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Dear Adam: 

As I believe I indicated in my last letter, Aaron and I are completing a 
report in Hebrew to the Ministry of Education which summarizes some of our 
findings concerning junior high school implemented curricula in 3 sectors 
(Jewish secular, Jewish religious and Arab/Druse) as well as a paper we 
are preparing to prese·nt at the upcoming ASA meetings in the summer. 

We thought that this is an opportune moment to briefly summarize and 
comment on what emerges from a comparison of orthodox/non-orthodox (ace to 
your definition) schools concerning the scope and nature of the "Jewish 
curriculum" in these 2 (public) sectors of the system. 

First, as you could see from the tables that I sent, we managed to get 
information from 90 religious junior high schools (at the time there were 
a total of 145 junior sclhool in this sector) and 98 secular 
(non-religious) junior high schools (out of a total of 235). Analyses 
compa:ring our samples to the overall population (by district, 
disadvantage-index, school size, and whether or not the school is attached 
to a senior high school) shows the former are consistently good 
representations of the latter. 

Second, we define two types or "circles" of "Jewish education" in the 
implemented curriculum: 
1. Religion-oriented or religious text oriented subjects. In the secular 
sector this mainly revolves around the Bible and, to a much lesser degree, 
oral law; in the religious sector this refers both to the Bible, but 
mainly to a whole range of subjects classified as Jewish studies such as 
Toshba, Talmud, Gemara, Mishna, Tfila, Mitzvot, etc. We should like to 
point out that the latter subjects are not always taught from a clear 
religious worldview. 

2. National heritage and socio-cultural studies (non-religious in 
character), that are usually embedded in subjects belonging to the 
humanities and social studies - for example, Hebrew language, Hebrew 
literature, history (both Jewish and general), geography, knowledge of the 
land, citizenship, social education, etc. Many of the subjects belonging 
to this second circle combine both Jewish and non-Jewish topics in their 
subject syllabi. 

Major findings (thus far): 

On the average the religious-orthodox schools offer a much longer 
"learning week" than the non-religious schools over the cou~e of the 3 
junior high school grades. In the former schools the average ,s 132 hours 
or 44 weekly hours per week per grade and in the latter schools about 109 
hours or 36 hours per week. While this may result, in part, from a more 
efficient organization of school resources (i.e., devot!n~ mo~t of th_e_ . 
school's resources to class learning and less to administrative activ1t1es 
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or other purposes such as counseling, etc.), we think 
that it is mainly due to the higher levels of funding religious schools 
receive (some from the Ministry of Education, some from other sources). 

Religious orthodox schools place great emphasis on Jewish studies compared 
to schools in the secular sector. For example, about half of the secular 
schools refrain from teaching oral law (Toshba) as a separate subject, 
even though it is a re.quired subjeft. Among those schools that offer the 
su 1ec , ey devote relatively little weekly time to it If we sum 
instructional time devoted to Bible and Jewish studies over the 3 grades, 
then we find that religious schools devote about 48 weekly hours on 
average or more than a third of their total learning time to this content 
area, while secular schools devote, on average, 9.2 hours (or 8.5 % of 
total time). (By the way, we also found - unreported - that orthodox 
schools list over 60 (!) different titles to Jewish studies "subjects" in 
their weekly timetables). 

Besides receiving greater budget allocations, the expanded scope of 
religious studies appears to occur as part of a curricular trade-off in 
other knowledge domains. In other words, while the orthodox schools 
increase time to the first circle of Jewish education mentioned above, 
they reduce instructional time (both in absolute and relative hours) to 
many subjects belonging to the second circle (e.g., history, geography, 
literature, social education) as compared to the non-orthodox sector. 

Moreover, when we examine the degree to which schools within the SAME 
sector vary with respect to curricular implementation by subject area, we 
find that: 
* Bible is very institutionalized in both sectors and implemented 
relatively uniformly in schools in both sectors. This is the case even 
though orthodox schools devote about twice the amount of weekly 
instructional time (on average) to this subject than secular schools. 
* with respect to Jewish studies, not only is there an enormous difference 
regarding average instructional time (33 hours vs. 2 hours), but schools 
in the religious sector implement this subject area relatively more 
uniformly than schools in the non-orthodox sector. 

In short, although both Jewish sectors are public, operating under the 
umbrella of a single unified public system (CHINUCH MAMLACHTI), in 
practice they exist and act in different organizational environments 
incorporating different educational missions into their instructional 
activities. 
Potential explanations that should be considered when comparing these two 
sectors: 

Ideological distinctiveness: Leaders of the orthodox schools justify their 
sectorial separateness due to their special educational mission: to 
develop pupils whose personal identity is defined as religious practicing 
Jews, and who are affiliated to the national (Zionist) religious 
collective: This central mission influences student selection, teachers 
recruitment and curricular (explicit and latent) emphases. Schools in the 
secular non-orthodox sector are common schools, "schools-for-all" and, as 
such, they downplay ideological distinctiveness and collective (ethnical, 
socioeconomic) affiliation. 

Organizational Autonomy: Within the Ministry of Education, th~ religious 
orthodox sector enjoys considerable organizational autonomy m both the 
areas of governance and content. A separate department in the Ministry 
runs the sector's affairs, controls curricular guidelines. syllabi, 
textbooks, and empowers a independent system of inspectorship. 
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Resources: Due to the special historical position and political power of 
the National Religious Party - Mafdal - (which was often reflected in 
the education arena as the party's leader was the Minister of Education 
for many years), the religious orthodox sector received considerably more 
educational resources. These resources not only came from the Ministry of 
Education, but also from the Ministries of Interior and Religion. 

Size: Religious sector schools tend to be smaller and often have lower 
teacher-student ratios. 

Many of the features listed above are similar to those found in parochial 
schools belonging to the private sector in the US. These, and other, 
factors have been advanced as explanations for their greater effectiveness 
(see, for example, Coleman et al. , Bryk & Lee).1 

Based on a limited definition of Jewish education as religious studies 
(i.e, the aforementioned first circle) the advantage of religious sector 
schools is obvious. They have a well-defined, ideological focus, a clear 
educational mission, considerable organizational autonomy, and relatively 
large pools of resources from which they can devote a disproportionate 
amount of instructional hours to this content domain. It also appears that 
Jewish subjects embody a curricular domain around which religious schools 
compete, as reflected in the many initiatives (special programs) and names 
used for curricular subjects in this area. 

To the degree we employ a broader definition of Jewish education (the 
second circle), which includes relevant subjects in the humanities and 
social sciences, then a different picture emerges. The predominance of 
religious studies extracts a curricular price: these schools implement a 
pared-down curricuilum with respect to non-religious, Jewish education 
subject matter. To verify this tentative conclusion, we would need to 
carry out an in-depth analysis of subject syllabi since the contents of 
these subjects include both a Jewish and general dimension. Distinguishing 
the "Jewish" from the "general" will permit us to construct a more 
accurate comparative picture of the scope/intensity of Jewish subject 
offerings in the two sectors. 

1 In this context, effectiveness does not relate to conventional 
educational outcomes (e.g., learning), but rather to measures of 
"curricular exposure" which signify the scope and intensity of the 
"Jewish" subjects. 
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To: Nura Resh <msnura@mscc.huji.ac.il>, benavot 
From : Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu> 
Subject: Re: our comments for the "Israeli part" of the paper 
Cc: 
Bee: 
Attached: 

Dear Nura and Aaron, 

Thanks for sharing these interesting findings. I'm sorry it has taken me so long to respond 
substantively . I have some problems to report, and also some interesting comparisons. 

On the down side, the U.S. data tum out to be even less comparable to the Israeli data than I 
originally expected. We were already aware that my sample of 9 Jewish schools in Chicago 
was not a strong comparison for your national samples. I have discovered, however, that the 
sample of teachers is too weak (only 20 respondents so far) and the curriculum data from 
principals too vague to offer comparisons with the Israeli data. Instead, I must rely on student 
reports of the curriculum to which they have been exposed in their Jewish schools. 

On the up side, there are a couple of interesting points of comparison. As in Israel , I find that 
Bible is a predominant topic in both Orthodox and non-Orthodox day schools. (Remember, the 
U.S. case has two types of non-Orthodox schools, the day schools and the "supplementary" 
schools, which meet after school or on the weekend.) In contrast to Israel, however, I find that 
exposure to Oral Law in the non-Orthodox day schools surpasses that of the Orthodox day 
schools. Why is that the case? Largely because one of our Orthodox day schools is a 
Lubavitch school for girls , who do not study Talmud. (I realize this school would have been 
excluded from your sample since it would fall under the Haredi sector in Israel.) But even aside 
from that school, I find similar levels of exposure to Oral Law in the Orthodox and non-Orthodox 
day schools. 

Another difference between your findings and mine is that the most widely covered subjects 
include what I might call "customs and ceremonies" - topics such as shabbat and other 
holidays, and siddur content and practices. Again, this holds for both Orthodox and non­
Orthodox schools . I have the impression these would not be curricular topics in Israel, taken for 
granted in the Orthodox schools and considered not relevant in the secular schools. 

In my Chicago data, the major contrast in curriculum is between the two types of day schools 
on the one hand, and the supplementary schools on the other. Even Bible is not universally 
recognized as a subject matter in the supplementary schools . The curriculum in supplementary 
schools appears to be "issue-oriented" rather than "text-oriented," with topics such as 
Holocaust, tzedakah, shabbat, death/mourning, and marriage taking precedence over Torah, 
prophets , mishna, and talmud. 

A table of findings is attached. Where do you think we should go from here? Can you think of 
any way to connect these findings to the topic of public versus private governance of religious 
schooling, which is the topic of our session? 

Adam 
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or other purposes such o s counseling , etc.), we th ,n k 
that it 1s mainly due to the higher levels of funding rehg1ous schools 
receive (some from the Ministry of Education, some from other sources) ..... . 

Religious orthodox schools place great emphasis on JeW1sh studies compared 
to schools in the secular sector. For example, about half of the secular 
schools refrain from teaching oral low (Toshba) as a separate subject, 
even though it 1s o required subject. Among those schools that offer the 
subject, they devote relatively little wee ly time to it... If we sum 
rnstruct1ona l time devoted to 81ble and Jewish studies over the 3 grades, 
then we frnd that religious schools devote about 48 wee ly hours on 
average or more than a third of their totol leorn1ng time to this conte t 
area, M11le secular schools devote, on overage, 9.2 hours (or 8.5 % of 
total time) .. (By the way, we also found - - unreported - - thot orthodox 
schools list over 60 (!) different titles to Jewish studies "subjects" 1n 
their weekly timetables). 

Besides receiving greater budget ollocot1ons, the exoonoed scope of 
religious studies appears to occur as port of a curricular trade-off in 
other kno~1edge domains. In other ~,ords, while the orthodox sc ools 
increose time to the first circle of Je'll1sh education mentioned obove, 
they reduce instructional time (both 1n absolute and relative hours) to 
many subjects belonging to the second circle (e.g., h:story, geography, 
literature, social educotion) os compored to the non-or hodox sector. 

Moreover, when we examine the degree to which schools wtthin the 5.ANE 
sector vary with espect to cumculor 1mplemento 10 by subjec o'eo, we 
find that: 
• Bible 1s very institutionalized 1n both sectors and implemented 
relatively uniformly in schools in both sectors. This ,s the case even 
though orthodox schools devote about twice the amount of 1Veekly 
instructional time (on average) to this subject than secu1or schools. 
~ with respect to JeW1sh studies, not only 1s there on enormous d ff erence 
regarding overage mstruct,onal time (33 hours vs. 2 hours), but schools 
1n the religious sector implement this subject area relatively more 
uniformly than schools 1n the non - orthodox sector .. 

In short, although both JeW1sh sectors are pubhc, operot1nq under the 
umbrella of a single unified public system (CHINUCH MAMlACHTI), in 

practice they exist and act in different orqonizot1onol environments 
1ncorporot1ng different educational m1ss1ons into their mstruct1ono l 
activities. 
Potential explar1ations that should be considered en componnq these two 
sectors: 

ldeoloq1col d1stmct1veness: Leaders of the orthodox schools justify their 
sectorial separateness due to their special educot1onol mission: to 
develop pupils Ylhose personal 1dent1ty 1s defined as religious oroct1c1ng 
Jews, and who ore affiliated to the not,onol (Zionist) religious 
collective. This central mission influences student selection, teachers 
recruitment and cumculor (explicit and latent) emphases. Schools 1n the 
secular, non-orthodo sector ore common schools, ''schools-for-all" and, os 
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such they downploy 1deolog1col d1st1nct1veness ond collect1ve (ethnicol, 
socioeconomic) off ilia t1on. 

Q-gon1zot1onal Autonomy: W1th1n the Ministry of Educotion the religious 
orthodox sector enjoys considerable orgon1zot1onal autonomy 1n both the 
oreos of governance and content. A separate deportment 1n the Ministry 
runs the sector's affairs, controls curricular guidelines syllabi, 
textbooks, and empowers a independent system of inspectorsh1p. 

Resources: Due to the special h1stoncol pos1t1on and pohticol power of 
the National Religious Party -- Mafdol -- (vth1ch was often reflected 1n 
the education arena as the party's leader was the Minister of Education 
for many years) the religious orthodox sector received considerably more 
educational resources. These resources not only come from the Ministry of 
Education, but also from the M1n1stnes of lntenor and Rel1g1on . 

Size: Religious sector schools tend to oe smaller and often hove lower 
teacher-student ratios. 

Many of the features listed above ore similar to those found 1n paroch1a 
schools belonging to the private sector 1n he US. These, and other. 
foctors hove been advanced os explorot,ons for their greeter e'fect1veness 
(see, for example, Colemon et al. , Bryk & Lee). I ... ........... . 

Based on o hm1ted def1nit1on of Jewish education os religious studies 
(i.e. the aforementioned first circle) the advantage of religious sector 
schools is obvious .. They hove o well-defined 1deologicol focus, a clear 
educational mission , considerable orqanizot1onol autonomy, and relctively 
large pools of resources from which they con devote a d sproportionate 
amount of 1nstruct1onol hours to this content dor1oin. It also appears t~ot 
Jewish subjects embody a curnculcr domain orourd wh1c~ relig1ou schools 
compete, as reflected 1n the many 1n1t1ot1ves (special programs) and ncmes 
used for curnculor subjects 1n this area . 

To the degree we employ a brooder definition of vCWISh education (the 
second circle), which includes relevant subjects in the humonicies ana 
social sciences, then a different picture emerges. The predominance of 
religious studies extracts o curncular price: these schools implement o 
pared-down curriculum th respect to non-rel1g1ous, Jewish educe ion 
subject matter. To verify this tentative conclusion . we would need to 
carry out an in-depth analysis of subject syllabi since the contents of 
these subjects include both a Jewish ond general dimension. 01st1ngu1shing 
the "Jewish" from the "general" vnll permit us to construct a more 
accurate comparative picture of the scope/intensity of JeW1sh subject 
offerings in the two sectors ..... 

I In this context, eff ect1veness does not relate to conventional 
educational outcomes (e.g., learning), but rather to measures of 
"curnculor e~posure" which signify the scope and intensity of the 
"JeW1sh" subjects ... 
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RELIGIOUS EDUCATION UNDER PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SUPPORT: 
A CROSS-NATIONAL COMPARISON OF JEWISH EDUCATION IN ISRAEL AND 

THE UNITED STATES 

Adam Gamoran, University of Wisconsin-Madison, USA 
Nura Resh, Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Israel 

ABSTRACT 

A major cross-national difference in the organization of religious education is whether it 
is state-supported or privately funded. In most countries, religious schools are part of the 
state education system. These nations vary in whether all religious schools are publicly 
funded (e.g., Israel, the Netherlands), or only some of them (e.g., Britain), but they are 
similar in that they provide substantial government support for religious education. In the 
United States, by contrast. no funding for religious schools is provided by the 
government, due to the strict separation between religjon and the state. Nonetheless, 
religious schooling exists in the United States, and it takes primarily two forms. One is 
the parochial school or "day school," the location of full-time schooling for students of a 
particular religious denomination, which typically includes both secular and religious 
studies in its curriculum. The other is the '·supplementary school," an educational 
program that meets on afternoons, evenings, or weekends as a complement to students' 
regular schooling. The supplementary school curriculum consists entirely of religious 
heritage studies and students receive their general (secular) education elsewhere, either in 
secular public or secular private schools. Both day schools and supplementary schools in 
the U.S. are supported only through private funding. 

How does the organization of support for religious education affect the nature of religious 
schooling? 1n particular, what differences exist in the content of religious education 
between private and publicly funded systems? This paper takes up the case of Jewish 
education in Israel and the United States as a first step towards answeriug these 
questions. Although the case of Jewish education may be distinctive, the questions and 
answers raised in this analysis will stimulate discussion about the organization of 
religious education in other religious denominations and other cross-national 
comparisons. 

Jewish Education in Israel and the United States 

Most Israelis think of Jewish schools as divided into two principal sectors: a religious and 
a secular sector. (There is also an ultra-orthodox religious sector, but those schools wiU 
not be addressed in this paper.) For purposes of our comparison, however, all the Jewish 
schools in Israel may be counted as "religious": both the religious and the "secular" 
Jewish schools contain elements of Jewish religious tradition and history. Rather than a 
distinction between religious and secular, the difference is better characterized by the 
degree of religiosity, that is, orthodox versus non-orthodox schools in Israel. An 
important empirical question is extent of the Jewish character of non-orthodox Jewish 



schools in Israel - indeed, it was this question that motivated the data collection in Israel 
that we use in this paper. 
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The distinction between orthodox and non-orthodox schooling is also important i.n the 
United States. Virtually all supplementary school programs are non-orthodox. In the day 
school sector orthodox schools predominate, but non-orthodox schools also exist. An 
important within-country question concerns curricular differences between orthodox and 
non-orthodox schools, both within and across day and supplementary school types. 

The main focus of this paper, however, is on the cross-national differences in the 
organization and character of Jewish schooling. On the one band, one may expect to :find 
a deeper and richer Jewish curriculum within the schools oflsrael. After all, Jewish 
Israelis think of Israel as the "Jewish State," and the religious and ethnic identities seem 
inextricably intertwined. Israeli Jews speak Hebrew, the language of the Jewish religion, 
as their daily language, and they often do not distinguish between religious and ethnic­
national history in recounting their origins. On the other hand, the very taken-for­
grantedness of Jewish identity in Israel, and the sacrifices (financial and otherwise) made 
by American Jews who send their chiJdren to Jewish schools, may result in a richer and 
deeper Jewish curriculum in the Jewish schools in the United States. 

It is quite possible that these clistinctions will be more evident in the non-orthodox than in 
the orthodox schools. Because of the strict adherence to text and tradition among 
orthodox schools, we may find little difference among orthodox schools in Israel and the 
U.S., regardless of funding and national context. The more interesting differences may 
appear in the non-orthodox settings, where Jewish content may be taken for granted in 
Israel, but may also be poorly funded in the U.S. 

Data and Methods 

Data for this project come from three main sources. In the U.S., the data are drawn from 
a pilot study of Jewish schools in one metropolitan area, Chicago. The Jewish 
community of Chicago is diverse, and offers a good context to examine the variety of 
Jewish school settings. Nine middle and/or high schools participated in the pilot study, 
including two orthodox day schools, one non-orthodox day school, and six non-orthodox 
supplementary schools. Principals were interviewed and sw·veyed, and surveys were also 
administered to about 90 teachers, 800 students. and 800 parents. Data on the content of 
Jewish schooling come from triangu1ation of survey responses from principals, teachers, 
and students. Extensive data are also available on the qualifications and professional 
development activities of educators. 

Data from Israel come from two sources. One is a nationalJy representative sample of 
100 non-orthodox junior high schools, whose principals were interviewed and surveyed 
in 1996/97. The second is a comparable national sample of about 60 orthodox junior 
high schools whose principals were surveyed in 2000/2001. Data on the structure of the 
curriculum and the professional development activities of teachers come from principal 
reports. 



3 

Implications 

This paper will contribute to knowledge about relations between curricular structure, 
religious ideology, and the governance of education. Within countries, our analyses will 
reveal differences in the organization and emphasis in the Jewish curriculum of orthodox 
and non-orthodox schools. Across countries, we will examine curricular content as it is 
related to state support for Jewish education in Israel and private support in the United 
States. We will also examine differences between and within countries in the 
qualifications and professional development activities of educators. Although the scope 
of Jewish education is modest compared to religious schooling organized by other bodies 
around the world, the explicit comparison along dimensions of public/private governance 
and ideological orthodoxy will be of interest to issues of public and private education in a 
much wider range of nations and religious groups. 
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Analysis of Chicago Jewish Schools Pilot Study Data 

Adam Gamoran 
Department of Sociology 

University of Wisconsin-Madison 

Proposal for a subcontract with the Center for Research on Educational Opportunity 
at the University of Notre Dame 

Funded by the U.S. Department of Education 

SCOPE OF WORK 

The purpose ofthis project is to examine a new survey data base on Jewish schools, to 
help further our understanding of what private schools can contribute to our knowledge 
about improving educational practices. Successful private schools may offer useful 
lessons for educating young persons in all sectors, public and private. 

Past research has examined the impact of Catholic schools on student outcomes, but 
private schools in other sectors have received little attention. Moreover, the research on 
Catholic schools has largely focused on academic achievemen½ but one may expect the 
impact of religious educatio11 to be at least as prominent in moral, social, and identity 
development of young people. This project will examine the relation between the Jewish 
educational experiences of adolescents and their emerging identities, social bonds, and 
religio/cultural knowledge. It will draw on a survey conducted in spring 2000 in nine 
Jewish schools in the Chicago area. About 900 students in grades 7-12 responded to the 
survey, along with their school principals and a subset of their teachers and parents. 

A preliminary report of findings will be provided in November 2002, and a completed 
paper will be provided in August 2003. 

--
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Date: Tue, 04 Jun 2002 09:42:38 +0200 
From: Nura Resh <msnura@mscc.huji.ac.il> 
Subject: Re:my comments to your data 
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Dear Adam, I attach my reaction to your table, where I try to offer a way to deal with the somewhat problematic 
data and still be able to say something comparative (mainly within- but also between systems). 

~ · T After a second consideration, I decide to cancel my trip to Australia, so you will be presenting the paper (which 
would be the case even if I were there). I am coming instead to the ASA (also Aaron) where we present a paper in 
one of the SOC. of ED. sessions. That would give us a good opportunity to meet and think more specifically how 
we could construct a publishable paper out of what we have at hand. 
There are two different issues, perhaps three, that can be raised in this regard .. First, how to eventually frame the 
paper: I think that it is fairly clear that sticking to the private-public issue will not take the paper very far. Actually 
the issue we may want to focus on has to do with the construction..o1 J_ewisJ, identi1¥f es in Israel and DiasQora 
Jewish~comruuoities, and similarities and differences which are reflected in curricular structures an contents. 
Obviously there are other possibilities. This would lead to the 2nd issue: what kind of analysis or methodology to 
employ in the paper. Given the limited database (and maybe, when we meet we will lfind more information that we 

, ,...., both have and can use), I would think that the analysis has to be fairly simple and mainly descriptive with the text 
taking up much of the crux of the paper. Then there is the question of a possible publication outlet (which is 
obviously related to the first 2 issues). We may want to think about the Jewish Journal of Sociology or some such 'i 
forum, where the readership is interested inthe substantive patterns and less the analytical arguments. c 
Warm regards to Marla. Coming to Chicago, we might all meet. Nura 
11 I I . 

~ isusa.comments.doc 
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Dear Adam, here is my reaction to the tables you sent. 

General: 

It is true that your data is limited and hence Limits our ability to say something more 

definite: a. The sample of schools is small and all schools are from one city. b. since 

there are no weekly (or yearly) hours allocated to each subject it is very hard to assess 

"emphasis" and we can only relate to degree of consensus: subjects that are taught in 

all (or almost) all schools are "core" subjects, probably perceived as essential in 

Jewish education. We can also compare schools on that matter. C. If you have (in the 

day schools) information about the structure of the whole curriculum, we might be 

able to infer (carefully) bow emphasized is the "Jewish" relative to the "general" 

education. D. From the nature of data, it is obvious that this is not a classical 

comparative study and curricular differences between public (all Israeli) and private 

(all American) may stem from a number of different reasons .. 

All these reservations should be stated. That is not to ay that we can not get out few 

interesting outcomes from th is comparison, though it is hard to talk about it in terms 

of the public-private distinction. I will try to relate to the la t matter at the end. 

Comments on outcomes (the table) 

First, I would suggest to classify the school subject a bit differently: Organize the 

classification along two axis and use it for the comparison: I. LlMUDAI KODESH -

LIMUDAI CHOL (try to find an English version for this distinction). 2. 

formal/disciplinary/textual - "non-formal"/customs and traditions. To exemplify (not 

the full list) : 

Disciplinary/textual on-disciplinaty 

KODESH: Torah Holidays 

Talmud Lifecycle (?) 

Kabala Pray 

CHOL: Jewish history Holocaust (?) 

Comparative religion Life cycle (?) 

Modem Jewish literature 

* In the Israeli system, one can make the distinction mainly along the KODESH -

CHOL line (Jewish studies vs. humanities (literature and hi tory/geography) 
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a. It is obvious that supplementary schools teach fewer hours and fewer subjects 

(but probably, all of it Jewish-related) than day schools. But it also appears 

that the curriculum in this "system" is very loosely organized and choice of 

what to teach is up-to-the-school/to teachers in classes, to a great extant (I -- -
infer it from students reaction about degree of exposure). Hence, most of the 

subjects are taught to less than 50% of the students. Holocaust is an exception. '{ 

One can also see which subjects are relatively more "agreed" upon as minimal 

"standards": Torah (and not more religious texts), Shabbat (and much less - -
other holidays), language (but not more than reading) etc .. How do schools ---construct their curriculum? Decide what subjects to choose? Probably, being 

private and supplementary, and depending on the amount of resources they 

have, they have to cater to community and parents' requirements, interests etc. 

in making these decisions. How do teachers allocate subject to students? This 

is something that you will be able to speculate better than me (age of children, 

no. of years in supplementary, teacher' s inclination and/or knowledge?) 

b. Somewhat surprising, there are many similarities between non-orthodox and 

orthodox day schools, at least as it looks from the % of students exposed to the 

different subj ects. Differences might, though, exist in emphasize (absolute and 

relative) placed by schools in the different "sectors" on certain subjects, but 

we can say nothing in this regard with this data. It appears that certain subjects 

became institutionalized as "core" Jewish education (a process of isomorphism 

within the city schools) and they are being implemented in mo,st of the schools 

irrespective of their religious inclination. Still, "secular" and critical thinking 

subjects and humanistic Jewish values seem more common in non-religious 

day school than in the orthodox ones. 

How can these findings combined with those from the Israeli, public education, 

schools, be related to the private-public discussion? Not very clear! 

With great caution, because of data limitation, I would say that basically the study 

may suggest that the private-public distinction is too simplistic. Even in the American 

case, as I already mentioned, public-private differences were interpreted as resulting 

from organizational and contextual differences between these two sectors (and not 

simply their "privateness" or "publicness"). 
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In the Israeli system two public sectors are distinguished by their implemented 

curriculum (at least in regard to Jewish-related studies) and in the American private 

schools the are some differences in curricular patterns between two different 

organizational t)J>es (supplementary and day schools), and between two "ideological" 

types (non-orthodox and orthodox). To the extant that we can rely on our data it -seems that the organizationaJ conditions combined with the system/schools specific 

ideology, affect patterns of curriculum offering more than whether they are defined as --private or public. The similarities within public (Israeli) and within private 

(American) can be explained by a variety of factors other than public-private 

differences. I think that in studying the public-private schools issue, we should regard 

at least two factors: the systemic organizational context within which such schools are 

embedded and the objectives ("mission") of the specific private sector(s). 
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Nura Resh, benavot, 09:22 AM 5/21/02 -0500, Re: our comments for the "Israeli part" of the pape1 

At 09:24 PM 3/28/02 +0200, you wrote: 

Dear Adorn: 

As I believe I 1nd1coted in my lost letter, Aaron and I ore completing a 
report 1n Hebrew to the Ministry of Educot1or1 which sumrnonzes some of our 
findings concerning junior high school implemented curnculo 1n 3 sectors 
(JeMsh secular. JeW1sh religious and Arob/Oruse) os well as o paper we 
ore oreponnq to present ot the uocom,ng ASA meetings 1n the summer. 

\lie thought lhot this ,s on opportune moment to bnefly summarize ond 
comment on ~mot emerges from a comparison of orthodox/non-orthodo~ (ace to 
your definition) schools concerning the scope and nature of the "Jewish 
curnculum" 1n these 2 (public) sectors of the system. 

First, as you could see from the tables that I sent, we managed to get 
information from 90 religious junior high schoo1s (ot the time there y,ere 
o total of 145 junior school 1n tr1s sector) and 98 secular 
(non-religious) junior high schools (oul of o total of 235). Arolyses 
compormg our samples to the overall population (by d1stnct, 
d1sodvontoge-1ndex, school size, and l'lhether or not the scnool 1s ottachea 
to a senior high school) shows tne Fornier ore consistently good 
representations of the lotter. 

Second, we oef1ne two types or ··c1rcles" of. "Jewish education" 1n the 
implemented curnculum: 
1. Rel1g1on-onented or religious text oriented subjects. In the secular 
sector this mainly revolves around the Bible and, to o much lesser degree, 
oral low; in tne rel1g1ous sector this refers both to the Bible, 1>ut 
mainly to a whole range of subjects class1f1ed os Jew-sh stuc1es sucn os 
Toshbo, Talmud. Cemoro, M1shno, Tfilo, M,tzvot, etc. We should like to 
point out that the lotter subjects ore not always taughl from a clear 
religious worldv1ew. 

2. Notional heritage and socio-cultural studies (non-reliq1ous 1n 
character), that ore usually embedded 1n subjects belonging to tile 
humanities and social studies -- for example, Hebrew language, Hebrew 
literature, history (both Jewish and general), geography, knowledge of the 
land, c1t1zensh1p, social education, etc. Many of the subjects belonging 
to this second circle comt>ine both JeMsh and non-JeW1sh topics 1n their 
subject syllob1. 

Major f111d1ngs (thus for): 

On the overage the religious-orthodox schools off er a much longer 
"learning week" than the non-religious schools over the course of the 3 
junior high school grades. In the former schools the overage 1s 132 hours 
or 44 weekly hours per week per grade and in the lotter schools about 109 
hours or 36 hours per week. While this may result, 1n part, from o more 
eff1c1ent orgonizot1on of school resources (1.e .. devoting most of the 
school's resources to class learning and less to odrrunistrotive oct1v1t1es 
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Table 1. Percent of students who reported having the opportunity to learn the following <l .,/: 
subjects in school. 

~~~;; 
PERCENT REPORTING OPPORTUNITY TO LEARN 

Non-Orthodox Orthodox 
SUBJECT Supplementary Day School Day School 

Text Study 
Torah 68% 99 98 
Prophets 47 92 c:::: 99 
Mishna 33 98 > 88 
Talmud (Gemara) 47 90 "> 82 
Modem Jewish Literature 49 80 ~ 66 

Holidays 
Shabbat 72 98 100 
Shavuot 59 98 97 
Tisha B'Av 50 95 96 

Sidur (Prayerbook) 
How to pray 58 95 91 
Content of Siddur 54 92 91 

Life Cycle 
Marriage 70 60 ( 74 
Death/Mourning 72 71 69 
Circumcision 62 66 72 

Jewish History 
Jews in the Middle Ages 54 93 89 
American Jewish History 58 72 71 
Holocaust 91 99 94 
Zionism/Israel 65 78 78 

Jewish Thought 
Philosophy 31 54 

,,,. 
72 '-

Kabbalab (mysticism) 25 34 30 
Comparative Religion 51 64 > 52 
Varieties of Contemporary 47 70 ) 62 
Jewish Practice and Thought 



Table 1 ( continued). 

PERCENT REPORTING OPPORTUNITY TO LEARN 

SUBJECT Supplementary 

Jewish Values 
Tzedakah (charity) 75 
Tikkun Olam ("repairing" 61 

the world") 
Abavat Yisrael ( care about 52 

Jews around the world) 

Hebrew 
Reading out loud 74 
Understanding what you read 59 
Speaking 59 

Non-Orthodox 
Day School 

96 
91 

93 

97 
95 
98 

Orthodox 
Day School 

73 
73 

84 

97 
99 
96 



Adam Gamoran, 01 :32 PM 6/6/2002 -0500, Re:my comments to your data 

X-Sender: gamoran@imap .ssc. wisc.edu 
X-Mailer: QUALCOMM Windows Eudora Version 5.1 
Date: Thu, 06 Jun 2002 13:32:02 -0500 
To: Nura Resh <msnura@mscc.huji.ac.il> 
From: Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu> 
Subject: Re:my comments to your data 
Cc: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 

Dear Nura, 

Page 1 of2 

I'm very sorry I won't see you in Australia, but happy we will be able to meet in Chicago. Many 
thanks for your excellent insights. Here are my reactions: 

1. I agree with your suggestion that we prepare simple, descriptive analyses, and focus the 
paper mainly on the text. I had similar thoughts. 

2. I like the distinctions you suggest between what we might call "sacred" versus "non-sacred" 
and "textual/disciplinary" versus "non-disciplinary". The four categories created by these two 
dimensions might be called "sacred texts" "ordinary texts" "sacred ritual" and "cultural/non­
ritual" . 

Wfiere would you put Hebrew language within this scheme. It seems to fit everywhere. Is that 
how you would treat it? 

3. For the current version of the paper, I th ink we should still begin with the public vs private 
division, and then "discover" the findings that you have identified. First, organizational and 
ideological differences are more important than the di'stinction between public and private 
governance. This is evident in the cross-country similarities between Jewish day schools in 
the US and Israeli schools. The ideological differences (orthodox vs non-orthodox) appear 
more salient in Israel (based on admittedly weak data for the US) and the organizational 
differences appear powerful in the US (day school versus supplementary). 

A second finding is that other differences reflect the distinction between the religious state 
(Israel) and the secular state (US) rather than the distinction between public and private 
governance of education. Judaism is woven into the entire fabric of life in Israel, so topics like 
"holidays" and "prayer" are not school subjects in Israel as they are in the US. However, they 
are important parts of the hidden curriculum of Jewish Israeli schools. Another feature of 
religious school.sin a religious state is that religious and secular subjects are integrated, 
particularly in the Israeli non-Orthodox schools. In the US, religious and secular subjects are 
typically very separate; for example some schools reserve the morning for Jewish studies and 
the afternoon for general studies, or vice versa. 

Let me know how these thoughts strike you. I am willing to write a first draft of a paper for 
presentation in Brisbane, with the understanding that we may go in a different direction 
subsequently. I'm leaving shortly for a trip to Prague, but I return in a week and will get right 
on it. 

Adam 

At 09:42 AM 6/4/2002 +0200, you wrote: 

Printed for Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu> 6/6/2002 
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Table 1.01 .- Total number of public school districts, schools, principals, teachers, and students, by state; 1999-2000 

State Districts Schools Principals Teachers· Students 

50 States and DC 14,505 83,725 82,802 2,984,781 45,099,506 

Alabama 131 1,329 1,329 50,605 743,578 
Alaska 53 467 451 8,248 124.466 
Arizona 213 1,170 1,165 46,023 801,451 
Arkansas 311 1,096 1,090 30,410 426,820 
California 1,025 8,01 1 8,044 276,677 5,622,019 

Colorado 178 1,411 1,402 41,327 665,060 
Connecticut 172 1,009 996 41 ,971 533,359 
Delaware 19 161 158 7,422 115,081 
District of Columbia 1 158 157 5,512 71 ,908 
Florida 72 2,599 2,553 127,879 2,213,528 

Georgia 183 1,737 1.737 86,879 1,256,535 
Hawaii 1 247 247 12,032 193,994 
Idaho 111 622 582 14,447 234,042 
Illinois 927 3,963 3,924 136,938 1,976,017 
Indiana 281 1,806 1,799 61 ,184 938,901 

Iowa 377 1,486 1,485 38,116 491 ,785 
Kansas 304 1,394 1,397 33,968 436,413 
Kentucky 179 1,320 1,310 42,879 635,205 
Louisiana 68 1,428 1,415 50,642 751 ,071 
Maine 234 709 708 17,536 213,691 

Maryland 24 1,262 1,263 54,583 841 ,594 
Massachusetts 327 1,716 1,713 77,281 939,366 
Michigan 576 3.413 3,306 98,082 1,668,849 
Minnesota 385 1,661 1,581 57 ,534 828,889 
Mississippi 156 933 919 33,060 504,465 

Missouri 527 1,997 1,968 64,094 845,628 
Montana 422 880 745 11 ,937 149,179 
Nebraska 580 1,193 1,168 23,119 277,013 
Nevada 17 442 439 17,245 298,423 
New Hampshire 165 453 443 14,985 201 ,959 

New Jersey 582 2,236 2,250 97 ,878 1,205,332 
New Mexico 89 710 699 21 ,167 317,193 
New York 732 4,090 4,066 208,313 2,835,022 
North Carolina 122 2,014 2,009 85,235 1,221,956 
North Dakota 239 556 551 9,252 110,808 

Ohio 637 3,697 3,629 123,1 29 1,855,056 
Oklahoma 533 1,819 1,815 45,830 609,855 
Oregon 200 1,154 1,160 28,584 508,694 
Pennsylvania 584 3,111 3,100 126,471 1,855,1 14 
Rhode Island 37 293 286 11,564 149,446 

South Carolina 92 1,068 1,054 43,721 645,642 
South Dakota 195 778 745 11,708 139,652 
Tennessee 138 1,534 1,524 58,296 916,366 
Texas 1,042 6,649 6,566 265,247 3.745,518 
Utah 40 742 722 23,346 479,699 

Vermont 247 332 323 9,186 103,942 
Virginia 149 1.726 1,725 80,987 1,110,037 
Washington 298 1,996 1,953 54,816 1,033,653 
West Virginia 56 805 803 22,571 300,957 
Wisconsin 426 1,947 1,931 67,015 863,584 
Wyoming 49 397 396 7,848 91 ,688 

• The number of teachers is a headcount.. 
NOTE: These estimates are for traditional public schools. Traditional public schools include all public schools in the United States 
except public charter schools. The estimated number of principals may be different than the estimated number of schools due to 
weighting. Detail may not add to totals because of round ing. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Schools and Staffing Survey. 1999-2000, "School 
District Survey," "Public School Survey," "Public School Principal Survey," and "Public School Teacher Survey." 
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Table 2.01 .-Total number of private schools, principals, teachers, and students, by affiliation and NCES typology: 199~2000 

Affilliation and NCES typology Schools Principals Teachers ' Students 

Total 27,223 26,231 449,057 5,262,848 

Affiliation 
Catholic 8,102 8,102 164,679 2,548,710 
Friends 78 77 1,980 14,196 
Episcopal 379 374 10,522 89,456 
Hebrew Day 231 :ID 1 IS 

(2) 53,870 
Solomon Schechter 60 2,732 16,813 
Other Jewish 400 ,21 84,330 
Lutheran, Missouri Synod 1,100 1,088 15,510 175,440 
Lutheran, Wisconsin Synod 358 352 2,696 34.404 
Evangelical Lutheran 121 119 1,652 20,360 
Other Lutheran 70 69 427 4,672 
Seventh-Day Adventist 949 949 5,111 58,918 
Christian Schools International 369 365 7,802 98,056 
American Association of Christian Schools 996 964 (2) 150,826 
Association of Christian Schools International 2,769 2,728 47,251 548,047 
National Association of Private Schools for 

Exceptlonal Children 273 267 4,030 24,491 
Montessori 900 885 6,827 67,728 
Independent Schools 714 714 43,045 316,984 
National Independent Private School Association 136 136 1,846 20,122 
Other 9,217 8,327 105,002 935,425 

NCES typology 
Catholic 8,102 8,102 164,679 2,548,710 

Parochial 4,607 4,607 79,510 1,316,444 
Diocesan 2,598 2,598 53,442 846,521 
Private Order 897 897 31 ,727 385,746 

Other religious 13,268 12,642 172,611 1,871 ,850 
Conservative Christian 5,002 4,936 68,162 801,507 
Affiliated 3,566 3,551 53,974 586,613 
Unaffiliated 4,700 4 ,1 56 50,474 483,731 

Nonsectarian 5,853 5,486 111 ,767 842,288 
Regular 2,448 2,256 68,783 577.728 
Special emphasis 2,166 2,003 22,256 179,940 
Special education 1,239 1,227 20,728 84,620 

All members of National Association 
of Independent Schools 1,002 845 46,325 416,058 

1 The number of teachers is a headcount. 
2 The weighted overall teacher response rate was below 50 percent. 
NOTE: The estimated number of principals may be different than Che estimated number of schools due to weighting. Detail may not add 
to totals because of rounding. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Schools and Staffing Survey. 199~2000 "Private 
School Survey," "Private School Principal Survey." and "Private School Teacher Survey." 
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Frequencies 

Statistics 

3 - Current grade in school 

Valid 

Valid 
Missing 

7th 
8th 
9th 
10th 
11th 
12th 
Total 

Missing 9 
Total 

803 
31 

3 - Current grade in school 

FreQuencv Percent 
190 22.8 
134 16.1 
148 17.7 
153 18.3 
108 12.9 
70 8.4 

803 96.3 
31 3.7 

834 100.0 

Valid Cumulativ 
Percent e Percent 

23.7 23.7 
16.7 40.3 
18.4 58.8 
19.1 77.8 
13.4 91 .3 
8.7 100.0 

100.0 
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Descriptives 

Descriptive Statistics 

Std. 
N Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation 

70a 1-Torah-Student has 
had opportunity to learn in 449 0 1 .87 .34 
school 
70b 1-Prophets-Student 
has had opportunity to 448 0 1 .74 .44 
learn in school 
70c 1-Mishna-Student has 
had opportunity to learn in 442 0 1 .67 .47 
school 
70d1-Talmud-Student has 
had opportunity to learn in 441 0 1 .70 .46 
school 
70e1-Modern Jewish 
Ut-Student has had 

440 0 1 .63 .48 opportunity to learn in 
school 
70f1-Shabbat-Student has 
had opportunity to learn in 449 0 1 .89 .32 
school 
70g 1-Shavuot-Student has 
had opportunity to learn in 447 0 1 .82 .38 
school 
70h 1-Tisha Bav-Student 
has had opportunity to 444 0 1 ,75 .43 
learn in school 
70i1-How to pray-Student 
has had opportunity to 448 0 1 .80 .40 
learn in school 
70j1-Content of 
Siddur-Student has had 448 0 1 .76 .43 
opportunity to learn in 
school 
70k 1-Marriage-Student 
has had opportunity to 439 0 1 .68 .47 
learn in school 
7011-Death/Mouming-Stud 
ent has had opportunity to 442 0 1 .71 .45 
learn in school 
70m 1-Circumcision-Stude 
nt has had opportunity to 436 0 1 .66 .47 
learn in school 
70n1-Jews in Middle 
Ages-Student has had 

432 0 1 .71 .46 
opportunity to learn in 
school 
7001-American Jewish 
history-Student has had 434 0 1 .63 .48 
opportunity to learn in 
school 
70p 1-Holocaust-Student 
has had opportunity to 442 0 1 .93 .25 
learn in school 
70q1-Hist of Zion and Mod 
lsr-Student has had 

436 0 1 .69 .46 
opportunity to learn in 
school 
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Descriptive StaUstic:s 

Std. 
N Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation 

70r1 -Philosophy-Student 
has had opportunity to 436 0 1 .43 .50 
leam in school 
70s 1-Kabbalah-Student 
has had opportunity to 432 0 1 .28 .45 
learn in school 
70t11-Comp 
Religion-Student has had 

431 0 1 .53 .50 opportunity to learn in 
school 
70u1 -Cont Jewish 
Practice-Student has had 

431 0 1 .55 .50 opportunity to learn in 
school 
70v1-Tzedakah-Student 
has had opportunity to 434 0 1 .88 .32 
learn in school 
70x1-Tikkun Clam-Student 
has had opportunity to 

430 0 1 .73 .45 learn in school 

10y1-Ahavat 
Yisrael-Student has had 

431 0 1 .73 .44 opportunity to learn in 
school 
70z1-Reading Hebrew 
aloud-Student has had 

432 0 1 .87 .33 opportunity to learn in 
school 
70-11-Understanding 
Hebrew-Student has had 432 0 1 .81 .39 opportunity to learn in 
school 
70-21-Speaking 
Hebrew-Student has had 

427 0 1 .81 .40 opportunrryto learn in 
school 
Valid N (listwise) 379 

Descriptives 

Descriptive Statistics 

Std. 
SCHLTYPE N Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation 
1.00 70a1-Torah-Student has 

had opportunity to learn in 202 0 1 .71 .45 
school 
70b1-Prophets-Student 
has had opportunity to 202 0 1 .50 .50 
learn in school 
70c1•-Mishna-Student has 
had opportunity to learn in 200 0 1 .32 .47 
school 
70d 1 • Talmud-Student has 
had opportunity to learn in 201 0 1 .49 .50 
school 
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Descriptive Statistics 

Std. 
SCHLTYPE N Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation 
1.00 70e1 -Modern Jewish 

Lit-Student has had 
202 0 1 .50 .50 opportunity to learn in 

school 
70f1-Shabbat-Student has 
had opportunity to learn in 203 0 1 .76 .43 
school 
70g1-Shavuot-Student has 
had opportunity to learn in 200 0 1 .64 .48 
school 

70h 1-Tisha Bav-Student 
has had opportunity to 199 0 1 .50 .50 
learn in school 
70i1-How to pray-Student 
has had opportunity to 202 0 1 .65 .48 
learn in school 
70j1-Content of 
Siddur-Student has had 

203 0 1 .58 .49 opportunity to learn in 
school 
?Ok 1-Marriage-Student 
has had opportunity to 200 0 1 .72 .45 
learn in school 
7011-Death/Mourning-Stud 
ent has had opportunity to 201 0 1 .74 .44 
learn in school 
?Om 1-Circumcision-Stude 
nt has had opportunity to 199 0 1 .64 .48 
learn in school 
70n1-Jews in Middle 
Ages-Student has had 196 0 1 .46 .50 
opportunity to learn in 
school 
7001-American Jewish 
history-Student has had 199 0 1 .54 .50 
opportunity to learn in 
school 
?Op 1-Holocaust-Student 
has had opportunity to 201 0 1 .89 .31 
learn in school 
70q1-Hist of Zion and Mod 
lsr-Student has had 

197 0 1 .60 .49 
opportunity to learn in 
school 
70r1 -Philosophy-Student 
has had opportunity to 201 0 1 .25 .44 
learn in school 
?Os 1-Kabbalah-Student 
has had opportunity to 200 0 1 .24 .43 
learn in school 
7011-Comp 
Religion-Student has had 

200 0 1 .45 .50 
opportunity to learn in 
school 
70u1-Cont Jewish 
Practice-Student has had 

201 0 1 .44 .50 
opportunity to learn in 
school 

Page 3 



Descriptive Statistics 

Std. 
SCHLTYPE N Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation 
1.00 70v1-Tzedakah-Student 

has had opportunity to 199 0 1 .79 .41 
learn in school 
70x1-Tikkun Diam-Student 
has had opportunity to 

198 0 1 .61 .49 learn in school 

70y1-Ahavat 
Yisrael-Student has had 

198 0 1 .52 .50 opportunity to learn in 
school 
70z1-Reading Hebrew 
aloud-Student has had 

198 0 1 .77 .42 opportunity to learn in 
school 
70-11-Understanding 
Hebrew-Student has had 

198 0 1 .63 .48 opportunity to learn in 
school 
70-21 -Speaking 
Hebrew-Student has had 

196 0 1 .61 .49 opportunity to learn in 
school 
Val id N (l istwise) 180 
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Descriptive Statistics 

Std. 
SCHLTYPE N Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation 
2.00 70a 1-Torah-Student has 

had opportunity to learn in 166 0 1 .99 .11 
school 
70b 1-Prophets-Student 
has had opportunity to 165 0 1 .92 .27 
learn in school 
70c1-Mishna-Student has 
had opportunity to learn in 167 0 1 .98 .13 
school 
70d1-Talmud-Student has 
had opportunity to learn in 167 0 1 .90 .30 
school 

70e1-Modern Jewish 
Lit-Student has had 

166 0 1 .80 .40 opportunity to learn in 
school 
70f1-Shabbat-Student has 
had opportuniity to learn in 166 0 1 .98 .13 
school 
70g1-Shavuot-Student has 
had opportunity to learn in 167 0 1 .98 .15 
school 
70h1-Tisha Bav-Student 
has had opportunity to 165 0 1 .95 .22 
learn in school 
70i1-How to pray-Student 
has had opportunity to 166 0 1 .95 .21 
learn in school 
70j1-Content of 
Siddur-Student has had 

166 0 1 .92 .27 
opportunity to learn in 
school 
70k 1-Marriage-Student 
has had opportunity to 164 0 1 .60 .49 
learn in school 
7011-Death/Mourning-Stud 
ent has had opportunity to 167 0 1 .71 .46 
learn in school 
70m 1-Circumcision-Stude 
nt has had opportunity to 163 0 1 .66 .48 
team in school 
?On 1-Jews in Middle 
Ages-Student has had 
opportunity to learn in 165 0 1 .93 .25 
school 
7001-American Jewish 
history-Student has had 

162 0 1 .72 .45 
opportunity to learn in 
school 

70p 1-Holocaust-Student 
has had opportunity to 165 0 1 .99 7.78E-02 
learn in school 
70q1-Hist of Zion and Mod 
lsr-Student has had 

164 0 1 .78 .42 
opportunity to learn in 
school 
70r1-Philosophy-Student 
has had opportunity to 163 0 1 .54 .50 
learn in school 
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Descriptive Statistics 

Std. 
SCHLTYPE N Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation 
2.00 70s 1-Kabbalah-Student 

has had opportunity to 162 0 1 .34 .48 
learn in school 
70t1-Comp 
Religion-Student has had 

162 0 1 .64 .48 opportunity to learn in 
school 
70u 1-Cont Jewish 
Practice-Student has had 

161 0 1 .70 .46 opportunity to learn in 
school 
70v1-Tzedakah-Student 
has had opportunity to 162 0 1 .96 .19 
learn in school 
70x1-Tikkun Olam-Student 
has had opportunity to 

161 0 1 .91 .29 learn in school 

70y1 -Ahavat 
Yisrael-Student has had 

161 0 1 .93 .25 opportunity to learn in 
school 
70z1-Reading Hebrew 
aloud-Student has had 

161 0 1 .97 .17 opportunity to learn in 
school 
70-11-Understanding 
Hebrew-Student has had 

161 0 1 .95 .22 opportunity to learn in 
school 
70-21-Speaking 
Hebrew-Student has had 

159 0 1 .97 .16 
opportunity to learn in 
school 
Valid N (l istwise) 143 
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Descriptive Statistics 

Std. 
SCHLTYPE N Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation 
3.00 70a 1-T orah-Student has 

had opportunity to learn in 81 1 1 1.00 .00 
school 
70b 1-Prophets-Student 
has had opportunity to 81 0 1 .99 .11 
learn in school 
70c 1-Mishna-Student has 
had opportunity to learn in 75 0 1 .88 .33 
school 
70d1-Talmud-Student has 
had opportunity to learn in 73 0 1 .85 .36 
school 
70e1-Modern Jewish 
Lit-Student has had 

72 0 1 .61 .49 opportunity to learn in 
school 
70f1-Shabbat-Student has 
had opportunity to learn in 80 1 1 1.00 .00 
school 
70g 1-Shavuot-Student has 
had opportunity to learn in 80 0 1 .95 .22 
school 
70h1-Tisha Bav-Student 
has had opportunity to 80 0 1 .95 .22 
learn in school 
70i1-How to pray-Student 
has had opportunity to 80 0 1 .86 .35 
learn in school 
70j 1-Content of 
Siddur-Student has had 

79 0 1 .89 .32 opportunity to learn in 
school 
70k 1-Marriage-Student 
has had opportunity to 75 0 1 .72 .45 
learn in school 
7011-Death/Mourning-Stud 
ent has had opportunity to 74 0 1 .64 .48 
learn in school 
?Om 1-Circumcision-Stude 
nt has had opportunity to 74 0 1 .73 .45 
learn in school 
70n1-Jews in Middle 
Ages-Student has had 

71 0 1 .85 .36 
opportunity to learn in 
school 
7001-American Jewish 
history-Student has had 

73 0 1 .70 .46 
opportunity to learn in 
school 
70p1-Holocaust-Student 
has had opportunity to 76 0 1 .92 .27 
learn in school 
70q1-Hist of Zion and Mod 
lsr-Student has had 

75 0 1 .75 .44 
opportunity to learn in 
school 
70r1-Philosophy-Student 
has had opportunity to 72 0 1 .67 .47 
learn in school 
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Descriptive Statistics 

Std. 
SCHLTYPE N Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation 
3.00 70s 1-Kabbalah-Student 

has had opportunity to 70 0 1 .26 .44 
learn in school 

70t1-Comp 
Religion-Student has had 

69 0 1 .54 .50 opportunity to learn in 
school 
70u1-Cont Jewish 
Practice-Student has had 

69 0 1 .52 .50 opportunity to learn in 
school 
70v1-Tzedakah-Student 
has had opportunity to 73 0 1 .97 .16 
learn in school 
70x1-Tikkun Olam-Student 
has had opportunity to 

71 0 1 .65 .48 learn in school 

70y1-Ahavat 
Yisrael-Student has had 

72 0 1 .88 .33 opportunity to learn in 
school 

70z1 -Reading Hebrew 
aloud-Student has had 

73 0 1 .95 .23 opportunity to learn in 
school 
70-11-Understanding 
Hebrew-Student has had 

73 0 1 .97 .16 opportunity to learn in 
school 

70-21-Speaking 
Hebrew-Student has had 

72 0 1 .96 .20 opportunity to learn in 
school 
Valid N (listwise) 56 

Frequencies 
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Statistics 

70b2-Proph 
70a2-Torah ets-Student 70c2-Mishn 70d2-Talmu 
-Students s a-Students d-Students 
knowledge knowledge knowledge knowledge 

SCHLTYPE of subject of subject of subject of subject 
1.00 N Valid 203 201 198 200 

Missing 19 21 24 22 
Mean 1.65 1.00 .68 .84 
Std. Deviation .85 .87 .87 .84 

2.00 N Valid 166 166 165 164 
Missing 4 4 5 6 

Mean 2.42 1.78 2.02 1.76 
Std . Deviation .74 .89 .81 .93 

3.00 N Valid 76 77 74 74 
Missing 11 10 13 13 

Mean 2.61 2.32 1.85 1.76 
Std . Deviation .57 .68 .86 .93 
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Statistics 

70e2-Moder 70h2-Tisha 
n Jewish 70f2-Shabb 70g2-Shavu Bav-Studen 

Lit-Students at-Students ot-Students ts 
knowledge knowledge knowledge knowledge 

SCHLTYPE of subject of subject of subject of subject 
1.00 N Valid 202 202 200 201 

Missing 20 20 22 21 
Mean .98 2.18 1.45 1.23 
Std. Deviation .88 .87 1.03 1.05 

2.00 N Valid 163 164 166 166 
Missing 7 6 4 4 

Mean 1.68 2.71 2.35 2.16 
Std. Deviation .98 .61 .78 .87 

3.00 N Valid 75 77 76 75 
Missing 12 10 11 12 

Mean 1.47 2.74 2.46 2.36 
Std. Deviation 1.11 .52 .66 .73 
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Statistics 

70j2-Conten 
70i2-How to t of 70I2-Oeath/ 
pray-Studen Siddur-Stud 70k2-Marria Mourning-St 

ts ents ge-Students udents 
knowledge knowledge knowledge knowledge 

SCHLTYPE of subject of subject of subject of subject 
1.00 N Valid 200 202 201 201 

Missing 22 20 21 21 
Mean 1.80 1.58 1.73 1.73 
Std . Deviation 1.02 1.04 .95 .92 

2.00 N Valid 165 164 163 165 
Missing 5 6 7 5 

Mean 2.56 2.22 1.73 1.76 
Std . Deviation .72 .87 1.02 .96 

3.00 N Valid 77 76 75 75 
Missing 10 11 12 12 

Mean 2.70 2.41 1.87 1.77 
Std. Deviation .54 .73 .74 .88 
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Statistics 

70n2-Jews 7002-Ameri 
70m2-Circu in Middle can Jewish 70p2-Holoc 
mcision-Stu Ages-Stu de history-Stud aust-Studen 

dents nts ents ts 
knowledge knowledge knowledge knowledge 

SCHLTYPE of subject of subject of subject of subject 
1.00 N Valid 198 195 197 200 

Missing 24 27 25 22 
Mean 1.65 1.04 1.32 2.31 
Std. Deviation .88 .96 1.01 .89 

2.00 N Valid 162 161 160 163 
Missing 8 9 10 7 

Mean 1.67 2.06 1.72 2.64 
Std . Deviation .97 .84 1.00 .66 

3.00 N Valid 75 73 72 76 
Missing 12 14 15 11 

Mean 1.95 1.95 1.79 2.45 
Std. Deviation .85 .74 .87 .74 
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Statistics 

70q2-Hist of 
Zion and 70r2-Philos 70s2-Kabba 70t2-Comp 

Mod ophy-Stude I ah-Student Religion-Stu 
lsr-Students nts s dents 
knowledge knowledge knowledge knowledge 

SCHLTYPE of subject of subject of subject of subject 
1.00 N Valid 200 197 196 194 

Missing 22 25 26 28 
Mean 1.33 .73 .63 1.03 
Std . Deviation 1.04 .79 .78 .97 

2.00 N Valid 164 161 160 161 
Missing 6 9 10 9 

Mean 1.79 1.14 .88 1.47 
Std . Deviation 1.01 .95 .97 .96 

3.00 N Va lid 74 71 70 68 
Missing 13 16 17 19 

Mean 1.85 1.44 .79 1.31 
Std . Deviation .92 .94 .93 .92 
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Statistics 

70u2-Cont 70x2-Tikku 70y2-Ahava 
Jewish 70v2-Tzeda n t 

Practice-St kah-Student Olam-Stude Yisrael-Stud 
udents s nts ents 

knowledge knowledge knowledge knowledge 
SCHLTYPE of subject of subject of subject of subject 
1.00 N Valid 196 196 196 197 

Missing 26 26 26 25 
Mean .92 1.87 1.45 1.18 
Std. Deviation .93 .96 1.03 1.02 

2.00 N Valid 161 161 161 159 
Missing 9 9 9 11 

Mean 1.50 2.40 2.12 2.13 
Std. Deviation .94 .72 .84 .87 

3.00 N Valid 68 72 71 71 
Missing 19 15 16 16 

Mean 1.43 2.39 1.75 2.24 
Std. Deviatio:n 1.00 .70 1.01 .87 
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Statistics 

7022-Readi 70-12-Unde 70-22-Spea 
ng Hebrew rstanding king 
aloud-Stude Hebrew-Stu Hebrew-Stu 

nts dents dents 
knowledge knowledge knowledge 

SCHLTYPE of subject of subject of subject 
1.00 N Valid 194 195 195 

Missing 28 27 27 
Mean 1.98 1.31 1.35 
Std. Deviation 1.00 1.00 1.08 

2.00 N Valid 161 160 160 
Missing 9 10 10 

Mean 2.47 2.46 2.54 
Std. Deviation .74 .75 .70 

3.00 N Valid 71 71 70 
Missing 16 16 17 

Mean 2.63 2.61 2.51 
Std . Deviation .70 .69 .76 

Frequency Table 

70a2-Torah-Students knowledge of subject 

Valid Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE Frequency Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 18 8.1 8.9 8.9 

A little 67 30.2 33 .0 41 .9 
Some 87 39.2 42.9 84.7 
A lot 31 14.0 15.3 100.0 
Total 203 91 .4 100.0 

Missing 9 19 8.6 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothing 2 1.2 1.2 1.2 
A little 19 11.2 11 .4 12.7 
Some 53 31 .2 31 .9 44.6 
A lot 92 54 .1 55.4 100.0 
Total 166 97.6 100.0 

Missing 9 4 2.4 
Total 170 100.0 

3.00 Valid A little 3 3.4 3.9 3.9 
Some 24 27.6 31 .6 35.5 
A lot 49 56 .3 64.5 100.0 
Total 76 87.4 100.0 

Missing 9 11 12.6 
Total 87 100.0 
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70b2-Prophets-Students knowledge of subject 

Valid Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE Frequencv Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 66 29.7 32.8 32.8 

A little 81 36.5 40.3 73.1 
Some 43 19.4 21.4 94 .5 
A lot 11 5.0 5.5 100.0 
Total 201 90.5 100.0 

Missing 9 21 9.5 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothing 14 8.2 8.4 8.4 
A little 46 27 .1 27.7 36.1 
Some 69 40 .6 41 .6 77.7 
A lot 37 21 .8 22.3 100.0 
Total 166 97.6 100.0 

Missing 9 4 2.4 
Total 170 100.0 

3.00 Valid A li ttle 9 10.3 11 .7 11 .7 
Some 34 39.1 44.2 55.8 
Aloi 34 39.1 44.2 100.0 
Total 77 88.5 100.0 

Missing 9 10 11 .5 
Total 87 100.0 

70c2-Mishna-Students knowledge of subject 

Valid Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE Frequencv Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 108 48.6 54.5 54.5 

A little 53 23.9 26.8 81.3 
Some 29 13.1 14.6 96.0 
A lot 8 3.6 4.0 100.0 
Total 198 89.2 100.0 

Missing 9 24 10.8 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothing 6 3.5 3.6 3.6 
A little 34 20.0 20.6 24.2 
Some 76 44.7 46.1 70.3 
A lot 49 28.8 29.7 100.0 
Total 165 97.1 100.0 

Missing 9 5 2.9 
Total 170 100.0 

3.00 Valid Nothing 5 5.7 6.8 6.8 
A little 18 20.7 24.3 31 .1 
Some 34 39.1 45.9 77.0 
A lot 17 19.5 23.0 100.0 
Total 74 85.1 100.0 

Missing 9 13 14.9 
Total 87 100.0 
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70d2-Talmud-Students knowledge of subject 

Valid Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE Frequency Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 83 37.4 41 .5 41 .5 

A little 74 33.3 37.0 78 .5 
Some 36 16.2 18.0 96.5 
A lot 7 3.2 3.5 100.0 
Total 200 90.1 100.0 

Missing 9 22 9.9 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothing 17 10.0 10.4 10.4 
A little 44 25.9 26 .8 37.2 
Some 65 38.2 39.6 76.8 
A lot 38 22.4 232 100.0 
Total 164 96 .5 100.0 

Missing 9 6 3.5 
Total 170 100.0 

3.00 Valid Nothing 8 9.2 10.8 10.8 
A little 19 21 .8 25.7 36.5 
Some 30 34.5 40.5 77.0 
A lot 17 19.5 23.0 100.0 
Total 74 85.1 100.0 

Missing 9 13 14.9 
Total 87 100.0 

70e2-Modern Jewish Lit-Students knowledge of subject 

Valid Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE Frequency Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 72 32.4 35.6 35.6 

A little 71 32.0 35 .1 70.8 
Some 51 23.0 25 .2 96.0 
A lot 8 3.6 4.0 100.0 
Total 202 91.0 100.0 

Missing 9 20 9.0 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothing 28 16.5 17.2 17.2 
A little 28 16.5 17.2 34.4 
Some 75 44.1 46.0 80.4 
A lot 32 18.8 19.6 100.0 
Total 163 95 .9 100.0 

Missing 9 7 4.1 
Total 170 100.0 

3.00 Valid Nothing 20 23.0 26 .7 26.7 
A little 16 18.4 21 .3 48.0 
Some 23 26.4 30.7 78.7 
A lot 16 18.4 21.3 100.0 
Total 75 86 .2 100.0 

Missing 9 12 13.8 
Total 87 100.0 
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70f2-Shabbat-Students knowledge of subject 

Val id Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE Frequency Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 10 4.5 5.0 5.0 

A little 31 14.0 15.3 20 .3 
Some 73 32.9 36.1 56.4 
A lot 88 39.6 43.6 100.0 
Total 202 91 .0 100.0 

Missing 9 20 9.0 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothing 2 1.2 1.2 12 
A little 7 4.1 4.3 5.5 
Some 28 16.5 17.1 22.6 
A lot 127 74 .7 77.4 100.0 
Total 164 96.5 100.0 

Missing 9 6 3.5 
Total 170 100.0 

3.00 Valid A little 3 3.4 3.9 3.9 
Some 14 16.1 18.2 . 22.1 
A lot 60 69.0 77.9 100.0 
Total 77 88.5 100.0 

Missing 9 10 11 .5 
Total 87 100.0 

70g2-Shavuot-Students knowledge of subject 

Valid Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE Frequency Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 45 20.3 22.5 22.5 

A little 57 25.7 28.5 51 .0 
Some 62 27.9 31 .0 82.0 
A lot 36 16.2 18.0 100.0 
Total 200 90.1 100.0 

Missing 9 22 9.9 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothing 4 2.4 2.4 2.4 
A little 19 11 .2 11.4 13.9 
Some 58 34.1 34.9 48.8 
A lot 85 50.0 51 .2 100.0 
Total 166 97 .6 100.0 

Missing 9 4 2.4 
Total 170 100.0 

3.00 Valid A little 7 8.0 9.2 9.2 
Some 27 31.0 35.5 44.7 
A lot 42 48 .3 55.3 100.0 
Total 76 87.4 100.0 

Missing 9 11 12.6 
Total 87 100.0 
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70h2-Tisha Bav-Students knowledge of subject 

Valid Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE Frequency Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 65 29.3 32.3 32.3 

A little 52 23.4 25.9 58.2 
Some 57 25.7 28.4 86.6 
A lot 27 12.2 13.4 100.0 
Total 201 90.5 100.0 

Missing 9 21 9.5 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothing 8 4.7 4 .8 4.8 
A little 27 15.9 16.3 21 .1 
Some 62 36.5 37.3 58.4 
A lot 69 40.6 41.6 100.0 
Total 166 97.6 100.0 

Missing 9 4 2.4 
Total 170 100 .0 

3.00 Valid A little 11 12.6 14.7 14.7 
Some 26 29.9 34.7 49 .3 
A lot 38 43.7 50.7 100.0 
Total 75 86 .2 100.0 

Missing 9 12 13.8 
Total 87 100.0 

70i2-How to pray-Students knowledge of subject 

Valid Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE Frequency Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 27 12.2 13.5 13.5 

A little 47 21 .2 23.5 37.0 
Some 65 29.3 32.5 69.5 
A lot 61 27.5 30.5 100.0 
Total 200 90.1 100.0 

Missing 9 22 9.9 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothin•g 4 2.4 2.4 2.4 
A little 10 5.9 6.1 8.5 
Some 41 24.1 24 .8 33.3 
A lot 110 64 .7 66.7 100 .0 
Total 165 97.1 100.0 

Missing 9 5 2.9 
Total 170 100.0 

3.00 Valid A little 3 3.4 3.9 3.9 
Some 17 19.5 22 .1 26.0 
A lot 57 65.5 74 .0 100.0 
Total 77 88.5 100.0 

Missing 9 10 11.5 
Total 87 100.0 
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70j2-Content of Siddur-Students knowledge of subject 

Valid Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE Frequency Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 38 17.1 18.8 18.8 

A little 54 24.3 26.7 45.5 
Some 64 28.8 31.7 77 .2 
A lot 46 20.7 22.8 100.0 
Total 202 91.0 100.0 

Missing 9 20 9.0 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothing 9 5.3 5.5 5.5 
A little 20 11.8 12.2 17.7 
Some 61 35.9 37.2 54.9 
A lot 74 43.5 45 .1 100.0 
Total 164 96 .5 100 .0 

Missing 9 6 3.5 
Total 170 100.0 

3.00 Valid Nothing 1 1.1 1.3 1.3 
A litt.le 8 9.2 10.5 11.8 
Some 26 29.9 34.2 46.1 
A lot 41 47 .1 53.9 100.0 
Total 76 87 .4 100.0 

Missing 9 11 12.6 
Total 87 100.0 

70k2-Marriage-Students knowledge of subject 

Valid Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE Frequency Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 22 9.9 10.9 10.9 

A little 60 27.0 29 .9 40.8 
Some 70 31 .5 34.8 75.6 
A lot 49 22.1 24.4 100.0 
Total 201 90.5 100.0 

Missing 9 21 9.5 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothing 21 12.4 12.9 12.9 
A little 49 28.8 30.1 42.9 
Some 46 27.1 28 .2 71 .2 
A lot 47 27.6 28.8 100.0 
Total 163 95.9 100.0 

Missing 9 7 4.1 
Total 170 100.0 

3.00 Valid Nothing 3 3.4 4.0 4.0 
A little 17 19.5 22.7 26.7 
Some 42 48.3 56.0 82.7 
A lot 13 14.9 17.3 100.0 
Total 75 86.2 100.0 

Missing 9 12 13.8 
Total 87 100.0 
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70l2-Death/Mourning-Students knowledge of subject 

Valid Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE Frequencv Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 23 10.4 11.4 11 .4 

A little 49 22.1 24.4 35.8 
Some 88 39.6 43 .8 79.6 
A lot 41 18.5 20.4 100.0 
Total 201 90.5 100.0 

Missing 9 21 9.5 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothing 18 10.6 10.9 10.9 
A little 46 27.1 27.9 38.8 
Some 59 34.7 35.8 74.5 
A lot 42 24.7 25.5 100.0 
Total 165 97.1 100.0 

Missing 9 5 2.9 
Total 170 100.0 

3.00 Valid Nothing 7 8.0 9.3 9.3 
A little 18 20.7 24.0 33.3 
Some 35 40.2 46.7 80.0 
A lot 15 17.2 20.0 100.0 
Total 75 86 .2 100.0 

Missing 9 12 13.8 
Total 87 100.0 

70m2-Circumcision-Students knowledge of subject 

Valid Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE Frequencv Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 20 9.0 10.1 10.1 

A little 64 28.8 32.3 42.4 
Some 80 36.0 40.4 82.8 
A lot 34 15.3 17.2 100.0 
Total 198 89.2 100.0 

Missing 9 24 10.8 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothing 22 12.9 13.6 13.6 
A little 45 26.5 27.8 41.4 
Some 60 35.3 37.0 78.4 
A lot 35 20.6 21 .6 100.0 
Total 162 95.3 100 .0 

Missing 9 8 4.7 
Total 170 100.0 

3.00 Valid Nothing 4 4.6 5.3 5.3 
A li tt.le 17 19.5 22.7 28.0 
Some 33 37.9 44 .0 72.0 
A lot 21 24 .1 28.0 100.0 
Total 75 86 .2 100.0 

Missing 9 12 13.8 
Total 87 100.0 
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70n2-Jews in Middle Ages-Students knowledge of subject 

Valid Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE Frequency Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 70 31 .5 35.9 35.9 

A little 64 28.8 32.8 68.7 
Some 45 20.3 23.1 91 .8 
A lot 16 7.2 8.2 100.0 
Total 195 87.8 100.0 

Missing 9 27 12.2 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothing 8 4.7 5.0 5.0 
A little 28 16.5 17.4 22.4 
Some 71 41 .8 44 .1 66.5 
A lot 54 31 .8 33.5 100.0 
Total 161 94.7 100.0 

Missing 9 9 5.3 
Total 170 100.0 

3.00 Valid Nothing 2 2.3 2.7 2.7 
A little 16 18.4 21 .9 24.7 
Some 39 44.8 53.4 78.1 
A lot 16 18.4 21.9 100.0 
Total 73 83 .9 100.0 

Missing 9 14 16.1 
Total 87 100.0 

70O2-American Jewish history-Students knowledge of subject 

Valid Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE Freauencv Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 52 23.4 26.4 26.4 

A little 57 25.7 28.9 55.3 
Some 61 27.5 31.0 86 .3 
A lot 27 12.2 13.7 100.0 
Total 197 88.7 100.0 

Missing 9 25 11.3 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothing 23 13.5 14.4 14.4 
A little 39 22.9 24.4 38.8 
Some 58 34.1 36.3 75.0 
A lot 40 23.5 25.0 100.0 
Total 160 94.1 100.0 

Missing 9 10 5.9 
Total 170 100.0 

3.00 Valid Nothing 6 6.9 8.3 8.3 
A little 18 20.7 25.0 33.3 
Some 33 37 .9 45.8 79.2 
A lot 15 17.2 20.8 100.0 
Total 72 82 .8 100.0 

Missing 9 15 17.2 
Total 87 100.0 
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70p2-Holocaust-Students knowledge of subject 

Valid Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE Frequency Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 11 5.0 5.5 5.5 

A little 25 11.3 12.5 18.0 
Some 56 25.2 28.0 46 .0 
A lot 108 48 .6 54.0 100 .0 
Total 200 90.1 100.0 

Missing 9 22 9.9 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothing 3 1.8 1.8 1.8 
A little 7 4.1 4.3 6 .1 
Some 36 21 .2 22.1 28.2 
A lot 117 68 .8 71 .8 100.0 
Total 163 95 .9 100.0 

Missing 9 7 4.1 
Total 170 100.0 

3.00 Va lid Nothing 1 1.1 1.3 1.3 
A little 8 9.2 10.5 11 .8 
Some 23 26.4 30.3 42.1 
A lot 44 50.6 57.9 100.0 
Total 76 87.4 100.0 

Missing 9 11 12.6 
Total 87 100.0 

70q2-Hist of Zion and Mod lsr-Students knowledge of subject 

Valid Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE Frequency Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 54 24.3 27.0 27.0 

A little 58 26.1 29.0 56.0 
Some 57 25.7 28.5 84.5 
A lot 31 14.0 15.5 100.0 
Total 200 90.1 100.0 

Missing 9 22 9.9 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothing 23 13.5 14.0 14.0 
A little 34 20.0 20.7 34.8 
Some 61 35.9 37.2 72.0 
A lot 46 27.1 28.0 100.0 
Total 164 96.5 100.0 

Missing 9 6 3.5 
Total 170 100.0 

3.00 Valid Nothing 6 6.9 8.1 8.1 
A litt le 19 21 .8 25.7 33.8 
Some 29 33.3 39.2 73.0 
A lot 20 23.0 27.0 100 .0 
Total 74 85.1 100.0 

Missing 9 13 14.9 
Total 87 100.0 
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70r2-Philosophy-Students knowledge of subject 

Valid Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE Frequency Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 90 40.5 45.7 45.7 

A little 76 34.2 38.6 84.3 
Some 26 11 .7 13.2 97.5 
A lot 5 2.3 2.5 100.0 
Total 197 88.7 100.0 

Missing 9 25 11.3 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothing 48 28.2 29.8 29.8 
A little 57 33.5 35.4 65.2 
Some 41 24.1 25.5 90.7 
A lot 15 8.8 9.3 100.0 
Total 161 94.7 100.0 

Missing 9 9 5.3 
Total 170 100.0 

3.00 Valid Nothing 13 14.9 18.3 18.3 
A little 23 26.4 32.4 50.7 
Some 26 29.9 36.6 87.3 
A lot 9 10.3 12.7 100.0 
Total 71 81 .6 100.0 

Missing 9 16 18.4 
Total 87 100.0 

70s2-Kabbalah-Students knowledge of subject 

Valid Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE Frequency Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 105 47.3 53.6 53.6 

A little 63 28.4 32.1 85.7 
Some 24 10.8 12.2 98.0 
A lot 4 1.8 2.0 100.0 
Total 196 88.3 100.0 

Missing 9 26 11.7 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothing 72 42.4 45.0 45.0 
A little 50 29.4 31 .3 76.3 
Some 24 14.1 15.0 91 .3 
A lot 14 8.2 8.8 100.0 
Total 160 94.1 100.0 

Missing 9 10 5.9 
Total 170 100.0 

3.00 Valid Nothing 35 40.2 50.0 50.0 
A little 19 21.8 27.1 77.1 
Some 12 13.8 17.1 94.3 
A lot 4 4.6 5.7 100.0 
Total 70 80.5 100.0 

Missing 9 17 19.5 
Total 87 100.0 
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70t2-Comp Religion-Students knowledge of subject 

Valid Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE FreQuency Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 69 31 .1 35.6 35.6 

A little 70 31 .5 36.1 71 .6 
Some 36 16.2 18.6 90.2 
A lot 19 8.6 9.8 100.0 
Total 194 87.4 100.0 

Missing 9 28 12.6 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothing 30 17.6 18.6 18.6 
A little 50 29.4 31 .1 49.7 
Some 57 33.5 35.4 85.1 
A lot 24 14.1 14.9 100.0 
Total 161 94.7 100.0 

Missing 9 9 5.3 
Total 170 100.0 

3.00 Valid Nothing 15 17.2 22.1 22.1 
A little 23 26.4 33.8 55.9 
Some 24 27.6 35.3 91 .2 
A lot 6 6.9 8.8 100.0 
Total 68 78.2 100.0 

Missing 9 19 21 .8 
Total 87 100.0 

70u2-Cont Jewish Practice-Students knowledge of s,ubject 

Valid Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE FreQuency Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 80 36.0 40.8 40.8 

A little 65 29.3 33.2 74.0 
Some 38 17.1 19.4 93.4 
A lot 13 5.9 6.6 100.0 
Total 196 88.3 100.0 

Missing 9 26 11 .7 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothing 25 14.7 15.5 15.5 
A little 55 32.4 34.2 49.7 
Some 56 32.9 34.8 84.S 
A lot 25 14.7 15.5 100.0 
Total 161 94.7 100.0 

Missing 9 9 5.3 
Total 170 100.0 

3.00 Valid Nothing 15 17.2 22.1 22.1 
A little 19 21 .8 27.9 50.0 
Some 24 27.6 35.3 85.3 
A lot 10 11.5 14.7 100.0 
Total 68 78.2 100.0 

Missing 9 19 21 .8 
Total 87 100.0 
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70v2-Tzedakah-Students knowledge of subject 

Valid Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE Frequency Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 18 8.1 9.2 9.2 

A little 50 22 .5 25.5 34.7 
Some 67 30.2 34.2 68.9 
A lot 61 27 .5 31 .1 100.0 
Total 196 88.3 100.0 

Missing 9 26 11 .7 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothing 1 .6 .6 .6 
A little 19 11.2 11 .8 12.4 
Some 56 32.9 34.8 47 .2 
A lot 85 50.0 52.8 100.0 
Total 161 94.7 100.0 

Missing 9 9 5.3 
Total 170 100.0 

3.00 Valid Nothing 1 1.1 1.4 1.4 
A little 6 6.9 8.3 9.7 
Some 29 33.3 40.3 50.0 
A lot 36 41 .4 50.0 100.0 
Total 72 82.8 100.0 

Missing 9 15 17.2 
Total 87 100.0 

70:x2-Tikkun Olam-Students knowledge of subject 

Valid Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE Frequency Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 45 20.3 23 .0 23.0 

A little 52 23.4 26 .5 49.5 
Some 65 29.3 33.2 82.7 
A lot 34 15.3 17.3 100.0 
Total 196 88.3 100.0 

Missing 9 26 11 .7 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothing 7 4.1 4.3 4.3 
A little 27 15.9 16.8 21 .1 
Some 67 39.4 41 .6 62.7 
A lot 60 35.3 37.3 100.0 
Total 161 94.7 100.0 

Missing 9 9 5.3 
Total 170 100.0 

3.00 Valid Nothing 10 11 .5 14.1 14.1 
A little 17 19.5 23.9 38.0 
Some 25 28.7 35.2 73.2 
A lot 19 21 .8 26.8 100.0 
Total 71 81 .6 100.0 

Missing 9 16 18.4 
Total 87 100.0 
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70y2-Ahavat Yisrael-Students knowledge of subject 

Valid Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE FreQuencv Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 64 28.8 32.5 32.5 

A little 57 25.7 28.9 61 .4 
Some 53 23.9 26.9 88.3 
A lot 23 10.4 11.7 100.0 
Total 197 88.7 100.0 

Missing 9 25 11.3 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothing 9 5.3 5.7 5.7 
A little 24 14.1 15.1 20.8 
Some 63 37.1 39.6 60.4 
A lot 63 37.1 39.6 100.0 
Total 159 93.5 100.0 

Missing 9 11 6.5 
Total 170 100.0 

3.00 Valid Nothing 3 3.4 4.2 4.2 
A little 11 12.6 15.5 19.7 
Some 23 26.4 32.4 52.1 
A lot 34 39.1 47.9 100.0 
Total 71 81 .6 100.0 

Missing 9 16 18.4 
Total 87 100.0 

70z2-Reading Hebrew aloud-Students knowledge of subject 

Valid Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE FreQuencv Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 20 9.0 10.3 10.3 

A little 38 17.1 19.6 29.9 
Some 61 27.5 31.4 61 .3 
A lot 75 33.8 38.7 100.0 
Total 194 87.4 100.0 

Missing 9 28 12.6 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothing 4 2.4 2.5 2.5 
A little 12 71 7.5 9.9 
Some 50 29.4 31 .1 41 .0 
A lot 95 55.9 59.0 100.0 
Total 161 94.7 100.0 

Missing 9 9 5.3 
Total 170 100.0 

3.00 Valid Nothing 2 2.3 2.8 2.8 
A little 3 3.4 4.2 7.0 
Some 14 16.1 19.7 26.8 
A lot 52 59.8 73.2 100.0 
Total 71 81 .6 100.0 

Missing 9 16 18.4 
Total 87 100.0 
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70-12-Understanding Hebrew-Students knowledge of subject 

Valid Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE Frequency Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 46 20.7 23.6 23.6 

A little 73 32.9 37.4 61 .0 
Some 45 20.3 23.1 84.1 
A lot 31 14.0 15.9 100.0 
Total 195 87.8 100.0 

Missing 9 27 12.2 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothing 3 1.8 1.9 1.9 
A little 16 9.4 10.0 11.9 
Some 45 26.5 28.1 40.0 
A lot 96 56.5 60.0 100.0 
Total 160 94.1 100.0 

Missing 9 10 5.9 
Total 170 100.0 

3.00 Valid Nothing 2 2.3 2.8 2.8 
A little 2 2.3 2.8 5.6 
Some 18 20.7 25.4 31.0 
A lot 49 56.3 69.0 100.0 
Total 71 81 .6 100.0 

Missing 9 16 18.4 
Total 87 100.0 

70-22-Speaking Hebrew-Students knowledge of subject 

Valid Cumulativ 
SCHLTYPE Frequency Percent Percent e Percent 
1.00 Valid Nothing 52 23.4 26.7 26.7 

A little 60 27.0 30.8 57.4 
Some 45 20.3 23.1 80.5 
A lot 38 17.1 19.5 100.0 
Total 195 87.8 100.0 

Missing 9 27 12.2 
Total 222 100.0 

2.00 Valid Nothing 2 1.2 1.3 1.3 
A little 13 7.6 8.1 9.4 
Some 41 24.1 25.6 35.0 
A lot 104 61 .2 65.0 100.0 
Total 160 94.1 100.0 

Missing 9 10 5.9 
Total 170 100.0 

3.00 Valid Nothing 2 2.3 2.9 2.9 
A little 5 5.7 7.1 10.0 
Some 18 20.7 25.7 35.7 
A lot 45 51.7 64.3 100.0 
Total 70 80.5 100.0 

Missing 9 17 19.5 
Total 87 100.0 
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'y1C(~ > 7 -9 
Table 1. Percent of students who reported having the opportunity to learn the following 
subjects in school. 

PERCENT REPORTING OPPORTUNITY TO LEARN 

Non-Orthodox Orthodox 
SUBJECT Supplementary Day School Day School 

Text Study 
Torah 68% -=r I 99 98 {00 

Prophets 47 50 92 99 'f '< 
Mishna 33 !>1. 98 88 gg 
Talmud (Gemara) 47 t.t9 90 82 ~s 
Modem Jewish Literature 49 so 80 66 ~, 
Holidays 
Shabbat 72 1, 98 100 too 
Shavuot 59 b'l 98 97 'f S" 
Tisha B'Av 50 ro 95 96 qr 
W (Prayerbook) 

58 65' 95 91 2~ How to pray 
Content of Siddur 54 Sg 92 91 ~, 
Life Cycle 

l (. Marriage 70 12 60 74 
Death/Mourning 72 ~ '-i 71 69 <"> ~ 
Circumcision 62 G<t 66 72 -; ~ 

Jewish History 
Jews in the Middle Ages 54 '*~ 93 89 S' S" 
American Jewish History 58 S'1 72 71 10 
Holocaust 91 ic:r 99 94 '1 ~ 
Zionism/Israel 65 bD 78 78 S' 

Jewish Thought 
to 1 Philosophy 31 2c;- 54 72 

Kabbalah (mysticism) 25 z. '1 34 30 "2.-6 
Comparative Religion 51 :.t ~ 64 52 r~ 
Varieties of Contemporary 47 ..S"f 70 62 s-i. 

Jewish Practice and Thought 



Table 1 (continued). 

PERCENT REPORTING OPPORTUNITY TO LEARN 

SUBJECT Supplementary 

Jewish Values 
Tzedakah (charity) 75 tct 
Tikkun Olarn ('"repairing" 61 h ( 

the world") 
~"2. Ahavat Yisrael ( care about 52 

Jews around the world) 

Hebrew 
Reading out loud 74 11 
Understanding what you read 59 1 
Speaking 

fl/~ S> (,'4a?(<; 

Nu( ~ vJ..oM1 \ 

59 f>f 

b 

Non-Orthodox Orthodox 
Day School Day School 

96 73 97-
91 73 <;;S-

93 84 ct~ 

97 97 ~r-
95 99 O(r 

98 96 9/o 

2 

I t.t 9 
) J 



Table : Prevalence of, and Emphasis on, Jewish Education in Jewish secular Sector: 
Middle Schools (1997) 

(N=98) 
Percent Mean 
Schools Weekly 

School Subject/Subiect Area Teaching Hours• SD 

Hebrew: Language & Literature 

Hebrew Language 100 7.6 2.56 

Hebrew Literature 100 6.5 l.64 

Humanities and Social Sciences 
Hjstory 99 8.0 1.67 

Geography 97 5.1 1.80 

Land of Israel/Zion ism 61 0.9 1.99 

Citizenship 51 0.8 1.01 

Religious Education 

Bible 100 7.6 1.60 

Oral Law/Jewish Studies 53 1.6 1.88 

Other 

SociaJ Education*** 100 SA 1.71 

Total Hours of Instruction 
rq 

109.3 8.88 

Coefficient 

of 
Variation•• Range 

.34 0 - 16 

.25 0- 14 

.21 0- 13 

.35 0 - 9 

1.11 0 - 6 

1.35 0-6 

.21 S - 15 
1.16 0-9 

.32 3 - II 

.08 92 - I 38 ,.,..,,, 
* Refers to the sum total of weekJy instructionaJ hours allocated to each subject in grades 7, 8 and 9. 

** The coefficient of variation is calculated as the ratio of the standard deviation to the mean. 

• 0 Weekly hour (or more) of homeroom class meeting devoted to various social projects and discussions. 



Table : Table 1: Prevalence of, and Emphasis on, School Subjects in Jewish and Arab Sector 
Middle Schools (1997-2000) 

Percentage of Schools 
Teaching Subject 
Jewish 

Mean Weekly Hours 
Allocated to Subject* 

Jewish 

Table : Prevalence of, and Emphasis on, Jewish Education in Religious Sector: Middle 
Schools (2001) 

(N= 90) 

Percent Mean Coefficient 
Schools Weekly of 

School Subject/ ubject Area Teaching Hours• SD Variation•• Range 

Hebrew: Language & Literature 

Hebrew Language 100 8.30 2.41 0.29 3.5-15.0 

Hebrew Literature 88 4.83 2.48 0.51 0 .0-12.0 

Humanities and Social Sciences 

History 99 S.70 1.34 0.24 0.0-9.0 

Geography 70 2.89 2.37 0.82 0.0-6.0 

Land oflsrael/Zionism 54 1.17 2.17 1.85 0.0- 16.0 

Citizenship SI 0.81 1.00 1.23 0.0-4.0 

Religious Education 

Bible 100 15.30 3.77 0.25 6.0-27.0 

Halacha/Jewish Studies 100 32.85 16.37 0.50 8.0-75.0 

Other Subjects 

Social Education** * 86 3.94 3.11 0.79 0.0-16.3 

Total Hours of Instruction 132.3 15.14 75.0-175.0 

* Refers to the sum total of actual weekly hours allocated to each subject, on average in grades 7 through 9 

* * The coefficient of variation is calculated as the ratio of the standard deviation to the mean. 

*** Weekly hour (or more) of homeroom class meeting devoted to various social projects and discussions. 
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ura Re h, 08:09 PM 6/8/2002 +0200 Re: Re:my comments to your data 

Date: Sat, 08 Jun 2002 20:09:15 +0200 
From: Nura Resh <msnura@mscc.huji.ac.il> 
Subject: Re: Re:my comments to your data 
To: Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu> 
X-Mailer: Microsoft Outlook Express 5.00.2615.200 
X-Security: MIME headers sanitized on charles.ssc.wisc.edu 

See htt ://www.im sec.or /email-tools/sanitizer-intro.html 
for details. $Revision: 1.135 $Date: 2002-05-26 21 :19:33-07 

Page I of2 

Dear Adam, I am glad that my comments and conclusions were appealing to you, and Yes, you should leave the 
public-private distinction for Brisbane and discuss at the end the possible other factors that effect school 
curricu lum. It is also important to mention that most studies about publ ic - private differences were dealing with 
school outcomes (mainly academic achievement) and we are trying to investigate a different aspect (curriculum 
implementation :content and emphasis) which , at least asit seems from this limited data, does not "abide" by the 
previous findings where the organ izational affi liation (private-public) was a good predictor. 
About Hebrew: As an Israeli I was sure to put in the the cell of "text'' "regular'', but when I think about it from the 
point of view of an American Jewish education I realize that it might also be in the Kodesh- text (if it serve to 
enhance Jewish learn ing) and in the Kodesh-ritual (non-formal) (if it is aimed at preparing for Bar-Mitzva or for 
ritual prayers). 
AS for teaching Holidays in the Israeli system: it is true that you do not see it as a "subject", but it will be a 
mistake to define it as knowledge that is transferred through latent curriculum. Beside the fact that Jewish 
holidays are celebrated as state holidays (no work, no school, no business), children learn about them (meaning 
and traditions) since early kindergarten . In schools there are usually "Holidays projects" that are taught in Social 
class (CHINUCH) or as part of one of the humanities (Literature, history .. ). 
I am going to Sweden for a conference (14-22/6) and then we have one more week to go toward the end of the 
academic year. Have a good time in Prague: it is one of the most beautiful cities and its Jewish part is very 
exciting. 
As decided we shall find time in Chicago to talk over rthe structure of a possible publishable paper. Love to Marla. 
Nura. 

--- Original Message ----­
From: Adam Gamoran 
To: Nura Resh 
Cc: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
Sent: Thursday, June 06 , 2002 8:32 PM 
Subject: Re:my comments to your data 

Dear Nura , 

I'm very sorry I won't see you in Australia , but happy we will be able to meet in Chicago. 
Many thanks for your excellent insights. Here are my reactions: 

1. I agree with your suggestion that we prepare simple, descriptive analyses, and focus the 
paper mainly on the text. I had similar thoughts. 

2. I like the distinctions you suggest between what we might call "sacred" versus "non­
sacred" and "textual/disciplinary" versus "non-disciplinary". The four categories created by 
these two dimensions might be called "sacred texts" "ordinary texts" "sacred ritual" and 
"cultural/non-ritual". 

Where would you put Hebrew language within this scheme. It seems to fit everywhere. Is 
that how you would treat it? 

3. For the current version of the paper, I think we should still begin with the public vs private 

Print d for Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu> 6/13/2002 
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division, and then "discover'' the findings that you have identified. First, organizational and 
ideological differences are more important than the distinction between public and private 
governance. This is evident in the cross-country similarities between Jewish day schools in 
the US and Israeli schools. The ideological differences (orthodox vs non-orthodox) appear 
more salient in Israel (based on admittedly weak data for the US) and the organizational 
differences appear powerful in the US (day school versus supplementary). 

A second finding is that other differences reflect the distinction between the religious state 
(Israel) and the secular state (US) rather than the distinction between public and private 
governance of education. Judaism is woven into the entire fabric of life in Israel, so topics 
like "holidays" and "prayer'' are not school subjects in Israel as they are in the US. However, 
they are important parts of the hidden curriculum of Jewish Israeli schools. Another feature 
of religious schools in a religious state is that religious and secular subjects are integrated , 
particularly in the Israeli non-Orthodox schools. In the US, religious and secular subjects are 
typically very separate; for example some schools reserve the morning for Jewish studies 
and the afternoon for general studies, or vice versa. 

Let me know how these thoughts strike you. I am willing to write a first draft of a paper for 
presentation in Brisbane, with the understanding that we may go in a different direction 
subsequently. I'm leaving shortly for a trip to Prague, but I return in a week and will get right 
on it. 

Adam 

At 09:42 AM 6/4/2002 +0200, you wrote: 
Dear Adam, I attach my reaction to your table, where I try to offer a way to deal with the somewhat 
data and still be able to say something comparative (mainly within- but also between systems}. 
After a second consideration, I decide to cancel my trip to Australia , so you will be presenting the paper {which 
would be the case even if I were there} . I am coming instead to the ASA (also Aaron) where we present a 
paper in one of the SOC. of ED. sessions. That would give us a good opportunity to meet and think more 
specifically how we could construct a publishable paper out of what we have at hand. 
There are two different issues, perhaps three, that can be raised in this regard. First, how to eventually frame 
the paper: I th ink that it is fairly clear that sticking to the private-public issue will not take the paper very far. 
Actually the issue we may want to focus on has to do with the construction of Jewish identity(ies} in Israel and 
Diaspora Jewish commun ities, and similarities and differences which are reflected in curricular structures and 
contents. Obviously there are other possibilities. This would lead to the 2nd issue: what kind of analysis or 
methodology to employ in the paper. Given the limited database (and maybe, when we meet we will find more 
information that we both have and can use), I would th ink that the analysis has to be fairly simple and mainly 
descriptive with the text taking up much of the crux of the paper. Then there is the question of a possible 
publication outlet (which is obviously related to the first 2 issues}. We may want to th ink about the Jewish 
Journal of Sociology or some such forum, where the readership is interested inthe substantive patterns and 
less the analytical arguments. 
Warm regards to Marla. Coming to Chicago, we might all meet. Nura 

1111 . 
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Table 3. Prevalence of Jewish Subjects in Orthodox and Non-Orthodox Jewish Schools in 
Chicago, USA 

Percent of Students Who Reported Having the 
Opportunity to Learn a Subject in School 

Non-Orthodox Orthodox 
Supplementary Day School Day School 

Sacred Texts 
Bible 
Torah 71 99 100 
Prophets 50 92 99 

Oral Law 
Mishna 32 98 88 
Gemara 49 90 85 

Hebrew 
Reading out loud 77 97 95 
Reading comprehension 63 95 97 
Speaking 61 98 96 

Kaballah 24 34 26 
Content of prayerbook 58 92 89 

Sacred Non-Textual 
Hol idays 

Shabbat 76 98 JOO 
Shavuot 64 98 95 
Tisha B'Av 50 95 95 

Rituals 
How to P ray 65 95 86 
Marriage 72 60 72 
Death/Mourning 74 71 64 
Circumcision 64 66 73 

Ordinary Texts 
History 
Jews in the Middle Ages 46 93 85 
American Jewish History 54 72 70 
Holocaust 89 99 92 

Zionism/f srael 60 78 75 
Modem Jewish Literature 50 80 61 
Philosophy 25 54 67 
Comparative Religion 45 64 54 

Ordinary Non-Textual 
Values 
Tzedakab (charity) 79 96 97 
Tikkun Olam ("repairing" 61 91 65 

the wor Id") 
Ahavat Yisrael ( care about 52 93 88 

Jews around the world) 
Varieties of Religious Practice 44 70 52 

Number of Schools 6 I 2 
Number of Students 202 166 81 



Table 4. Emphasis on Jewish Subjects in Orthodox and Non-Orthodox Jewish Schools in 
Chicago, USA 

Percent of Students Who Repo rted Knowing 
"A Lot''About a Subject 

Non-Orthodox Orthodox 
Supplementary Day School Day School 

Sacred Texts 
Bible 

Torah 15.3 55.4 64.5 
Prophets 5.5 22.3 44.2 

Oral Law 
Mishna 4.0 29.7 23.0 
Gemara 3.5 23 .2 23.0, 

Hebrew 
Reading out loud 38.7 59.0 73.2 
Reading comprehension l 5.9 60.0 69.0 
Speaking 19.5 65.0 64.3 

Kaballah 2.0 8.8 5.7 
Content of prayerbook 22.8 45.1 53.9 

Sacred Non-Textual 
Holidays 

Shabbat 43.6 77.4 77.9 
Shavuot 18.0 5 l.2 55.3 
Tisha B 'Av 13.4 4 1.6 50.7 

Rituals 
How to Pray 30.5 66.7 74.0 
Marriage 24.4 28.8 17.3 
Death/Mourning 20.4 25.5 20.0 
Circumcision 17.2 2 1.6 28.0 

Ordinary Texts 
History 

Jews in the Middle Ages 8.2 33.5 21.9 
American Jewish History 13.7 25.0 20.8 
Holocaust 54.0 71.8 57.9 

Zionism/Israel 15,S 28.0 27.0 
Modem Jewish Literature 4.0 19.6 21.3 
Philosophy 2.5 9.3 12.7 
Comparative Religion 9.8 14.9 8.8 

Ordinary Non-Textual 
Values 
Tzedakah (charity) 31.1 52.8 50.0 
Tikkun Olam (" repairing" 17.3 37.3 26.8 

the world") 
Ahavat Yisrael ( care about 11.7 39.6 47.9 

Jews around the world) 
Varieties of Religious Practice 6.6 l5.S 14.7 

Number of Schools 6 I 2 

Number of Students 202 166 81 



Table 2. Emphasis on Jewish Subjects in Orthodox and Non-Orthodox Jewish Middle 
Schools in Israel 

Sacred Texts 
Bible 
Oral Law (Talmud) 
Hebrew Language 

Ordinary Texts 
History 
Geography 
Land of Israel/Zionism 
Hebrew Literature 

Number of Schools 

Average Weekly Hours of Instruction 

Non-Orthodox 

7.6 
1.6 
7.6 

8.0 
5.1 
0.9 
6.5 

98 

Orthodox 

15.30 
32.85 
8.30 

5.70 
2.89 
1.17 
4.83 

90 



Table 1. Prevalence of Jewish Subjects in Orthodox and Non-Orthodox Jewish Middle 
Schools in Israel 

Sacred Texts 
Bible 
Oral Law (Talmud) 
Hebrew Language 

Ordinary Texts 
History 
Geography 
Land of Israel/Zionism 
Hebrew Literature 

Number of Schools 

Percent of Schools Teaching 

Non-Orthodox 

100 
53 

100 

99 
97 
61 

100 

98 

Orthodox 

100 
100 
100 

99 
70 
54 
88 

90 
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r Midwest: Mostly sunny • 
winds. Highs in the 80's near , 
Great Lakes region and the Ohio V~ 
ley, lower 90's elsewhere. Weather 
map and _deta.i.Js, are on Page A.'20. 
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'. 

SUP~M£ COfJ~T; 9-4, l1Pfff>fJ)$ . 
. V()UGHER SYSJJEM TH:AlPA:Ys .-

. ' 

· RELi«IOUS SCHOOLS·~-TUITION· 
. . 

_The Battleground Shifts 
Decision on Constitutional Question Moves 
I~e to the Fron.t Line of Political Debate 

By ADAM NAGOURNEY 

• WASHINGTON, June 27 - Toe 
Supreme Court decision today swept 
away what h.ad been one of the big• 
ges,t obstacles to a bedrock goal of 
the oonsenative movement: letting 

parents use government 
. l'iews money to pay for ~ 

gious and private scbooL 
~sis The >to-4 ruling 

_ moves the debate out of 
.constitutlon"al law and into policy and 
politics, ~ that school vouch­

. ers will be' a subject of contentioD 
from. Congress to statehouses lo the 
presidenti.al,cam~ trail for years 
to come . . 

It was Uttfe wonder that advocates 
of vouchers, who have pressed this 
fight for two decades, hailed the rul­
ing as the most important Supreme 
Coqrt education decision. since 
Brown v. Board of Education. 

Before t,oday; proPQiients of vouch­
ers couki ·not PllSS th~ threshold ar­
g\lm~t ~ vsmg gov.enunent-fi­
n.anced vouchers to pay for private 
or religious school tuition violated 
the. Consti.tli.tion. To the delight of 
cooservatives, the decision moves 
the argu.ment a long way from 
wliether to allow vo11chers to hO\\'. to 

make them work. 
"1 have been arguing this issue for 

19 years," said WDliam J. Bennett, 
who was education secretary under 
President Ronald Reagan. "When 
yoo went to an audience, the objec­
tion you heard most often y,,as, 'Isn't 
'this unconstitutional?' That was 
what kept coming up. And I would 
say, 'Wedon'tknow.' Today we know 
it's not uncoostitutioruil.'' 

The ro1ing would seem to bold at 
least the J)OteDt:la.l of a tuniaroond 
for a movement that .bas attracted 
an unusual assortment of advocates 
-:-- from conservatives to religious 
leade,rs to _parents In urban minority 
neigbborhoods to a SiWng president 
of the United States - but that bas, 
over the past two years, seemed in · 
danger of drifting off tbe horizon. 

In 2000, voters in California and 
Mi.chigan, by. overwhelming mar­
gins, defeated initiatives that would 
have provided for the use of school· 
v;ouc.bers. Last year, President Bush 
signed educational reform legisla-

. ti,on th~ Included no money for 
vouchers,. notwithstanding his, ~-

Continued on Page Al 7, 
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RULING IN OHIO CASE 

Majori~y Says Cleveland 
Pr~griam Otters 'True 

Private Choice' 

By LINDA GREENHOUSE 

WASHINGTON, June 'J:l - The 
Supreme Court, concluding th.at 
Cleveland's, voucher plan was •-a 
program of tru.e ~'Vflte choice," to­
day upheld the use of public money 
for religions school tuition i:J'.! a deci­
sive 5-to-4 ruling that the majority 
~ed a logical outgrowth ot recent 
decisions and . the., dissenters de­
scribed as a fundamental break with 
thepast. · 

The yiost i.mpor;tant nlling on reli­
gion' and the scll9()ls in the 40 years­
since the court 1iecla.red organized 
prayer, in. ~ public ·schex>ls to be 
uncoq.stitution~ the decisiop,'issued 
on·the final day· of the court's 2001· 
2002 term, wlll not end the passionate 
debate over "school ch:oice." 

Rather, if will ·move that debate to·. 
state couns; . in battles over state 
constitutional objectjons to voucher 
programs. and to state legislanites 
and the ballot l>oxc Whil~ a handful of 
VOl;ICherprograms are now in OJ)el'a­
tion, they bave been defeated consis• 
tentJy in re.ferendwns. 
· Voucher supporters have attribut­

ed.. those defeats to the legal cloud 
9ve( the concept, that the court re-
~ve<J 'tpday,. • ' -
;, ''!}us· allows .~ school choice 
· movetnerth~ shi!:i from defense ~ 

-• •~ ,.,U:,:.. D...,J..Al, uft'IQ. n~q. 



I RAEL: Public Governance 

► Religious versus Secular 

► Orthodox versus Non-Orthodox 

U ITED STATES: Private Governance 

I SETTING 

Orthodox 
Day School 

I RELIGIOSITY 

Non-Orthodox Non-Orthodox 
Day School Supplementary 

School 



RELIGIOUS SCHOOLS UNDER PUBLIC GOVERNANCE 

► Often become secularized 

► Religious curriculum is marginalized 
o Confined to a weekly hour of "religious and 

moral education" 

► Case of Israel 
o Religious studies unlikely to be marginalized 
o Sacred texts may be more marginal in non­

Orthodox schools 



RELIGIOUS SCHOOLS UNDER PRIVATE GOVERNANCE 

► 82,000 Public se1cular schools in the U.S. 

► 21,000 Private religious schools 
o 8,000 Catholic schools 
o 700 Jewish Schools 
o 12,000 Other religious schools 

► 6,000 Non-religious private schools 

JEWISH SCHOOLS IN THE UNITED STATES 

► 700 Day schools (approximately 600 Orthodox) 

► Estimated 1,800 Supplementary schools 



DATA 
ISRAEL 

► Survey of 100 non-Orthodox junior high schools 
in 1996-97 

► Survey of 90 Orthodox junior high schools in 
2000-01 

► Responses of principals to questions about 
curricular structure, 

o Coverage of Jewish studies subjects 
o Hours per week on Jewish studies subjects 



DATA 
UNITED STATES 

► Pilot study of 9 schools in the Chicago area 

► 2 Orthodox day schools, 1 non-Orthodox day 
school, 6 supplementary schools 

► Responses of students to questions about 
subjects they had an opportunity to learn, and how 
much they know about a subject 

► 824 students were surveyed, 449 in grades 7-9 
included in this analysis 



Israeli Schools: Sacred Texts (Exposure) 

Bible Oral Law Hebrew 

□ Non-Orthodox 
■ Orthodox 



Israeli Schools: Ordinary Subjects (Exposure) 
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FRIDAY, JUNE 28, 2002 ONE DOLLAR 

SUPREME COURT, 5-4, UPHOLDS 
VOUCHER SY5TEM THAT PAYS 
RELIGIOUS SCHOOLS' TUITION 
The Battleground Shifts 

Decision on Constitutional question Moves 
Issue to the Front Line of Political Debate 

By ADAM NAGOURNEY 

W ASHlNGTON, June 27 - The make them work. 
supreme Court decision today swept "I baYe been arguing this issue lor 
away what had been ooe of I.he big• l!I years," said William J . Bennett, 
gest obt;tades to a bedrock goaJ or who was educ.ation secretary Wider 
the amservative movement: leuing President Ron.aid Reagan. "When 

parents use government you went to an audience, me obJec• 
News mooey to pay for reli• uon you heard most oftea was, 'Isn't 

Analysis gjous and private 5Choo.l. this unconstitutional?' That was 
Toe 5-to-C ruling what kept coming up. And I would 

moves the debate out of say, 'We don't know.' Today we know 
constiwtional l:1w and into policy and it'! not unconstitutioruil." 
politics, ensurmg that school vouch- ~ ruling would seem to hoJd u 
ers will be- a subject of aJDtentJon least the potential of a turnaround 
from Congress to statehouses to the for a mowment that has attracted 
presidential carnpaign t:nul tor yean an unusual asmrtment of advocates 
to come. - from conservatives to religious 

It was Utt.le wonder that advocates leaders to parents in urban minority 
of vouchers, who have pressed this neighborhoods to a stwng presic!eot 
fight for two decades, bailed the n.u- of lhe United States - but that has, 
ing as the most important Supreme over the past two years, seemed in 
Court educauoo decision since danger of drifting oft the borizoo. 
Brown v. Board or Educal.ion. In 2000, voters in California and 

Before today, proponents of vouch- Michigan. by ovenvhel ming mar­
ers could oot pass the th.reshold ar- gins, defeated in tialives that would 
gument that using government-.fi- have provided for the use of school I 
nanced vouchers to pay for private vouchers. Last year, Preskient Bush 
or religious school tutuon violated signed educational reform legisla­
the Constitution.. To the defi..~t of t.Klll that Included no money for 
conservatives, the decision moves vouchers, DOtWttbstandmg his cam­
the argument a long way from 
whether to allow vouchers to bow to COlltinued on I •age AJ 7 

RULING IN OHIO CASE 

Majority Says Cleveland 
Program Otters 'True 

Private Choice' 

By LINDA GREENHOUSE 
WASHINGTON, June "rT - The 

Supreme Co!,m, conduding that 
Cleveland's voucher plan was " a 
program of truE: private choice," to­
day upheld ~ use of public money 
for religious school tuition in a deci­
<;ive S-to-4 ruling that the muJority 
caJled a logical c,utgrowth of recent 
decisions and the dissenters de­
scrlbt-d as a fundamental break •itll 
the past_ 

The most important ruling OD rei1-
110n and the schools in the 40 years 
since lhe court declared orgamied 
prayer iD lhe public schools 10 be 
WlCODSl1tutJoaal, the decision.' issued 
on the final day of the court's 2001-
2002 term. will not end lhe passionate 
debate over "school choice. ' " 

Rat.her. it will move that debate to 
state courts, in battles over slalfl 
cons titutional obJections to vou ·her 
programs, aod to state legislatures 
and the ballot box. While a handful of 
voucher programs are now in opera­
tion, they have bE:en defeated consis­
tently in referendums. 

Voucher supporters have attrihut· 
ed those defeats to the legal cloud 
over the concept that the court re­
moved today. 
· "'Ibis allows the school choice 
DMm!Dll!llt to shift from defense to 

... ..:. _w.,a ,__,. D,..f;,-,1,, """°' ftl""PCt.,. 



U.S. Schools: Ordinary Subjects (Exposure) 

80 
Ill Non-Orthodox . 

60 Supplementary ' 

□ Non-Orthodox Day 

40 
■ Orthodox Day 

20 

Holocaust Zionism Charity 



Israeli Schools: Ordinary Subjects (lntensi.ty) 

History Geography Zionism Literature 

□ Non-Orthodox 
■Orthodox 



U.S. Schools: Sacred Texts (Exposure) 

60 

40 

20 

Bible Oral Law Hebrew 
reading 

■ Non-Orthodox 
Supplementary 

□ Non-Orthodox Day 

■ Orthodox Day 
' 



Israeli Schools: Sacred Texts (Intensity) 

□ Non-Orthodox ------------1 
■Orthodox 

Bible Oral Law Hebrew 



Israeli Schools: Ordinary Subjects (Exposure) 

40 

o--

DtblOttabc 
■OUu.laK 

' 



Israeli Schools: Sacred Texts (Exposure) 

Bible Oral Law Hebrew 

□ Non-Orthodox 
■Orthodox 



DATA 
UNITED STATES 

► Pilot study of 9 schools in the Chicago area 

► 2 Orthodox day schools, 1 non-Orthodox day 
school, 6 supplementary schools 

' 

► Responses of students to questions about 
subjects they had an opportunity to learn, and how 
much they know about a subject 

► 824 students were surveyed, 449 in grades 7-9 
included in this analysis 



DATA 

ISRAEL 

► Survey of 100 non-Orthodox junior high schools 
in 1996-97 

► Survey of 90 Orthodox junior high schools in 
2000-01 

► Responses of principals to questions about 
curricular structure 

o Coverage of Jewish studies subjects · 
o Hours per week on Jewish studies subjects 

' 



RELIGIOUS SCHOOLS UNDER PRIVATE GOVERNANCE 

► 82,000 Public secular schools in the U.S. 

► 21,000 Private religious schools 
o 8,000 Catholic schools 

' 

o 700 Jewish Schools 
o 12,000 Other religious schools 

► 6,000 Non-religious private schools 

JEWISH SCHOOLS IN THE UNITED STATES . 

► 700 Day schools (approximately 600 Orthodox) 

► Estimated 1,800 Supplementary schools 



RELIGIOUS SCHOOLS UNDER PUBLIC GOVERNANCE 

► Often become secularized . 

► Religious curriculum is marginalized . 
o Confined to a weekly hour of "religious an·d 

moral education" 

► Case of Israel 
o Religious studies unlikely to be marginalized 
o Sacred texts may be more marginal in non­

Orthodox schools 



ISRAEL: Public-Governance 

► Religious versus S1ecular 

► Orthodox versus Non-Orthodox 

UNITED STATES: Private Governance 

I SETTING 

Orthodox 
Day School 

I RELIGIOSITY 
. 

Non-Orthodox Non-Orthodox 
Day School Supplementary 

School 
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Money overboard 
The scandal of managed f.~ 
MONEY MANAGER 

No tnore elite 
schools: it's 
back to basics 
C..ranl Noonan 
and Unda Ool\erty 

The Education Minister, John 
Watkins, has signalled a major 
change in direction, saying NSW 
has enough selective and single­
sex high schools and throwing 
his support behind the oonnal 
co-educational high. 

For lite pasr five years t.hr Edu­
cation Depa.ruoent has suoogly 
pushed options such as selective 
schools, •enior colleges and 
single-sex schools. 

Bur in an inrerview with the 
Herald, Mr Wai kins has 
defended comprehensive high 
schools. saying: "They deliver to 
their communities.• 

He said be saw no need for 
more selective high scbools or 
single-sex schoQls 

"We·ve got 28 sclec1:1ve or 
partly ~lective high schools - I 
think II the moment we're about 
fiSbr.. • Mr W3Lkins said. '"There 
isn'r a big push to open a Im 
more ~it1gll' sn scbools, -

But Mr Wm.kins said one of the 
biggest challenges facing sdlools 
was finding new WU}'J ro .manage 
chronically disn.rptive_ students, 

Mr Watkins said the ex.i.5ting 
syuem - in which coniron­
Ull:ional and occasionally violent 
srudenrs were suspended for 
periods of up to 20 days and then 
returned to the classroom - was 
notworl!.ing. 

'IUds. .. wllOn 
Clnllicall'/ • 
llsciplnd and 
Ullfrontationllst -
tbly'rt ant rl tlll 
bllJleSt d11111191s-' 
JOHN WATKINS 

"I'm conc:emed about report.$ 
I'm getting from so many 
teachus about the chronically 
ill-disciplined child who makes 
their teacb1Jl8 environment ex 
tremely hard and impacts on 
other kids." Mf Walkins said. 

"We're not tallung about rude 
kids , but those who are 
chronirnlly ill-disciplined and 
confrom.ationalist - they're one 
of the biggest challenges we have 
in our schools.• 

He said the Eduamon De\)art· 
ment's experiment with senior 
colleges was in ils infancy and he 
wamed to examine their progress 
before extending the project. 

Morethan30ofthesmre's220 
high schools have pined in col• 
legiatr clusterS where, rypu:ally, 
one high school becomes a 
senior collqc for years 11 and 
12 srudems and the remainder 
act as junior high schools. 

k {s a model I.bat has been 
championed by the retiring 
Director-G1!~ral of Educadon, 
Dr Ken Boscon. 

Mr Watkins .said be bad been 

impressed with the competence 
and vigour of comprehensive 
high schools since taking over 
che minisoy six months ago. 

u1 haven't been into one com• 
prehensive high school that's like 
another - they deliver to their 
communities • 

Mr Watkins said his final l 
thinking would be guided by the 
public education comminee es­
tablished ln the wake of a report 
into the state of public education 
by Professor Tony Vinson. from 
the Uruversiry of NSW. 

However, his commeni:s indi­
cate • clear preference for ~low­
ing down the paC'I! of change In 
recent years. 
~ recent re-organisation of • 

tn.ner-Sydney schools - an .it­
Lempt by the departmem to Slem 
the drift co the privllre school sec• 
tor- saw the closure of rwo com­
prehensive highs and new 
selective and single-sex schools. 

The Government has al.ready 
established 11 schools for those 
with behavioural problems and a 
further 17 "cutonal cerures" 
artaebed to existing schools.h has 
also decided to commu $400,000 
to each of 40 "priocily acnon• 
schools wherr disruptive behav­
iour IS significa111. 

Mr Wtu.kins says lhe problem 
appears to be "going down the 
ytllrs·, with sntdenI$ as young as 
eigh[. or nine yttrs of age being 
chronically disniptivi:. 
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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN FORMAL JEWISH EDUCATION AND DIMENSIONS OF 
JEWISH IDENTITY 

REVISED ABSTRACT 

This paper addresses the issue of whether the religio-ethnic education of children in a small minority 
community can shape the subsequent identity of those individuals as adults living within a developed society 
like the United States. This question will be examined more specifically by reviewing the relatively large extant 
literature on the relationship between Jewish schooling in childhood and subsequent aspects of adult Jewish 
identity through a computer assisted review of the literature, utilizing Sociological Abstracts, Psychlnfo, 
Dissertation Abstracts, and ERIC 

The findings can be divided into two broad categories: A) the research literature prior to the National 
Jewish Population Survey (NJPS) of 1990, and B) the body of research succeeding NJPS 1990. In the first 
category of pre-NJPS 1990 research, the main findings revealed that the influence of private Jewish schools, 
either supplemental or all day, appeared greater for those who 1) were in the younger age adult cohorts, 2) 
belonged to the third and fourth generations and beyond, 3) had more secular education, 4) spent more hours in 
the classroom, 5) attended day schools, and 6) studied through high school. 

The post 1990 NJPS research showed that more exposur,e to Jewish education was associated with those 
who 1) belonged to more traditional Jewish denominations (Orthodox, Conservative, Reform and 'just Jewish' 
in descending order), 2) had higher rates of ritual observance, membership in Jewish organizations, charitable 
giving, and in-marriage, and 3) demonstrated higher levels of synagogue membership and attendance. 4) 
Among other findings, for example, in the baby boom generation, more Jewish education was related to 
stronger general Jewish involvement, synagogue attendance, general community involvement, and religious 
observance. Finally, 5) all day education was linked to student retention. 

In all of the research studies reviewed, there was no firm evidence, however, of a direct causal 
relationship between formal Jewish schooling (K-12) and the various measures of dimensions of adult Jewish 
identity. To prove such a connection would require a randomized experimental condition, which is not practical, 
or a longitudinal study, which has not proved fundable. The paper concludes with questions for further research 
and a set of recommendations. 

KEYWORDS: Jewish, Education, Schools, Identity 



Table 1. Jewish Education by Jewish Identity 

Percentages of Adults Who Received Some Jewish Education 

Jewish Identity Males Females 

JBR (Born Jews; Religion 78 62 
Judaism) 
JNR (Born Jews with no 28 20 
Religion) 
JCO (Born/Raised Jewish 35 25 
Converted out) 
JOR (Adults of Jewish 11 10 
parentage with other religion) 

Source: Kosmin, et al. (1991, p.31). 



Table 2. Number of Years of Formal Jewish Education by Age and Sex, for Core Jewish 

Adults with Some Jewish Education 

(Total Population=2,820,000) 

Years of 
Jewish 
Education 
I or less 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10-14 
15 or more 
Median Years of 
Jewish Education 

5 
6 
9 

13 
15 
IO 
10 
7 
3 

18 
4 

Males Age 
18-44 

(n=845,000) 

6.2 

Source: Kosmin, et al. ( 1991, p.31). 

Males Age 
45 and Over 

(n=7 I 0,000) 
LO 
9 

10 
13 
14 
8 
8 
8 
2 

15 
3 

4.6 

Females Age 
18-44 

(n=725,000) 
10 
7 
9 
8 

12 
9 
7 
8: 
4 

24 
2 

5.5 

12 
10 
IO 
12 
9 
8 
7 

10 
2 

18 
2 

Females Age 
45 and Over 
(n=540,000) 

4.7 



Table 3. Enrollment by Type of Scbool and Student Age Level Compared to NJPS Core 

Population Estimates 

Enrollment by Type of School and Student Age Level 
Compared to NJPS Core Population Estimates 

Age Level 

Type of School 2-5 6-7 8-9 10-12 13-1 5 16- 17 TOTAL 

Day School (incl. Preschool) 45,622 30, 170 26,959 32,930 28,428 17,879 181,988 

Supplementary School 37,035 441,231 58,521 89,935 48,4 12 7,796 285,660 

ALL SC HOOLS 82,657 74,401 85,480 122,863 76,570 25,675 467,648 

NJPS* 313,700 158,200 13 1,000 163,200 J57,300 96,900 1,020,300 

Percent of population enrolled 26.3% 47% 65.3% 75.3% 48.7% 26.5% 45.8% 

Source: JESNA (1992, p.16). 



Table 4. Number of Articles by Decade of Publication for Three Selected Scholarly 
Categories 

Decade of Publication 

Scholarly Category Before 1960's 1970's 1980's 
1960 

Articles (N=5 l) 9 4 20 7 

Dissertations/Theses (N=20) 8 2 7 1 

Reports, Books and Chapters 1 l 6 8 
(N=34) 
Totals (N=105) 18 7 33 16 

l 990's 

11 

2 

18 

31 




