dummy- Trained in Jewish education?
14.. DMISEDTR Dummy - Missing in trained in education?
Multiple R .352869
R 5« re .12439
Bdjr  =2d R Square .10246
Standard Error 3.13348
Analysis of Variance
) Sum of Sguares Mean Square
Regression 14 778.70711 55.69330
Residual 559 S5488.66397 9.81872

F = 5.67216 Signit F = 0000
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ook MULTTIPLE REGRESSIOCN €« Fo® >

Equation Number 1 Dependent Varlable.. WORKSPNO # . -S5ERVICE WORSHOPS

—————————————————— Variables 1in the Equation ----------=---=-=---

Variable B SE B Beta T sSig T
DSEX -.851556 .401609 -.092841 ~2.120 .,0344
.B34038 1.248667 .029694 .716 4743

0 .432181 .354993 .060302 1.217 .22490

0 .675229 .382037 .088573 1.767 0777

1 .652840 . 449066 .070843 1.454 .1466

R .082883 .933057 .003732 .089 .95292

DPRE 2.730191 .386543 .376557 7.063 .0000
Dsup 1.172024 .382819 173672 3.062 .0023
DFT25 .479583 .343498 .066703 1.396 .1632
] T25 -.377426 .386076 -.028586 -.644 5198
1 RN ~-6.20503E-( .2B7563 -9.336E-05 ~.002 183
] DTR -.880206 .8585012 -.053 -.918 .358B9
1 F oI 1.033442 .334103 .145308 3.093 .0021
DMISJWTR 1.438628 .866961 ,0B8353 1.659 .097¢6
{Canstant) 2.71319¢ .461075 5.885 .0000

————————————— Variables nct in the Eguation -------—-----

Variable Beta In Partial Min Toler T S1g T
DCAREER .194045 .178! ! 477836 4.287 .0000
T RR -.010644 -.011sud 603 -.267 .7896
C 1 -.093256 -.097471 1137 -Z2.313 .D0Z11
CMISLEV] .044960 .046997 .485787 1.111  .2e6¢

End Block mber 2 All regquested variab. i entered.
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wok okw MULTTIZPLE REGRESSION ok ok %

Equation N er 1 Dependent Variable.. WORKSPNO # IN-SERVICE WORSHOPS

End Block ber 3 All requested variables entered.



o EoE MULTIPLE REGRESSION woHoNw

Listwise Deletion of Missing Data
Equation Number 1 Dependent Variable.. WORKSPNO # IN-SERVICE JRSHOPS
Block mber 1. Method: Enter

DSEX DMISSEX DEXPER10O DEXPERZ0 DEXPERZ1 DMISEXFR DPRE DsSUP

Variable{s}) Entered on Step Number

1.. DsUP Dummy - Supplementary?
2.. DSEX Dummy -sex
3.. SSEX D y - Missing in sex?
.. SEXPR Dummy - Missing in experience?
5.. DEXPERZ1 Du y - over 20 years expereince 1n Jewil
6.. DEXPER10 Dummy - 6-10 years expereince in Jewish
7.. DE¥XPERZ20 Dummy - 11-20 years experience in Jewish
8.. DFRE Dummy - Pre-scheool?
Multiple .35011
R are .12258
Ad ;usted R Square .10758
Standard Error 3.0 4
Analysis of Variance
DF Sum of Squares Mean Square
Regre: .on 8 612.13329 76.51666
Residual 468 4381.71996 9.36265
F = 8.17254 Signif F = ,0000

—————————————————— Variables in the Equaticn ------------------

Variable B SE B Bel T 51g T

EX -.800373 .4110 ! -.08%057 -1.947 .0522
DMI 5% 3.305081 1.55050/ .093146 2.132 .033¢

XPER1O .8398380 .375310 .128045 2.395 .0170
DEX 0 1.179985 .398749 .1595324 2.%59 .0032
DEX 11 1.442888 .470314 .155909 2.068 ,0023
DMISEXPR 157213 1.1225:%8 .030052 .274 .5007
DP 2.311070 .384360 .327898 .013  .0000
DSUP .922659 .3580%90 .135214 2.577 _.0103
{Constant) 3.0598355 .399984 7T.649  .0000

— X (codke s //H '. /WC« o ee

| ch['\e 5

tor cc.'»v 1S dn w//\@/orafﬂa,\

(C/'\/\‘;\fql-’\i@ )f/ J/\/i J

—






-

“ 17 Jul 95 £ S for MS WIND | Release 6.0 page 50

* * MULTIPLE REGRESSION T oE ok ox

aation W er 1 Dependent Variable.. REKSPNO # IN-SERVICE WORSHOPS

—————————————————— Variables in the Equation -————=--====---—=-

Variable B SE B Beta T 8ig T

DSEX -.872045 .421344 -.097032 -2.070 .0390

DMISSEX 2.976995 1.608319 .083900 1.851 .0648

DEXPER1O .882089 -375147 .125639 2.351 .0191

DEXPER20 1.023827 .405903 .138422 2.522 .0120

1.085592 -485632 .117302 2.235 .0259

.818582 1.11¢ .032488 .731  .4651

DFERE 2.780787 .417 .394543 6.654 .00Q00

DSUP 1.320574 . 380083 .199253 1.474  .0006

.129837 .307470 .018989 .422  .8730

-.378736 1.044706 -.019757 -.363 .7171

1.c a0 .361202 .151269 2.903 .0039

DMISJWTR 1.413638 .910694 .083254 1.552 .1213

{Cx ant) 2.421550 -464539 5.213 .0000
————————————— vVariables not in t juation ----------——--
Variable Beta In Partial Min Teoler T Sig T
DCRR] .222781  .203854 .523848 4.481 .0000
5( -.032376 -.034648 .525980 -.746 _4586l
LVEL -.093479 -.098357 .523413 -2.127 .0340
SLEV1 -073236 .076588 .525634 1.653 .0990

d Block N er 2 All requested variables entered.
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L MULTIPLE REGRESSTION ok

Equation Number 1 Dependent Variable.. IRESENO # IN-SERVICE DJRSHOPS

—————————————————— Variables in the E- ition ---------------==-

variable B SE B Beta T Sig T
DSEX -.902935 .437251 -.100469 -2.065 .0395
£ 2.922098 1.6102¢ 082353 1.815 .0702

10 .880934 .375467 L1285 2.346 .0194

20 1.0, w07 .406639 .141150 2.567 .0106

21 1.089365 .487093 117710 2.236 ,0258

PR .858471 1.123009 .034071 L7664 . 4450
2.787129 .418939 . 395442 6.653 .0000

DSUP 1.35947%5 .409¢614 .205123 3.31% .0010
DFTINL .11 51 .378239 .015528 .302  .7e27
I [ -.650849%9 .61l8760 ~.046483 -1.052 .2934
DEDT! .129665 .308111 .019963 .421  .8741
DMISEDTR -.393412 1.045758 -. 020522 -.37¢ .706€9
DJEW" 1.046659 . 362720 .150889 Z2.88e .00411
DMIS. 1.468932 .912517 .086510 1.6102 .1081
{Constant) 2.4039476 .4B859756 920 .0000
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End Block Number 2 A1l requested variables entered.
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Some further thoughts to share with the author., They may suggest some ways to flesh out the
argument and develop the discussion and implications.

The author might want to connect the “facts” about Jewish teachers with a different interpretation
of what it means to have “professional” Jewish teachers. My own emphasis would be on
continuous learning rather than certification, but I'd be interested in how the author would think
about this 1sssue.

P. 3 - Do you mean “quantity” or “quality” of inservice activities?

The comparison between Jewish and secular education is not as clear-cut as the paper argues. Just
because public school teachers have professional preparation and a teaching license, it does not
automatically follow that they are motivated to continue learning or have high standards for
professional expertise and the knowledge that entails. If that were the case, the quality of teaching
in public schools would surely be better. So the issue of professional development may turn as
much on motivation and commitment on the part of the individual teacher and enabling conditions
such as expectations, a culture of leaming and professional study, on the part of the institution.

In general, I think that Jewish educators have a chance to “hook” teachers on meaningful leamning
perhaps even more than secular teachers. The traditional valuing of teachers, the clear recognition
that untrained teachers need to know more, the emphasis on learning and knowledge all reinforce
the need for teachers to study and learn and know. These are not necessarily the values that
surround public school teachers. So here we might think about the unique levers in Jewish
education that offer advantages not so readily available in secular education.

Inservice workshops may be part of the professional culture of teaching, but they have not been
very effective as a dominant form of continuing education for teachers. Mostly they are good for
raising consciousness or awareness. Without followup, one-shot workshops don’t have much
staying power. So again, the fact that they are a regular feature of the landscape in public
education doesn’t mean they are an effective tool. Still, I agree that 2 combination of incentives
and requirements (or expectations) can motivate continued learning.

Something you don’t get into but that is also important is the nature of the learning opportunities
made available to teachers. Given the part-time nature of the work, creating opportunities for
teachers to learn in and from teaching has potential for enhancing the quality of teaching/learming.
The research on effective professional development highlights such built-in opportunities along
with various forms of collaborative work among teacher.

Glad to see attention to the issue of quality of inservice opportunities. Given the limitations in the
background of teachers, the content of inservice seems as important as the format and structure.

1 think it’s important to emphasize that the meaning of “profession” may differ in Jewish
education where part-time teachers still see themselves as committed to a career and may take a
“professional” stance toward their work.



Certification must be framed in terms that relate to the actual work. Many people feel that
teaching credentials rest on minimal standards that do not help elevate the profession of teaching
in the public sphere. So rewards are part of it, but the standards themselves must be meaningful.
The trend toward performance assessment of teachers and the opportunity to apply for national
board certification are efforts to make certification more meaningful.

Communal certification - could be based on number of teachers with credentials or could be based
on the presence of a well-developed, institutionalized, responsive plan for the ongoing
development of teachers. In other words, we could promote the concept of a “leaming school”--a
place where both teachers and students are learning. This fits with the professional development
school literature.

You might want 1o reference the literature on effective professional development that TEI
participants have been reading (Little; Darling-Hammond; Lieberman).
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BACKGROUND AND TRAINING OF TEACHERS IN JEWISH SCHOOLS:
CURRENT STATUS AND LEVERS FOR CHANGE

ABSTRACT

This paper presents a secondary analysis of data from a survey of teachers in the Jewish
schools of three communities. Previous findings had shown that only 19% of teachers have
professional training in both Jewish content areas and in the field of education, and despite
incomplete professional backgrounds, little professional growth was required of teachers.
What can be done to enhance and expand professional growth activities for teachers in Jewish
schools? Analyses reported in this paper examine three possible "levers” for changing
standards for professional growth: state licensing requirements for pre-schools, state
requirements for continuing education among professionally-trained teachers, and community
incentives for training of supplementary school teachers. Results indicate that pre-school
teachers in state-licensed pre-schools and supplementary school teachers who were paid for
meeting a professional growth standard reported that they were required to attend more in-
service workshops, compared to other teachers who were not subject to these conditions. In
addition, standards for the quantity of in-service were higher among teachers who have
stronger Judaic backgrounds and who are committed to a career in Jewish education.






building the profession of Jewish education (along with mobilizing community support for
education) is essential for the improvement of 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). In 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 communities?
What mechanisms are available to improve it, and how will we know whether improvement
in the profession 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 this paper begins to address the issues by examining the current
professional backgrounds of teachers in Jewish schools as well as considering potential levers
for increasing teacher’s professional development activities.

Professional Preparation and Development in Jewish Education

Modemn conceptions of teaching emphasize formal, specialized preparation (e.g..
Sedlak, 1987). This preparation typically involves training in both pedagogy and subject
matter, as well as in the links between the two (Shulman, 1987). Moreover, teachers are
expected to maintain their subject matter and pedagogical skills through continuous
professional development. As Aron (1990, ﬁ: 6) explained, teachers need "to keep pace with

new developments in their field. The knowledge base of teaching has grown and



changed....Therefore, it would be imperative for veteran teachers to have mastery of this
new body of information, skills, and techniques." In Jewish education, where many teachers
lack formal preparation for their work, professional development is not a matter of keeping
pace, but of getting up to speed.

In public education, the profession of teaching is regulated by certification at the state
level. Although exceptions are made, generally states require formal preparation in the field
of education, including study of content knowledge and pedagogy, for teacher licensing. In
addition, many states require a set amount of professional development over a fixed period of
time for the renewal of one’s teaching license. In Jewish schools, because of a shortage of
certified teachers, it is often not possible to hire only teachers who are formally prepared in
their fields. Hence, the question of professional development becomes especially salient.

What circumstances lead to higher standards for the quantity of in-service activities
among teachers? On the one hand, schools with teachers who are more professionally
oriented may be able to place greater demands for professional growth of teachers. A staff
that is trained for Jewish education, holding degrees in education and in Jewish content
areas, and viewing Jewish education as a career. may create the kind of community that
allows professional norms to flourish, including more extensive professional development.

On the other hand, even without a highly professional staff, there may be conditions
that can increase the amount of professional development activity. In this paper we examine
three possible mechanisms, or levers for change, which may lead to more in-service
workshops. The particular mechanisms we explore were not chosen on theoretical grounds;

rather, they are the mechanisms we encountered in a study of three Jewish communities. We



found that communities and schools varied in their policies and in the conditions associated
with policies about staff development. This type of "natural experiment” can yield important
information about the prospects for increasing the demands for professional growth activities
in Jewish education. In the secular arena, in-service workshops are already part of the
professional culture of teaching (Sedlak, 1995). In the world of Jewish education, a
combination of incentives and requirements may lead to higher standards for the quantity of
professional development.
The possible levers we encountered were as follows:
(1) State certification for pre-schools. Most of the pre-schools in our study are
licensed or certified by the state, and certification requires a set amount of staff
development for teachers. For example, in one state teachers had to take 18 hours of
in-service per year for a school to maintain its certification. Other states had different
requirements but all demanded some level of in-service among teachers to maintain
certification. Consequently, one may expect to find higher rates of in-service training
among pre-school teachers compared to other teachers, and we reported this pattern in
our earlier work (Gamoran et al., 1994). Here we test this interpretation by
comparing in-service training in the pre-schools that are not certified to those that are.
We expect to find higher rates of in-service required in state-certified pre-schools.
(2) State in-service requirements for re-licensing. The communities we studied are
located in three different states. One state requires that licensed K-12 teachers engage
in 180 hours of workshop training over a five-year period in order to be re-licensed.

Another state requires 100 hours of in-service over the same period. The third state



has no such mandate. Are Judaica teachers in Jewish schools responsive to these
mandates? Even if teachers on average are not affected by these requirements, one
may expect that teachers who are professionally trained would keep up with licensing
requirements.
(3) Federation incentives for supplementary teachers. In one community, the
Jewish federation (communal institution for fundraising and program support)
provides an extra incentive to encourage in-service attendance among supplementary
school teachers. Teachers who attend at least 4 workshops in a year (3 for those who
teach only on Sundays) receive a special stipend. In addition, supplementary schools
in which at least three-quarters of the teachers meet the in-service standards receive
funds from the federation. Thus, the incentive program encourages not just individual
but school-wide professional growth. If these incentives are effective, we would
expect to find that supplementary school teachers reported more required workshops
in this community than in the other two.
Data and Methods
Data from this paper are drawn from two data sources: A survey of teachers, and
intensive interviews with a sample of teachers and other educators. The surveys and
interviews were conducted in the three CIJE Lead Communities: Atlanta, Baltimore, and
Milwaukee, in 1992 and 1993. All Judaica teachers in day schools, supplementary schools,
and pre-schools were asked to respond to the survey, and a response rate of 82% (983/1192
teachers in total) was obtained. Formal in-depth interviews were carried out with 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.

Statistical Methods

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 simiiar than they were different. Also, our results are largely consistent with surveys
carried out in other communities, where comparable data are available (Gamoran et al;
1996a). 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 seiting: day school, supplementary
school, and pre-school.

We present both descriptive and analytic results. The descriptive results are cross-
tabulations of background and training variables by setting. The analytic results derive from
ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions aimed at sorting out predictors of the extent of
required in-service training.

The analyses rely primarily on survey responses. Information froin interviews helped
us frame our analytic questions -- in particular, they allowed us to discern the levers for
change examined in the regressions -- and they helped us understand the survey findings

more thoroughly.



Variables

Most variables indicate aspects of teachers” backgrounds and experiences. These
were drawn from surveys. Others provide information about the settings in which teachers
work. These came from survey administration records.

Workshop attendance. The dependent variable for this study derives from teachers’

responses to the questions, "Were you required to attend in-service workshops during the
past two years? If so, how many?" Only teachers who were required to attend at least one
workshop are included in the analyses, and first year teachers are excluded because of the
two-year time frame implied by the question. This resulted in an effective sample size of
726 teachers. About 15% of teachers who were required to attend workshops failed to
indicate how many, and these are treated as missing and excluded from the analyses,
resulting in a sample of 574 teachers, or 85% of the eligible cases. On average, teachers in
our sample said they were required to attend 4.75 workshops over a two-year period.
(Means and standard deviations of ali variables are listed in the appendix.)

Ideally one would like to know how many workshops teachers actually attended,
whether required or not, in addition to how many were required. Unfortunately this was not
asked in the Lead Community surveys. Future versions of the survey will include an
additional question that addresses this distinction (Gamoran et al., 1596b).

Background variables. We employed several measures to take account of differences
among teachers in their professional backgrounds. Teachers indicated their years of
experience in Jewish education. To allow for possible non-linear effects, we divided
experience into four categories: 5 years or less, 6-10 years, 11-20 years, and 21 years or

more. An additional category indicates persons with missing data on experience. (We used



this strategy of dummy categories for missing data for all independent vaniables in the
regression analyses.)

Teachers also responded to questions about how much schooling they had, what their
majors were, and whether they were certified in Jewish education. For this study, we
defined "training in education” as a university or teachers’ institute degree in education. We
defined “training in Jewish studies" as a college or seminary degree in Jewish studies, or as
certification in Jewish education.

We used two measures to indicate teachers’ professional orientation. First, we asked
whether teachers think of their work in Jewish education as a career. Second, we asked
teachers about their plans for the future, and from this item we constructed a single indicator
for teachers who said they plan to leave Jewish education in the near future. Presumably it
would be possible to demand more in-service work from teachers who are onented to Jewish
education as a career, and are not planning on leaving the field.

Finally, teachers reported their sex, and this is indicated by a dummy vanable with 1
= male and 0 = female.

Context and policy variables. Dummy variables are used to distinguish among
teachers in day schools, supplementary schools, and pre-schools. Teachers who taught in
more than one setting (about 20% of all respondents) are counted in the setting in which they
taught the most hours.

For pre-school teachers only, we created an indicator to distinguish among schools
that are certified by the state and those that are not (certified = 1, not certified = 0). For

supplementary school teachers only, we created an indicator for the one community with an



incentives program for in-service workshops (incentives program = 1, others = (). For all
teachers, we created indicators of the amount of in-service required for re-licensing: 180
hours and 100 hours are compared to the reference category of no in-service requirement.
Results

First we present descriptive information on teachers’ professional backgrounds in
education and Judaica. Then we examine possible mechanisms for raising levels of required
in-service training in Jewish education.
Descriptive Results

What sort of professional training in Jewish education characterizes teachers in the
three communities? Overall, Table 1 shows that only 19% of teachers in Jewish schools are
formally trained in both education and in Jewish studies. Thirty-five percent were trained in
education but not Jewish studies, and another 12% were trained in Jewish studies but not
education. This leaves a significant minority -- 34% -- with no formal preparation in either
field. Table 1 further shows, not surprisingly, that day school teachers more often have
training in Jewish studies than teachers in other schools, and that day school and pre-schooi
teachers more often have professional backgrounds in education than teachers in
supplementary schools (combine rows 1 and 2 in Table 1). However, the greater proportion
of teachers trained in education in day and pre-schools reflects one- and two-year degrees
from teacher training programs as well as university degrees in education. If non-university
programs were excluded, day school and pre-school teachers would have formal backgrounds

in education similar to that of supplementary teachers.
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Further analysis shows that the dearth of formal training is not compensated by
extensive in-service education. Table 2 shows that (excluding first-year teachers) day school
teachers were required to attend an average of 3.8 workshops during the two-year period,
supplementary teachers averaged 4.4, and pre-school teachers were required on average to
attend just 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 professionally trained. What can be done to raise standards for the quantty
of in-service training?

Analytic Results

Table 3 explores background differences in required workshop attendance. The first
column shows a trend for experience that is roughly linear, with teachers who are more
experienced reporting more workshops. In addition, one can see in the first column that
controlling for sex and experience, pre-school teachers still reported 2.36 more workshops
than day school teachers (the reference category), and supplementary teachers reported .66
more workshops on average. Thus, the pattern that emerged in Table 2 is maintained in
multivariate analyses.

The second column presents results for the same model with the additional effects of
pre-service training. Teachers with formal preparation in education did not report more 1n-
service workshops, but teachers who are trained in Jewish studies reporied that they were
required to attend 1.02 workshops more than teachers without such training. The third

column of Table 3 shows that teachers who think of Jewish education as their career reported
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more workshops and teachers who plan to leave the field reported fewer workshops than
other teachers. Note also that the initial effects of experience appear to diminish in the
second and third columns of Table 3. This pattern suggests that more experienced teachers
reported more workshops because they tend to be better trained in Jewish studies and more
oriented to a career in Jewish education, two conditions that are obviously connected to
longevity in the profession and apparently related to in-service standards as well.

Does the higher rate of reported workshops among pre-school teachers reflect state
licensing requirements, as the interviews led us to conclude? To further probe this
interpretation, we present in Table 4 the results of a regression that is restricted to pre-school
teachers, and which includes an indicator of state-certified pre-schools. As Table 4 shows,
teachers in certified schools reported 3.35 more workshops, a substantial difference
considering that the average for pre-school teachers was 6.2 (see Table 2). As in the full-
sample analysis, career-oriented pre-school teachers reported more workshops, and those
planning to leave reported fewer, although the latter coefficient is not statistically significant
due to the smaller number of cases when the sample is restricted to pre-school teachers.
(Sex is excluded from the pre-school analysis because all but one of the pre-school teachers
are female.)

Do state requirements for re-licensing of trained teachers encourage higher levels of
required workshops? Table 5 indicates the answer is no. This analysis, restricted to day
school teachers, shows that teachers in states requiring 180 hours or 100 hours of workshop
training for re-licensing did not report more workshops than teachers in the state without a

fixed workshop requirement. The second column of Table 5 shows that even day school
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teachers who are formally trained in the field of education did not report more workshops
when they worked in states that required many hours of workshops for re-licensing. These
results may indicate that day school Judaica teachers do not see themselves as bound by the
norms of the general teaching force in the state.

Finally, did the federation-sponsored incentives program encourage higher rates of
required workshops? The regression reported in Table 6, restncted to supplementary
teachers, shows that teachers who encountered the incentives program reported an average of
2.52 more workshops than supplementary schoois in the other two communities, where such
federation programs are not in place.

In additional analyses (not shown), we relaxed sample restrictions that excluded first-
year teachers and those who said no workshops were required, and conducted a logistic
regression analysis to distinguish between those who said no workshops were required versus
those who said at least one was required. (The logistic procedure is required for a
dichotomous outcome, as explained by Agresti, 1990.) These analyses preduced the same
pattern of results about levers for change as did our OLS regression on the quantity of
workshops required: teachers in certified pre-schools were more likely to report that
workshops were required, as were supplementary teachers with special in-service incentives,
but state licensing requirements for K-12 teachers were unrelated 10 whether any workshops
were required or not.

Discussion
This study shows that teachers in three Jewish communities have relatively little

formal preparation for their work in Jewish schools. Moreover, they are not typically held
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to high standards for professional development. However, it appears there are policies that
may raise the quantity of in-service. Teachers who are trained in Jewish studies and who are
oriented towards a career in Jewish education reported more required workshops. This
finding suggests that standards for professional development could be raised by recruiting
teachers who are committed to the profession. Better recruitment is an appropriate goal, but
it remains a major challenge in light of the relatively small number of opportunities to obtain
formal preparation for teaching in Jewish education (Davidson, 1990).

Teachers in certified pre-schools reported substantially more required workshops than
teachers in other pre-schools. Could this type of policy be implemented in supplementary
schools, and in the Judaica divisions of day schools? Where would cenification standards
come from? One answer is from the community level -- the federation or central agency
might certify schools whose teachers engage in specified levels of professional growth. For
this certification to be meaningful, however, it must be accompanied by some sort of
rewards. Parents of pre-school children take certification into account when cboosing a
school, but this logic does not hold when one is choosing a supplementary school. However,
it may be possible to raise parents’ expectations so that they seek out supplementary schools
and day schools with higher standards for professional growth. In addition, other incentives
such as financial support might induce school to seek communal certification.

Although certification of pre-schools made a difference, re-licensing requirements for
K-12 teachers did not. In one sense these results may reflect the particular question we
asked on the survey, which concerned required workshops instead of any workshops teacbers

may have attended. Teachers who are meeting individual re-licensing standards may not
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In the world of secular education, professional development for
teachers is increasingly recognized as an important element of edu-
cational reform (Sedlak 1987). In fact, adequate opportunity for
professional growth was recently added to the list of national goals
for U.S. schools (Borman et al. 1996). What is the status of profes-
sional growth for teachers in religious education? In this paper, we
explore this question for the case of teachers in Jewish schools, in-
cluding day schools, supplementary schools (aftermoon and/or
weekend), and pre-schools.

Recent research at the Council for Initiatives in Jewish Educa-
tion (CIJE) shows that only a small proportion of teachers in [ewish
schools in three communities are formally prepared in both Jewish
studies and in the field of education (Gamoran et al. 1994). Here,
we present selected findings from the CIE research. In addition,
we provide new findings by exploring mechanisms that may raise
standards for the quantity of in-service teacher training in Jewish
schouls. These levers include state licensing requirements for pre-
schools, state requirements for continuing education among profes-
sionally-trained teachers, and community incentives for in-service
training of supplementary teachers.

BACKGROUND

In 1990 the Commission on Jewish Education in North America
released A Time to Act, a report on the status and prospects of Jew-
ish education. The report concluded that building the profession of
Jewish education (along with mobilizing community support for ed-
ucation) is essential for the improvement of teaching and learning
in Jewish schools. TI  conclusion rested on the best available as-
sessment of the field at that time: “well-trained and dedicated edu-
cators are needed for every area of Jewish education. . . . to mo-
tivate and engage children and their parents [and] to create the
necessary educational materials and methods™ (49). In response, the
Commission created the CIJE, whose mandate includes establish-
ing 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 communities? What mechanisms are available to improve it,
and how will we know whether improvement in the profession train-
ing of teachers fosters better teaching and learning? These questions
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cannot be addressed fully—in particular, no data are available on the
links between training, teaching, and learning—but this paper begins
to address the issues by examining the current professional back-
grounds of teachers in Jewish schools as well as considering potential
levers for increasing teacher’s professional development activities.

PROFESSIONAL PREPARATION AND
DEVELOPMENT IN JEWISH EDUCATION

Modern conceptions of teaching emphasize formal, specialized
preparation (for example, Scdlak 1987). This preparation typically
involves training in both pedagogy and subject matter, as well as in
the links between the two (Shulman 1987). Moreover, teachers are
expected to maintain their subject matter and pedagogical skills
through continuous professional development. As Aron {1990, 6)
explained, teachers need “to keep pace with new developments in
their field. The knowledge base of teaching has grown and changed.
. - . Therefore, it would be imperative for veteran teachers to have
mastery of this new body of information, skills, and techniques.” In
Jewish education, where many teachers lack formal preparation for
their work, professional development is not a matter of keeping
pace, hut of getting up to speed.

In pul :education, the profession of t  hing is regulated by
certification at the state level. Although exceptions are made, gen-
erally states require formal preparation in the field of education, in-
cluding study of content knowledge and pedagogy. for teacher li-
censing. ln addition, many states require a set amount of
professional development over a fixed period of time for the re-
newal of one’s teaching license. In Jewish schools, because of a
shortage of certified teachers, it is often not possible to hire only
teachers who are formally prepared in their fields. Hence, the ques-
tion of professional development becomes especially salient.

What circumstances lead to higher standards for the quantity of
in-service activities among teachers? On the one hand, schools with
teachers who are more professionally oriented may be able to place
greater demands for professional growth of teachers. A staff that is
trained for Jewish education, holding degrees in education and in
Jewish content areas, and viewing Jewish education as a career, may
create the kind of community that allows professional norms to
flourish, including more extensive professional development.

On the other hand, even without a highly professional staff,
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fundraising and program support) provides an extra incentive to en-
courage in-service attendance among supplementary school teach-
ers. Teachers who attend at least 4 workshops in a year (3 for those
who teach only on Sundays) receive a special stipend. In addition,
supplementary schools in which at least three-quarters of the teach-
ers meet the in-service standards receive funds from the federation.
Thus, the incentive program encourages not just individual but
school-wide professional growth. Il these incentives are effective.
we would expect to find that supplementary school teachers re-
ported more required workshops in this community than in the
other two.

DATA AND METHODS

Data from this paper are drawn from two data sources: A survey
of teachers, and intensive interviews with a sample of teachers and
other educators. The surveys and interviews were conducted in the
three CIJE Lead Communities: Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee,
in 1992 and 1993. All Judaica teachers in day schools, supplemen-
tary schools, and pre-schools were asked to respond to the survey,
and a response rate of 82% (983/1192 teachers in total} was ob-
tained. Formal in-depth interviews were carried out with 125 edu-
cators. including teachers and education directors of day schools,
supplementary schools, and pre-schools, as well as central agency
stafl and Jewish educatc  in higher education. The survey and in-
terviews covered a wide variety of issues, such as teachers’ back-
ground and training, earnings and henefits, and careers of Jewish
educators. Only matters of background and formal training are ad-
dressed in this paper.

Statistical Methods

For the most part, we combine data from all three communities
for our survey analyses. Despite some differences between commau-
nities, on the whole the results were far more similar than they were
different. Also, our results are largely consistent with surveys car-
ried out in other communities, where comparable data are available
{CGamoran et al. 1996a). 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 commu-
nities, we will generally break down the data by setting: day school,
supplementary school, and pre-school.
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We present both descriptive and analytic results. The descrip-
tive results are cross-tabulations of background and training vari-
ables by setting. The analytic results derive from ordinary least
squares (OLS) regressions aimed at sorting out predictors of the ex-
tent of required in-service training,

The analyses rely primarily on survey responses. Information
from interviews helped us frame our analytic questions—in partic-
ular, they allowed us to discern the levers for change examined in
the regressions—and they helped us understand the survey findings
more thoroughly.

Vaniables

Most variables indicate aspects of teachers’ backgrounds and ex-
periences. These were drawn from surveys. Others provide infor-
mation about the settings in which teachers work. These came from
survey administration records.

Workshop attendance. The dependent variable for this study de-
rives from teachers’ responses to the questions, “Were you required
to attend in-service workshops during the past two years? If so, how
many?” Only tear s who were required to attend at least one
worksbop are included in the analyses, and first vear teachers are
excluded because of the two-year time frame lmphed by the ques-
tion. This resulted in an effective sample size of 726 teachers. About
15% of teachers who were required to attend workshops failed to
indicate how many, and these are treated as missing and excluded
from the analyses, resulting in a sample of 574 teachers, or 85% of
the eligible cases. On average, teachers in our sample said they
were required to attend 4.75 workshops over a two-year period.
(Means and standard deviations of all variables are listed in the ap-
pendix.)

Ideally one would like to know how many workshops teachers
actually attended, whether required or not, in addition to how many
were required. Unfortunately this was not asked in the Lead Com-
munity surveys. Future versions of the survey will include an addi-
tional question that addresses this distinction (Gamoran et al.
1996b).

Background variables. We employed several measures to take
account of differences among teacbers in their professional back-
grounds. Teachers indicated their years of experience in Jewish ed-
ucation. To allow for possible non-linear effects, we divided experi-
ence into four categories: 5 years or less, 6-10 years, 11-20 years,
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and 21 years or more. An additional category indicates persons with
missing data on experience. (We used this strategy of dummy cate-
gories for missing data for all independent variables in the regres-
sion analyses.)

Teachers also responded to questions about how much school-
ing they had, what their majors were, and whether they were certi-
fied in Jewish education. For this study, we defined “training in ed-
ucation” as a university or teachers” institute degree in education.
We defined “training in Jewisb studies” as a college or seminary de-
gree in Jewish studies, or as certification in Jewish education.

We used two measures to indicate teachers' professional orien-
tation. First, we asked whether teachers think of their work in Jew-
ish education as a career. Second, we asked teachers about their
plans for the future, and from this item we constructed a single in-
dicator for teachers who said they plan to leave Jewish education in
the near future. Presumably it would be possihle to demand more
in-service work from teachers who are oriented to Jewish education
as a career, and are not planning on leaving the field.

Finally, teachers reported their sex, and this is indicated by a
dummy variable with 1 = male and 0 = female.

Context and policy variables. Dummy variables are used to dis-
tinguish among teachers in day schools, supplementany schools, and
pre-schools. Teachers who taught in more than one setting (about
20% of all respondents) are counted in the setting in which they
taught the most hours.

For pre-school teachers only, we created an indicator to distin-
guish among schc ; that are certified by the state and those that
are not {certified = 1, not certified = 0). For supplementary school
teachers only, we created an indicator for the one comn ity with
an incentives program for in-service workshops (incentive. program
= 1, others = 0). For all teachers, we created indicators of the
amount of in-service required for re-licensing: 180 hours and 100
hours are compared to the reference category of no in-service re-
quirement.

RESULTS

First we present descriptive information on teachers’ profes-
sional backgrounds in education and Judaica. Then :examine pos-
sible mechanisms for raising levels of required in-service training in
Jewish education.
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Descriptive Results

What sort of professional training in Jewish education charac-
terizes teachers in the three communities? Overall, Table 1 shows
that only 19% of teachers in Jewish schools are formaily trained in
both education and in Jewish studies. Thirty-five percent were
trained in education but not Jewi. studies, and another 12% were
trained in Jewish studies but not education. This leaves a significant
minority—34%—with no formal preparation in either field.

Table 1 further shows, not surprisingly, that day school teachers
more often have training in Jewish studies than teachers in other
schools, and that day school d pre-school teachers more often
have professional backgrounds in education than teachers in sup-
plementary schools (combine rows 1 and 2 in Table 1). However,
the greater proportion of teachers trained in education in day and
pre-schoals reflects one- and two-year degrees from teacher train-
ing programs as well as university degrees in education. If non-uni-
versity programs were excluded, day school and pre-school teachers
would have formal hackgrounds in education similar to that of sup-
plementary teachers.

Further analysis shows that the dearth of formal training is not
compensated by extensive in-service education. Table 2 shows that
(excluding first-year teachers) day school teachers were required to
attend an average of ! workshops during the two-year period, sup-
plementary teachers averaged 4.4, and pre-school teachers were re-
quired on average to attend just 6.2 workshops over a two-year perio

TABLE L.
Professional Training of Teachers  Jewish Schools
Day Supplementary  Pre- all
School School School  Sch

Trained in Education

and Jewish Studies 5% 13% 9% 19%
Trained in Education Only 24%: 32% S50% I5%
Trained in Jewish Studies Only  25% 11% 3% 12%
Trained in Neither Education 16% 4% 8% 34%

Nor Jewish Studies
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TABLE 2,
Average Number of Workshops Teachers in Jewish Schools
Were Required to Attend

Average Number of Workshops
in the Past Two Years

Day Schocls 38
Supplementary Schools 44
Ere-Schools 6.2
All Schools 48

Note. Figures include only those teachers who said they were required to attentd workshops.
and exclude first-vear teachers,

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 professionally
trained. What can be donc to raise standards for the quantity of in-
service training?

Analytic Results

Table 3 explores hackground differences in required workshop
attendance. The first column shows a trend for experience that is
roughly linear, with teachers who are more experienced reporting
more workshops. In addition, one can see in the first column that
controlling for sex and experience. pre-schoo! teachers still reported
2.36 more workshops than day school teachers (the reference cate-
gory), and supplementary teachers reported .66 more workshops on
average. Thus, the pattern that emerged in Table 2 is maintained in
inultivariate analyses.

The second column presents results for the same model with the
additional effects of pre-service training. Teachers with formal
preparation in education did not report more m-service workshops,
but teachers who are trained in Jewish studies reported that they
were required to attend 1.02 workshops more than teachers without
such training, The third column of Tahle 3 shows that teachers who
think of Jewish education as their career reported more workshops
and teachers who plan to leave the field reported fewer workshops
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TABLE 3
Differences among indmduals and settings in number of workshops teachers re-
ported ¥ were requred to attend

Independent Vanable
Sex (Male=1) -61 - 74 - 86°
(39) { 39) ( 39)
Expenence 6-10 years 48 45 16
(33) ( 35) { 35)
Expenence 11-20 years Bl 67 26
(37} ( 38) {39)
Expenence 21+ years 102 69 M
{43) { 45) ( 45)
Tramned m Education -02 -11
{ 29 {29}
Tramned in Jewsh Studhes 102 60
{33) {34)
Jewish Education 15 a Curcer 130°"
{ 94}
Will Leave Jewish Education -100°
{ 50
Pre-school 2 36** 276 2 65
t 36) (39} { 38)
Supplementary Schoot 66° gge* 119°°
{ 33) (35} { 35)
Constant 337" 2 89 2 54*"
(37} { 43) { 44)
R’ 09 10 13

*p< 05°°p< 01

MNates Metne regression coeffiaents with standard errors i parentheses N+%74 teachers
Equanon also wchides controls for mussing data on sex expenence amng 1 educabon
traming 1o Jewish studies career and plan to Jeave Jewish education

than other teachers. Note also that the initial effects of experience
appear to diminish in the second and third columns of T le 3. This
pattern suggests that more experienced teachers reported more
workshops because they tend to be better trained in Jewish studies
and more oriented to a career in Jewish education, two conditions
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that are obviously connected to longevity in the profession and ap-
parently related to in-service standards as well

Does the higher rate of reported workshops among pre-school
teachers reflect state licensing requirements, as the interviews led
us to conclude? To further probe this interpretation, we present in
Table 4 the results of a regression that 1s restricted to pre-school
teachers, and which includes an indicator of state-certified pre-
schools. As Table 4 shows, teachers in certified schools reported
3 35 more workshops, a substantial difference considering that the
average for pre-school teachers was 6.2 (see Table 2} As in the full-

TABLE 4
Differences between certified and uncertified pre-schools wn the number of work-
shops teachers reported they were required to attend

Independent Varabie

Expenence 6-10 years -8l
{ 82)
Expenence 11-20 years — 54
4}
Expenence 21+ years -74
{118}
Traized 1n Education 09
1 B7)
Tramned in Jewish Studies 39
L 93}
Jewish Education 1s a Career 153
i 73}
Wil Leave Jewish Education ~17
{118;
Certafied Pre-school 334
(100)
Constant 274
{117}
Adjusted R’ 08

pe< 05°°p < 01

Notes Metnc regression cocfficrents with standard errors in parentheses N=169 teachers
Equation elso includes contrals for mussing data on expenence traning ws education ban-
mg in Jewash stuches career and plan ta lease Jewish education
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sample analysis, career-oriented pre-school teachers reported more
workshops, and those planning to leave reported fewer, although
the latter coefficient is not statistically significant due to the smaller
number of cases when the sample is restricted to pre-school teach-
ers. (Sex is excluded fr-— the pre-school analysis because all but
one of the pre-school teachers are female.)

Do state requirements for re-licensing of trained teachers en-
courage higher levels of required workshops? Table 5 indicates the
answer is no. This analysis, restricted to day school teachers, shows
that teachers in states requiring 180 hours or 100 hours of workshop
training for re-licensing did not report more workshops than teach-
ers in the state without a fixed workshop requirement. The second
column of Table 5 shows that even day school teachers who are for-
mally trained in the field of education did not report more work-
shops wben they worked in states that required many hours of
warkshops for re-licensing. These results may indicate that day
school Judaica teachers do not see themselves as bound by the
norms of the general teaching force in the state.

Finally, did the federation-sponsored incentives program en-
courage higher rates of required workshops? The regression re-
ported in Table 6, restricted to supplementary teachers, shows that
teachers who encountered the incentives program reported an aver-
age of 2.52 more workshops than supplementary schools in the other
two communities, where such federation programs are not in place.

In additional analyses (not shown), we relaxed sample restric-
tions that excluded first-year teachers and those who said no work-
shops were required, and conducted a logistic regression analysis to
distinguish between tt e who said no workshops were required
versus those who said at least one was required. (The logistic pro-
cedure is required for a dichotomous outcome, as explained by
Agresti 1990.) These analyses produced the same pattern of results
about levers for change as did our OLS regression on the quantity
of workshops required: teachers in certified pre-schools were more
likely to report that workshops were required, as were supplemen-
tary teachers with special in-service incentives, but state Licensing
requirements for K-12 teachers were unrelated to whether any
workshops were required or not.

DISCUSSION

This study shows that teachers in three Jewish communities
have relatively Little formal preparation for their work in Jewish
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TABLE 5
Differences 1n the number of workshops dav school teachers were required to at-
tend in states with different professional growth requirements for relicensing

Independent Vanable
Sex (Male=1) ~107"° -105°
{ 45} ( 46}
Expenence 6-10 years 162¢ 161"
{ 64) (64)
Expenence 11-20 years | P 111
( 62) { 62}
Expenence 21+ years 161 162°
{67) {67)
Traned in Education - 32 21
{42} { 49}
Tramed 1 Jewish Studies 23 -20
( 49} {53)
Jewish Education 1s a Career -25 -2
(3N { 58)
Will Leave Jewish Educaton -65 - 60
{ 94} (95}
180 Hours Requred lor Re-License -0B -1I1
{5 (92)
180 Hours Required for Re-License -6 -03
{ 46) (76}
180 Hours X Trained 1in Education 03
(114)
100 Hours X Trained in Educaton -51
93
Constant 326 3 ig9**
( 66) { 68)
Adjusted R? 05 04

‘p< 03°°p < 01

Notes Metne regression coefficients wath standard errors sn parentheses N=176 day school
teachers Equanon also mcludes contruls for missing data on sev expenence tramng 10 ed
ueation tramng i jewish studies career and plan to leave Jewsh educanon
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TABLE 6
Number of workshops supplementary schoo] teachers were required to attend in a
communnty that offered incentives for attendance, compared to other communities

Independent Vanable
Sex {Male=1} -13
( 46}
Expenence 6-10 years 58
{ 42)
Expenence 11-20 years 111°
{ 49
Experience 21+ years 84
{57}
Tramned in Education - 06
{37}
Traned in Jewash Studies 81
(44)
Jewash Education is a Career 119-*
{ 38;
Wil] Leave Jewish Educabon -53
(57}
Commumty Incentives for Workshops 292"
{ 35}
Constant 217
(33}
Adyusted R 30

*p< 05°°p < 0l

Notes Metnc regression coeflicients with standard errors in parentheses N=229 supple
mentary school teachers Equation also includes controls for missing dats on sex expenence
trmmung n educahon traiming in Jewash studies career and plan to leave Jewash education

schools. Moreover, they are not typically held to high standards for
professional development. However, it appears there are policies
that may raise the quantity of in-service. Teachers who are trained
in Jewish studies and who are oriented towards a careerin |« h
education reported more required workshops This finding suggests
that standards for professional development could be raised by re-
cruwhng teachers who are committed to the profession Better re-



548 THAINING OF TEACHERS IN JEWISH SCHOOLS

cruitment is an appropriate goal, but it remains a major challenge in
light of the relatively small number of opportunities to obtain for-
mal preparation for teaching in Jewish education (Davidson 1990).

Teachers in certified pre-schools reported substantially more re-
quired workshops than teachers in other pre-schools. Could this
type of policy be implemented in supplementary schools, and in the
Judaica divisions of day schools? Where would certification stan-
dards come from? One answer is from the community level--the
federation or central agency might certify schools whose teachers
engage in specified levels of professional growth. For this certifica-
tion to be meaningful, however, it must be accompanied by some
sort of rewards. Parents of pre-school children take certification
into account when choosing a school, but this logic dues not hold
when one is choosing a supplementary school. However, it may be
possible to raise parents’ expectations so that they seek out supple-
mentary schools and day schools w  higher standards for profes-
sional growth. In addition, other incentives such as financial support
might induce schools to seek communal certification.

Although certification of pre-schools made a difference, re-li-
censing requirements for K-12 teachers did not. In one sense these
results may reflect the particular question we asked on the survey,
which concemed required workshops instead of any workshops
teachers may have attended. Teachers who are meeting individual
re-licensing standards may not have thought of the workshops they
attended as required. Another interpretation of the results is that
rewards and sanctions aimed at individuals are ineffective, but in-
centives or schools have more impact, as in the case of pre-schools.

Finally, supplementary teachers reported more workshops in
the community that had an incentives program. This finding sug-
gests that incentives for both individuals and schools affect teachers’
professional growth in a positive way. Hence, we conclude that in-
centives for individuals can be effective, if the incentives are mean-
ingful (for example, a cash stipend, as in this case).

This paper addresses only the quantity of in-service education.
The question of quality is at least as important, if not more so. Al-
though one-day workshops are common in secular education, their
effectiveness as a tool for professional development has been ques-
tioned. It is essential to consider recent ideas about creating more
effective opportunities for professional growth (for example, Sparks
1995), at the same time as one thinks about raising the amount of
in-service to which teachers are held.
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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 en-
deavor. The results of this study suggest two mechanisms—commu-
nity incentives and certification of schools—that can increase the
professional growth activities of teachers in Jewish schools.
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APPENDIX

Means and Standard Deviations of Vanables

Standard
Mean Deuiation
Number of Workshops 475 33
Sex {(Male=1) 15 36
Expenence 2-5 years 27 44
Expenence 6-10 years a1 46
Expenence 11-20 years 25 43
Expencnce 21+ years 15 36
Tramned in Education o4 50
Traned in Jewish Studies a2 47
Jewash Education 1s a Career 62 49
Will Leave jewish Education ar 26
Day School 3 46
Supplementary School 40 49
Pre-school 29 45
Accredited Pre-school 26 44
Missing Sex 0i 11
Missing Expenence 02 15
Missing Trained m Edueation (5] 19
Missing Traned m Jewish Studies 04 20
Missing Career 02 14
Missing Plans to Leave 05 22

Note N = 574 teachers
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preliminany school repon cards - page 2

¢ student growth in reading and mathematics, measured by year-to-year improvements in
achicvement:

s closing gaps for reading and mathematics achievement and graduation. based on the
performance of specific student groups (English-language leamers, low-income students,
students with disabilities, and students from racial or ethnic groups and their peers); and

s  on-track and postsecondary readiness, which uses; Juation or atiendance rates. third-
prade reading achievement, eighth-grade mathematics achievement. and ACT parnicipation
and performance as predictors of college and career readiness,

“These preliminary report cards provide valuable information for parents and educators as a foundation
helping all of our schools improve and | encourage looking beyond the score or rating,” Evers said. “Wl  as, the
majority of schools meet or exceed expecta 15, delailed report cards provide data that will help them get even or”

Wisconsin issued 2011-12 prelim  ry report cards for 2.1 18 public schools. including 21 independent
chanier schools, Sixty-cight schools reccis ed an accountability index rating of significantly exceeds expectations.

For the other rating categories. 637 schools exceed expectations. 906 schools mevt expectations, 190 schoots meet
few expectations. and 76 schools fail 10 meet expectations. About 11 percent of sehools {241) were not rated
because they are new schools or alternative schools that are too small or lack sufficient assessment data to receive an

overall accounlability rating.

The annual scheol repen cards were based on the work o' the

District and School A bility Design T d federa Quick Facts

LT untability

istrict and School Acco ility Design Team an era « Report carts for 2,118 pubic schools

requirements. They were developed (0 be both informatis e and useful. « Multiple measures used for
accountability

For schoals that meet few or fail to meet expectations, funding will be « Results from Wisconsin Student

Assassment Systemn {WSAS orted on

sought to develop a statewide sy stem of support W provide resources for
= P - PP P new college and career-resuy

implementing reforms that help all students 10 graduate college and proficiency levels
+ New assessments begin in 2014-
career ready. I funded, futurc plans also will include resources to — For grades 3-8 from !
disseminale best practices in schouls exceeding expeclations. When Balanced Assessment n
— For high school from ORE,
implemented. the statewide Student Information System {515} will PLAN, ACT, and Worl_ __, _,

prosvide more data on career and technical education coursework and
certifications 10 expand career readiness measurcs.

The overall accountability score is not a percent correct. The lour priority arca scores are combined
determine an accountability rating. Scores in the four priority areas can be compared against the slaic average for
similarly configured schools. Schools have a review period during which possible data-related issues may be

presented 1o the Departiment of Public Instruction te adjust accounlability scores or ratings.

{more)
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“We worked with parents. educalors, and members of the business communily as well as the District and
School Accountability Design Team 1o develop Wisconsin®s new school report cards so they would be fair. reliable.
and understandable,” Evers said. “The reporl cards reflect a better. more comprehensive way of measuring schools’
effectiveness at helping our students graduate ready for college and career.”

In addition to secking legislative approval for the ACT suite of assessments tor high school. legislation also
will be sought o bring all publicly funded schools — private s 3ls in the Milwaukee and Racine school choice

programs — into lhe accountability and report card systems. Assessment res . for the Milwaukee Parental Choice

Program and the Parental Private School Choice Program in Racine. computed on new college and career-ready

proficiency levels, are availabie online at htip://dpi.wi.gov/oea mpep results.himl.

REn

NOTE: To view school repon cards. visit the department’s Accountability Reform website hitp://dpi.wi.govioea/acct

faecountability.html. Click on the box for 20§1-12 School Report Cards. The Acceuntability Reform website also has

additional information about Wisconsin’s new accountability system. This news release is available electronically at
vidpiwi.govieis/pdi/dpinr2042 117.pdl.





