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Research Design

| Introduction

In this document, we will attempt to do the following:

A. Review key questions that will be addressed in the final report.

C. Assess the feasibility of undertaking such research for the report.

D. Recommend how to deal with this question and offer a list of suggested possible
research papers to be commissioned now. :

II. Key Questions

The design will deal with key questions that need to be answered in order to make
informed recommendations. The questions are presented in broad terms; they will be
detailed within the framework of the actual research.

Id .)(ﬁ({ c
Some of these questions can be dealt with in time for the final report. Others can only * ;>1 / ] =

(oL uda

be dealt with in a preliminary form, because of time constraints. Others yet are too -; , o /..
broad — or the data is too scarce — to be completed for the final report. These questions ¢ A

. . . . Cer
will form the basis for a broader research agenda to be included in the recommenda-
tions on research of the final report. This research agenda should be dealt with by the
Commission or its successor mechanism.
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1. A philosophical/sociological essay should be drafted on the topic of
the relationship between Jewish education and meaningful Jewish
continuity.

2. Empirical studies should be undertaken or reported on if they exist,
that prove the link between Jewish education and meaningful Jewish
continuity.

C. Feasibility: Given the paucity of data and the time constraints, it seems
unfeasible to deal at this time in a profound and serious manner with the
issue of Jewish education- Jewish continuity. As such the topic belongs
in the longer term research agenda. However, in early August we will try
to convince an outstanding philosopher to consider undertaking a
preliminary essay on this topic.

D. Recommendations:

R1% Draft a brief statement disclosing the underlying assumption
(that there is a link between Jewish education and Jewish
continuity) and defining the questions that this assumption
raises. :

Q2 A. The Question: What are the conditions that warrant the creation of a
Commission and what makes this Commission timely?

B. Research needed: The question could be answered in the following way: 4 % 0
Mu@(oéiét_c’df""( A /ﬂGV nea

1. A brief statement on public commissions as tools for change. — Sk
2. A brief statement summarizing the current opportunities.
C. Feasibility: Highly feasible.

D. Recommendations:
R2 The rationale for the Commission should be adapted from
existing documents of the Commission: the progress report of
December 13, the design document and any other relevant
document. The opportunities that make the Commission
timely should be adapted from HLZ’s paper on the com-
munity.

2 R = Recommendation
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The issue of the rationale for the Commission can be ex-
cerpted from the second and third reports to the Commission
and the literature on commissions.

2, THE STATE OF THE FIELD

Q3  A. The Question: What is the scope of the problem? What, in the state of

the field of Jewish education, requires change? What is the rationale for
cutting into the problem through the community and personnel? What
are the opportunities for improvement and change?

. Research Needed: In this section a general statement (with data) should

be offered to substantiate the notion that the field of Jewish education
shows generally poor performance as regards: trends in participation;
program quality; Jewish knowledge; affiliation; Etc.

At the same time the statement should illustrate positive trends. For
example:

Increased participation in day schools; increased visits to Israel; the trend
towards Jewish education in JCCs; the trend towards adult and leader-
ship programs of Jewish studies, and more. The quantitative data could
include: 1) general enrolment data for all types of Jewish education; 2)
institutional data—the number of institutions for the various forms of
education; 3) general data on personnel (personnel numbers in various
settings, overall number of personnel in terms of employment —salaries
and benefits).

Optimally, empirical research about the effectiveness of various
programs should be reported on or undertaken. Qualitative data would
be offered as regards the outcomes of educational programs.

C. Feasibility: 1t is possible to offer at this time a general summary picture

—mostly quantitative —about the state of the field. We have a prelimi-
nary basis in the data report prepared for the first Commission meeting.
However, there is very little as regards qualitative data. A literature
review should be undertaken that would include studies such as Walter
Ackerman’s mih?-assessmem;of Jewish education in North America, the
New York BJE’s study of the supplementary schools in New York, etc.

é_{oz- e,
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3.

D. Recommendations:

R4 Draft a descriptive essay that will incorporate the existing
data and offer an overview of the state of the field. Data from
commissioned papers —such as the paper being prepared by
J. Reimer should be incorporated when relevant. The data
should be analyzed in a way that will highlight both the
problems and the opportunities. (Isa Aron)

R5 Identify the research questions that are not being addressed
within the framework of this chapter. (Research staff).

" wol_ v
v g ) W
Q4  A. The Question: What can be done to improve the climate in the com-

munity as regards Jewish education —in order to bring more outstanding
leaders to deal with education and to increase funding for education?

THE COMMUNITY

It is claimed that the climate in the community is often skeptical at best
as regards the quality and potential of Jewish education. Most outstand-
ing leaders do not choose to deal with education; the organizational
structures—local and national —are often fragmented and divided;
some are obsolete. At the same time there are clear signs of change, as
expressed by the coming into existence of this commission, the coming
into existence of a number of local commissions on Jewish continuity,
and other facts.

There is a shortage of funding for Jewish education (for both personnel
and programs). This shortage affects good and outstanding programs as
well as programs that answer clear needs or demand.

Can these problems be assessed and can recommendations be made for
improvement?

B. Research needed: The following research could help identify possible
points of intervention —

1. Organizational/Institutional analysis: Identify the major actors in the
area of Jewish education (both local and national: federations,
JESNA, congregations, denominations; JCC’s; BJE’s; Judaica
departments at universities; Hadassah, etc.): who provides services,
allocates resources, makes policy? Assess their relative importance,
their relationships, the financial resources and patterns of resource

R
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In the pages below we are dealing with the following topics:

X

2.

9.

Why the Commission? ?

The State of the Field

The Community

The Relationship Between the Community and the Denominations
The Shortage of Qualified Personnel |

Training Needs

Jewish Education as a Profession

Recruitment and Retention

The Cost of Change

10. Best Practice and Vision

11. A Roadfmap for Programmatic Options

12. Community Action Sites and Mechanism for Implementation

III. The Questions Detailed

1.

WHY THE COMMISSION?

Ql1 A. The Question.: The Commission defines its mandate as dealing with
Jewish education as a tool for meaningful Jewish continuity. This is based
on an underlying assumption that Jewish education and Jewish con-
tinuity are linked. Several commissioners have raised the question of
whether this assumption can be substantiated.

B. Research needed: Optimally, the following should be undertaken in order
to deal with this question:

1
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R6

R7

R8

First Draft

allocation. Point out conflicts and problems as well as trends MWW‘
opportunities.

. Resource analysis: commission a paper on the financing of Jewish '
education (communal, private, sources). Point out trends and major
changes. o

. Attitudes and opinions: commission a survey on the opinions and
attitudes of the Jewish population concerning Jewish education —in-
cluding questions such as how people perceive what exists, what
was/is their own Jewish educational experience; how they perceive
the needs, what programs and developments they would like. This
survey should be done with three populations: communal leaders;
educators; the Jewish population at large.

C. Feasibility: Constraints of data and of time make these endeavours
feasible in only a preliminary way at this time. The large scale studies
belong in, the longer-term research agenda. For the purposes of the final /
report each of these areas should be dealt with to the extent possible. |

D. Recommendations:

In addition to the available papers by H. L. Zucker and J. Fox
we recommend to commission a paper on the organisational
structures of Jewish education in North America. The paper
should include a historical overview pointing to major chan-
ges and evolutions and a map of the current situation. (Walter
Ackerman).

Consider whether it might be useful to commission a prelimi-
nary paper on the finances of Jewish Education. This might
include a conceptual framework for dealing with the issue as
well as an assessment of major sources of funding, communal
priorities, etc. (Hank Levin).

Commission an attitudes and opinions survey of leadership
only, to be carried out at the G.A. in November 1989. A
questionnaire would be given to participants and could —if
the survey is successful —yield important data on the leader-
ship, their Jewish educational backgrounds, their opinions
and suggestions on Jewish education, their view of the field,
their assessment of quality, their assessment of needs. A
side-benefit of this survey —which can be carried out in time
for the final report —will be the fact that the Commission will
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be visible and will seek active participation by many national
and local leaders. (S.M. Cohen, E. Cohen).

o
4. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE COMMUNITY AND THE/ )?—KP"‘MA
DENOMINATIONS g ok

QS A. The Question: Can the federations (the community) become the key ‘g W
convener for setting policy and for allocating resources in Jewish educa- e

tion? 2\{;/‘/\"’ W %

WAV
D. Recommendation: In addition to the papers prepared for the questions b\)&, R
on community the following would be useful: '

R9 Case studies of those federations that are increasingly in-
volved in Jewish education —as conveners and as
funders/policy-setters. (J. Fox —expansion of his paper?)

R10 Case studies of congregations as context for Jewish educa-
tion. The case studies would involve questions such as: how is
educational policy set within congregations? Who decides?
What is the potential for change — for expansion of the educa-
tional role of congregations? What is the potential of the
supplementary school? What cooperative efforts could be
developed between congregations (formal education), JCCs

(informal education), federations (policies and resource al- L&M :

location) etc. (An extensive paper on this topic is being M

prepared by J. Reimer.) m
( \

R11 Analysis of the conditions that would allow the federations to
' take on a central role while allowing the denominations and

other institutions/organizations to rise to their full stature in

the provision of services and resources for Jewish education.

This paper should include extensive interviews with decision-

makers and actors (perhaps within the framework of the

suggested survey at the G.A.) L,( M
FODe R
5. THE SHORTAGE OF QUALIFIED PERSONNEL o Lrw 3

Q6  A. The Question: What is the gap between personnel currently available for 5/ N
Jewish education in North America, in all its settings, and the needs for < s M,ﬂm"""“
qualified personnel for Jewish education? What is the scope of the s
problem? This question is based on the assumption that there is a
significant shortage of qualified personnel in North America. That

%W 7 |
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shortage exists in all areas of education and at all levels of personnel. It
expresses itself in the difficulty to recruit, retain, train, offer satisfying
jobs and work conditions. If this is indeed the case, what is the scope of
the problem?

. Research needs:

1. A paper outlining what is involved in dealing with personnel —the
four elements and how they are inter-related. Why they should be
dealt with simultaneously.

2. An analytic paper indicating the scope of needs versus the current
situation in the following terms: measures of personnel shortage by
categories; profile of educators —as a first step toward defining the
qualitative gap; data on recruitment, training, retention, career lad-
ders, etc.; data on needs—the shortage from the point of view of
placement bureau’s and employers. Positive trends: the beginning
pool of qualified senior personnel. Signs of positive trends in enrol-
ment in training programs, etc.

. Feasibility: In each of the suggested categories there is some data avail-

able, however in most cases it is preliminary and rather sketchy. As with
other sections, it seems unfeasible to undertake at this time the research
needed to provide accurate, in-depth data. To illustrate the difficulty,
some studies on the profllc of educators have been undertaken. A
number of such studies are in progress now (Los Angeles, Philadelphia),
however it will be some time before the analysis will be available, and
even then the question of whether one can generalize from this local data
will have to be considered. Another example concerns the shortage of
personnel: most jobs are filled by the beginning of the school year, yet
anecdotal data from many sources indicates that employers settle for
much less qualified personnel than they are looking for because of the
unavailability of qualified people How then is one to document the
shortage? Moreover, there is no agreed-upon definition of what is a
qualified Jewish educator. .

D. Recommendations:

Gather available data from existing studies and through
direct primary data collection, (e.g. a researcher could place
phone calls to a number of school principals and get data on
teachers). Use data from option papers and from various
other commissioned papers, as well as from existing studies.
(Isa Aron)
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R13 Draft an analytic essay summarizing the data and offering an
analysis of the personnel needs.
TRAINING NEEDS

Q7  A. The Question: What are the training needs? What is the gap —in quality

and in numbers — between the training currently available for personnel
in Jewish education and the training needs?

. Research needed:

1. What training is currently available? In what program? How many
graduates are there every year? What is the training history of
qualified educators that are currently in the field? What is the
respective role of institutions of higher Jewish learning, general
universities, Yeshivot, training programs in Israel? What pre-service
and in-service training is available for the educators in the various
formal and informal settings?

2. How much and what kind or kinds of training is needed? What are
norms and standards for training educators?

3. What is the gap between existing training opportunities and what is
needed? Can existing programs grow and meet the need? What new
programs need to be created? Is faculty available and if not what
should be done to develop a cadre of teacher-trainers and professors
of Jewish education?

C. Feasibility: Research papers 1 and 3 can be prepared for the final

report —provided there is agreement to undertake some assessment of
existing training opportunities. The data concerning the training history
of current good educators in the field does not exist and would have to
be collected. It is not clear to what extent this could be done in time for
the report. '

The question of norms and standards for training Jewish educators for
the 21st century has not been addressed systematically or extensively.
This major question should be placed on the longer-term research
agenda.
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D. Recommendations:

R14 Prepare an inventory of current training opportunities in all
settings. (A. Davidson)

R15 Prepare a literature survey on current approaches to train-
ing and compare with existing practice in Jewish education.
(A. Davidson)

R16 Gather data concerning background and training history of /
current good educators (possibly Isa Aron).

R17 Assess existing training programs. (To be decidéd)

R18 Draft a summary paper on training needs.

Ve JEWISH EDUCATION AS A PROFESSION?

Q8 A. The Question: Can Jewish education become a profession? Should it
become a profession? Some commissioners and professionals have
raised the issue that in order to attract qualified personnel and offer the
quality of education that is desired, it is necessary to raise the state of
Jewish education to the level of a profession. This raises two questions:
1. Is this indeed the case? 2. If so, what intérventions are required?

B. Research needed:

1. A comparative analysis should be offered dealing with professions in
general, and assessing the performance of Jewish education as a
profession. Some of the elements that need to be considered include:
salaries and benefits, empowerment, an agreed upon body of
knowledge, a system of accreditation, the status, networking (publi-
cations, conferences, professional associations), etc.

C. Feasibility: The literature survey is a feasible assignment. The analytic
paper will suffer as do all questions discussed in this paper from the lack
of data. For example: there is no systematic data available on salaries
and benefits. On the other hand, limited amounts of data can probably
be made available or gathered.

10
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D. Recommendations:

R19 Commission a paper to assess the performance of the field of
Jewish education as it regards the profession of Jewish

educator. (Isa Aron)
avonn (- profe Lewvw
8.  RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION el o \QMJWb
' (AA\/\/V\A/\/\/ R 7(’,/%,0/\&&/\
Q9  A. The Question: Are there pools of potential candidates for training and - (,Lgﬁbw?
work in the field of Jewish education? If yes, under what conditions can (i 2
such candidates be attracted to the field? Under what condmons canthey ' \
be retained in the field?

g o

B. Research Needed:

1. Undertake a survey aimed at identifying and assessing the potential
pools of candidates from among likely populations, e.g. Judaica
majors and graduates, day school graduates, rabbis, people consider-
ing career changes, general educators who are Jewish, etc.

2. Identify the conditions under which potential candidates could be
attracted to the field and could be retained for a significant period of
time on the job, e.g. financial incentives during training? salaries and
benefits? job development and possibility of advancement? better
marketing and advertising of training and scholarship opportunities?

3. What are the methods of recruitment currently used by the training
programs? What is the gap between methods used for recruitment
for programs in Jewish education and methods used by others?

C. Feasibility: Significant time and extensive market research will be
needed to undertake wide-scale surveys for identifying potential pools
of candidates. It will not bg possible to do this in time for the Commission
report.

The same is true for accurately identifying the conditions for recruitment

and retention. Therefore, we will recommend that we base decisions on
existing data and limited data to be collected in the coming months.

11
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D. Recommendation:

Undertake data collection on recruitment and retention
based on existing studies, literature , surveys studies from
general education, and extensive interviews with knowledge-
able informants in training programs and in educational
institutions. Summarize this knowledge for the report. (Isa
Aron)

THE COST OF CHANGE

This topic requires further thinking —we will relate to it following the next
round of consultations.

BEST PRACTICE AND VISION

Q10 A. The Question: What are the good programs in the field that could be used

as cases from which to learn, to draw inspiration and encouragement and
as examples to replicate?

What vision of Jewish education will inform and inspire the report and
its recommendation.

. Research Needed: In order to offer a representative selection of cases, a

fairly extensive project should be undertaken that would include the
following steps:

Criteria for the selection of outstanding programs

Method for canvassing the field and identifying possible candidate
programs

Selection of a method of &valuation —assessment — description

Assessment and description of the program

. Feasibility: It is not feasible to undertake the above project and complete

it by the time of the Commission report. However, it is possible to select
among a variety of short-cut methodologies to offer a selection of best
practice in the field of Jewish education.

12
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D. Recommendation:

R21 We recommend that consultations be held with the re-
searchers at their upcoming meeting and with consultants on
methodology to define a method for offering best practice case
studies to the Commission by the time of the final report. Such
methods are feasible, even though they do not offer the com-
prehensiveness or the depth of insight that a complete project
could offer.

R22 S. Fox will take responsibility for the part on vision and will
consult with experts and people in the field. The section on
best practice and vision could appear as separate chapters or
elements could be inserted wherever useful throughout the
report.

11.  AROADMAP FOR PROGRAMMATIC OPTIONS

Q11 A. The Question: How should the Commission intervene or make recom-
mendations regarding programmatic options? Should specific and con-
crete recommendations be made? Should an umbrella mechanism be
suggested that would assist interested commissioners in developing
programs of implementation for specific programmatic areas?

D. Recommendation:
R23 Expand the option papers and offer an assessment of the

feasible targets for each. (Possible CAJE project —sce
separate memo of July 3, 1989.)

R24 Design an umbrella mechanism for dealing with program-

matic options and offer it for discussion. (See MLM’s memo
of April 13, 1989.)

122 COMMUNITY ACTION SITES AND A MECHANISM FOR
IMPLEMENTATION

Q12 A. The Question: In this section we will raise the questions related to change
and implementation of the Commission’s recommendations.

R25 Revised papers on these topics are being prepared by S. Fox
and A. Hochstein.

13
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IV.

Papers to be Commissioned

Most of the 25 above recommendations will be dealt with by the main author or editor
of the final report with the assistance of the staff and researchers of the commission.
The following list relates only to those recommendations that relate to commissioning
specific papers.

R1

R3

R6

R7

/ R8

R10
R12
R14
R15
R16

R19

R20

The relationship between Jewish education and Jewish Continuity. Author: f S) ,JW%Z‘“
possibly a major Jewish philosopher. , ‘ LTV

Mb{) DAL
Descriptive essay on the state of the field. Includes collectmg existing data and [T
repared by J. Reimer.
(E_stiblﬂs‘aﬂrﬁﬂ') T% M/\ I O\ D L’?)QQQ ‘(/(/k,o/\
The organisational structures of Jewish education in North America. (Walter 0

Ackerman) +  grvvieene TV W(Q,LLL((YY\II\JLL( %ﬁ%
Possibly commission a preliminary paper on the finances of Jewish Education.

[H ki ) D{%@b\x,({)
Attitudes, opinions and perceptions of needs of leadership to be carried out at)B ) Wﬁgjﬁ

the G.A. in November 1989. (S. M. Cohen, E. Cohen)

O b“—‘
¥———
Case studies of those federations that are mcreasmgly involved in Jewish

education— as conveners and as funders/policy-setters. (J. Fox—expansion of /<<
his paper?)

Case studies of congregations as context for Jewish education with particular ‘7 E 4
reference to the supplementary school. J. Reimer

The personnel shortage: Draft an analytic essay summarizing the data and  <ai vl @~
offering an analysis of the personnel needs. (Isa Aron and research staff) (R %

Prepare an inventory of current training opbortunities in all settings. (A. David- 7 S
son)

Prepare a literature survey on current approaches to training and compare with A/ / W u 74 MM
existing practice in Jewish education. (A. Davidson)

Gather data concerning background and training history of current goodz M%/
educators (possibly I. Aron)

Commission a paper to review the literature on professions in general, and in

- general education. The paper should assess the performance of the field of \/ C

Jewish education as regards the profession of Jewish educator. (I. Aron)

Recruitment and retention: summarize existing knowledge for the report. cer @ }

14
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R22 Best practice and vision—methods to be agreed upon in the coming round of
consultations. (S. Fox, A. Hochstein)

15
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QFTTON 21 70 DEVELOP CURRICULLIM AND METHODE
INTRODHICT YO

ML urriowlum is an option that 18 particularly complex hecause it
ts s0 wide-ranging. We could consider. for example. the seiting or
form of Jdewish education. either formal or informal. That is. we
could look &t day schools or supplementary schools. camps or com-
munity centers. vouth groups or trips to Isrvael and ivn all those
cases try to determine the nature and effectiveness of the ocur-—
riculum being used. I a similar way we could look at any popula—
tilon for Jewish education and try to examine the curriculum being
used for that age group. That 1s. the currviculum curvently avail-—
abdde for 10 vear olds and the curriculum curvently available for =
wear olds or adults could each be evaluated separately. And. final-—-
Iy curriculum could be discussed in relation to subject matiters.
The amount and guality of curriculum currvently available in the area
ofs for example. teaching Jewish holidave may differ greatly from
curriculum avallable in the area of teaching Israel or Hebrew.

B fnd these areas do not addreess the issue of gual ity and
avallability., We can see some matervials which are sxamples of ef-
feotive currioulume- they clearly help educators perform their
taska., Other materials are available: bul are ineffectived they are
designed as curriowlum. but do not help the educator. And there is
& very important. though often—overliooked: area which we could oall
Pourvrioulum v potential o These are the available materials or ef-
fective programs which could be fturned into curricalum. but have not
vat been perceived as "currviculuam®.  For szample-. the many Judaioa
books for adulte currvently in print could be seen as "curviculum in
potential™ for adult educationd the materials exist. but we don®1
bvow how to wse them for adult education in a general way (that is.
there are individual ftalented teaschers of adults that use such
books, but theiv teaching i1deas have not been organized or dis-
saminated v & way that other teachers could use them!?. MAnother ex-—
ample of "ocurviculum ivn potential" is the effective programming done
b camps or o community centers: most of which has neveyr been written
down and therefore cannmot find & wider audiasnce.,

C. Finallyv: wone of the above addresses the orucial commection be-
tweer curricwluam as 1t 18 conceived and curriculum as it lives.
Curriculum plang that have been developed are directly tied to the
implementation of curriculum. For example. we seem to have some
curriculum of qual ity available for the teaching of Hebkrew in day
srhoolss but we have a lack of gualified persornnel to implement that
curricwlum.  In addition we seem to have a lack of personmel who
could train teachers fto use these existing materials. And. in addi-
tions in the important domain of “"curviculum in potential." we may
not have the talented or trained personmel who could do the job of




taking existing ideas. programs or lesson plans and fransforming
them into curriculum,

We could also consider the institutions that should develop our-
riculum.  Should this come as a "top-down” process through Boards of
Jewieh education. research centers and curriculum gl tshers or
should this emanate from local institutions or from the 1ndividual
pducators themselves?

Finally we counld treat curricalum and methods togethers for ouwr con-
ception of curriculum requives that we itnoclude the methods by which
the curriculoam s to be taught.

We will try to address the general picture of curricuiam in Jewish
gducat ion. being fully aware that the complexity of the subject doss
ot allow for a simple or detailed analvsis.

Therefores
TARGET FOFILATIONS: 411 age groups. settings and forms of Jewish ed-
ucat o,

CHATCOMES: The “Inproving Curcicoulam® opition should meand

ar HMaterials should encompass the various selttings and age groups of
Jewish education

) Materials should be bolth effective and availables

o) EBEducators {(teachers. informal educators. etoc.) should participate
in inmsgervice education programs where they can learn how fto use
curvriculum and methods

d)l Fersonmel should be ftrained to use. Jmplemenf {train others) and
create material s

D0 WE ENOW IF THE TARGETE CAN BE ACHIEVED:

We do know & good deal abowt our abilities o create materials for
schoel age populations and settings! we assume. hased on that fact
{and perhaps incorrectly). & good deal about our ability to create
materials for informal settings and cther ages. We know a good deal
about training educators to use materials and aboul working with
wchool envirorments v introducing new currviculum ideas (i.e. there
i considerable veseavoh in the general education Tield. some of
which is relevant to Jewish educationi: and there is considerable
pratical work. most of which is currvently not written up. about the
implementation of curriculum in Jewish educatiorn) and we know some-
thing about training people as curriculum writers and trainers.

WHAT ARFE ALTERNATIVES FOR REACHING THESE QUTCOMES:
Some have argued that training teachers and helping them become

their own Ycurricuiam developers” might be preferable to working on
curriculum materials per se or in working in larger institutions in




a “top gown” fashion. (E.g. pervhaps the local JOOU oy school or
synagogue should be producing ite own "materials” and fhese either
may or may net be made available for larger dissemination.?

fhis altermative will reguirve relieving talented teachers from &
good part of Theilr work and making consultants avallable to help
them v the curriculum project.,

Do WE HAVE THE ENCRW-HOR?

In mome areas. such as formal esducation. ves. In informal sducation
Ptois unclear what such curviculum sheuld leck 1ike and how |t
shouwld be produced.

I THE FERSONNEL aVAILARLEY

o mest areas {(inoluding weiting. producing and implementing our—
riculum?s no.

BEut this differs among settings and even among the denominations-—-
.. there s a shortage of teachers who could implement Hebrew lan-
guage curriculum in almost all settings: there is a shortage of
vouth group leaders who could implement currviculum tn almost all
mettingsi in Jewish museums fThere seem to be excellent personnel for
implementation of programs. but lLittle persconnel for oreating our-
riculum materials for them to implement: therve is a great shortage
in the non-OUrthodoy werld of day school teschers for rabbinio 1iter—
ature {Talmud. Midrash:. sto,)i therese seem to bhe adeguate vnumbers in
gupplementary schoel settings for fteaching Jewish kol idays. bot not
praver or synagogue shkills. eto.

There s a shortage of personmel for creating new materials or for
traivning others in use of materials in almost a&ll settings. At the
very top of the training ladder there are some people avallable in
Jewish education academic settings who could train future curreiculum
i ters and planmers and there arve resources in secular education
schools that could be put into play here as well.

ARE MATERIALSDS AVATLABLE™Y

This entire option is connmected to this qgquestion and as mentioned
above it is almost impossible to address in great detail. But a
thumbmail sketohi

a) In supplemerntary school arenat a good deal available both from
the national organizations and through "curviculum clearing houses'
sauch as MERC at JESNA and CAJE curviculum bank and from the commer-
cial publishers (such as Behrman Housel. Some areas very strong
{Jewish holidays)i some areas very weak (teaching Isrvael): some
areas materials are available hut for various reasons have not heen

effective {teaching Hebrew).



Lo In o day scohool aveadr much less avallable herve in almost all sabe
ject areas except Hebrew language. Oftern "curviculum” in davschools
simply means handing out a olassical text for the class to study.
Very Litile material of any SeriousEness. howsver. available to help
teachers teach rabbivic Litevature v graded Tashion. for sxamples.,
Yau. there are materials o modern Hebrewd snd there are literature
bocks imported from Isvael. but these tend to present problsms on
the non-israsii sefting. There may be greater potential herse for
such exchanges.

wd For o informal settingsi recently some materiale are starting to
become avallable iy adult sducation domsin., Otherwise very litile
v the way of materials. but peotential based on programming exper -
ence and SUCCeSESE OVEr Mmany vears Lin voulh groups. camps. JO0s
@tol . Some materiale exist for specific localities and may not he
relevant bevornd that setting (g.g. Jewish museums .}

di Early childhood aged very little available. although there 18
potential in using/adapting children™s litevature.,

@) Adulti oves. much matervial (books on history. Israel. franslations
arnd commentaries on traditional sources. eto.? for the adult stue
dents but very [ittle dome as curriculum per se (j.8. help for the
tgachers of adults). plus very lLittle written material bevond this
farmal domain. That is. materials for programs on adoalt identity.
growth. eto, Even though some programs have been successful lifttle
Mas been preserved to help others implement such programs.

3 Family educationd some material available. some programs have
beern successful in specific localities but have not beern turnmed into
currioulum.  Howsvers this whole arves suffers from vagueness. The
term is used loosely. withowut definition and the goals for such cur-
riculum are unclear,. Therefore it 08 hard at present to evaluate
what syists and what can exist.

g Computer and video materials both appropriate for children and of
cpaald tty oare lacking in almost all subject areas. Some video
materials available for adult education. but full potential &s our-
riculum has et vet been tapped.

FEYSICAL  INFRASTRUCTURE: Not relesvant

TRETITUTIONSGE Yes

ANSEHERE NEETS Yes

AVATLABLE FLNDE: Generally: not at present

COMMUNAL AND FOLITICAL SUPFORT: Uncleard depends on setting



AUSLITATIVE ITMPROVEMERNT: Yes

ELIANTITATIVE IMPROVEMENT: Yes

Ti Wide ranged This includes personnel for rveseavobing. writing
ard developing materials: persormel for ifraining fTeachers in use o
the new materials. Alsco costs for the actual production: ftesting
and distribution of materials. In aress o owhich sxisting materials
could serve as the basis of curriculum {(e.g. adult sducationl. cost
of producing curviculum would be lower than areas in which few
materials exist {e.g. early childhood) ., There are argas Iin which
there is debate currvently over aboul how to achieve our goals
iHebvew language) or even what those goals should be (family educa-
tion) and planning and research in those areas would also entall ad-
ditional cost.

f

TIME: This is an ongoing activity and some materials could be creat-
ad fairvly rvapidlyt others would take much longer. ALl matevials
wonld pmeed revision and continwing update.

TEOTHIS & NECESZARY CONDITIONS N

T8 THIS AN ENASBLING CONMDITIONG Yes



TO: RESEARCH GROUP
FROM: JOSEPH REIMER 11/27/89

RE: READINGS

I have enclosed two short readings as background to my research
report on The Synagogue as a Context for Jewish Education.

The first is from David Schoem’s dissertation. In this
ethnographic description of the one school in its synagogue
context, Schoem raises several key obstacles to cooperation that
might exist in any such relationship. My question is how do some
synagogues handle these obstacles to make for greater rather than
lesser cooperation.

The second is from Daniel Elazar’s Communitv and Polity and deals.
with the changing place of the synagogue in the larger Jewish
community. My question is: are there differences in how syna-
gogues choese to handle their optiens in relating to other
institutions within the community? Do the differences have
educational implications?
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November 14, 1989

Dr. Barry Holtz

Melton Research Center

Jewish Theological Seminary of America
3080 Broadway

New York, NY 10027

Dear Barry:

Thank you for agreeing to participate in the meeting of researchers
for the Commission on Jewish Education in North America. The meeting
will take place in Cleveland from 6:30 p.m. Monday, December 4 until
10:00 p.m. Tuesday, December 5. Enclosed is a tentative schedule for

the meeting.

All participants will be staying at the Bond Court Hotel, 777 St. Clair
Avenue in downtown Cleveland (216-771-7600). A reservation has been
made for you for December 4-6. The hotel runs frequent shuttles from
the Cleveland airport. Dinner on Monday, and lunch and dinner on
Tuesday are included in the scheduled program. Breakfast may be
charged to your hotel room at the Bond Court.

The meeting will include an opportunity to review and discuss research
projects undertaken on behalf of the Commission. Although the order
is not yet set, the projects to be reviewed include the following:

1. 1Isa Aron -- Professionalism as it relates to Jewish education
2. Isa Aron -- Analysis of data on the field of Jewish education
3. Aryeh Davidson -- An inventory of current training opportunities
4. Joseph Reimer -- The synagogue as a context for Jewish education

The papers will be in various stages of completion by December 4th.
We will share as much as possible with you about a week before the
meeting. Enclosed now are background materials from meetings the
Commission on Jewish Education in North America has held to date.

I would particularly draw your attention to the appendix and the
background materials for the October 23, 1989 meeting, which outlines
the research program of the Commission.

Please feel free to call me at (216) 391-8300 with any questions
you have about the meeting or its logistics.

Sincerely,

Pk i

Mark Gurvis
Commission staff

Convened by Mandel Associated Foundations, JWB and JESNA in collaboration with CJF
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1sa Hron, Pn.D.
December, 18889

SOME GENERALIZATIONS WHICH CAN BE MADEFROM THE LOS ANGELES
TEACHERS' CENSUS
(and comparisons with surveys in other communities)

1) Place of Birth

Over 1/3 of Judaica teachers (38%) are foreign born (Table 1A).
The percentage of foreign-born teachers is considerably higher in
day schools (53%) than in supplementary schools (33%).

This is roughly one and a half times as many as the percentage of
foreign-born teachers in Miami and Philadelphia (Table 4C). This
difTerence can probably be explained by the large Israeli emigree
community in L.A.

2) Other Occupations

Only 29% of teachers report that Jewish teaching is their
full-time occupation (Table 1D). An additional:

20% work full time elsewhere

25% work part time elsewhere

10% are full-time students

16% identify themselves as homemakers
No comparable data is available from other communities.

3) Percentage Teaching in Day School vs. Supplementary School

The percentage of day school teachers is higher than one might
expect (Table 4B):

33% in L.A.

37% in Miami

42% in San Diego

25% in Pittsburgh
with one excepion:

11% in Philadelphia

4) Qualifications

A significant segment of the teaching population (40% in L.A.,
roughly 50% in Miami, and over 1/3 in Philadelphia) is highly
qualified, in terms of college-level Judaica courses taken (Table
43) .

But a segment which is only slightly smaller (1/3 in L.A., and’
close to 40% in Miami) is probably very unqualified, having taken
no Judaica courses on the college level at all.

Day school teachers are, as a group, considerably more qualified

-1-



than supplementary school teachers, but even in the day school
there are teachers (26% in L.A., 11% in Miami) who have no
college-level Judaica. :

5) Percentage of Career Teachers

39¢% of teachers in L.A. see teaching as a career (Table 11)
36% see teaching as a way of earning supplementary income.

The following breakdown shows how many career techers are found
in different types of schools (gleaned from Table 3G):

75-80% in day schools

40% in Conservative supplementary schools

20% in Reform supplementary schools

6) Hours of Teaching

Half of all L.A. teachers teach under 10 hours (Table 1J). Of
this group, 60% teach under 4 hours. ;

On the other hand, nearly 1/4 of teachers teach over 20 hours a
week, and over half of these teach over 30 hours.

Tables 4E and 4F contain a breakdown by categories of the number
of hours teachers teach in both day and supplementary schools in
L.A., Miami, and Pittsburgh. Two generalizations which stand out:

¥ In suplementary schools L.A. has fewer teachers teaching
under 10 hours per week (69%) than Miami (89%) and
Pittsburgh (88%)

* 1In day schools L.A. has fewer teachers teaching over 30
hours per week (30%) than Miami (53%) or Pittsburgh.

8) Teaching in More than One School

Between 17% and 20% of teachers in L.A., Philadelphia and Miami
teach in more than one school, with the exception of day school

teachers in Miami (11%) and suplementary school teachers in
Philadelphia (28%) (Table 4D). '

9) Income from Teaching

In Los Angeles: :
only 14% of teachers earn over $20,000 from Jewish teaching
and 15% make under $1,000

The full range of salaries can be found in Table 1K



In Miamis
23% of teachers make over $20,000
no percentage is given for uder $1,000

In Philadelphia:

62% of day school teachers make over $20,000, while

9% make under $1,000
" Remember, however, that day school teachers make ujp only 13% of
the survey sample. The Philadelphia study does not give income
ranges for suplementary school teachers.

Given the wide variation in the number of hours that teachers are
employed, it would make more sense to speak of income from
teaching as an annual wage per weekly hour; this, in fact, is the
basis for most Bureau scales. However, only the L.A. study has
analyzed the data this way (Tables 1L and 33).

The range in L.A. is from $120 - $1,350. In San Diego the range

is $270 - 800. The Pittsburgh study gives the average, which is
$483. '

10) Turnover Rate

The turnover rate might be assessed in ttwo different ways:

A: Percentage of New Teachers (reported in Table 4G)

L.A. and Miami report the percentage of teachers new to teaching
in either the day or supplementary setting. In all cases it is
10% or lower.

Philadelphia and Cleveland report the percentage of teachers who
are new to a particular school, which is 20% in Philadelphia and
22% in Cleveland.

One might expect the percentages in L.A. and Miami to be higher,
if the question had been put in terms of being new to the
particular school, but I personally see the first way as being a
better measure.

B: Likelihood of Remaining in the Field Five Years Hence
(reported in table 4H)

One must approach this data with some amount of skepticism, since
people can change a great deal in five years. That said, there
are big differences between the three communities, with Miami
having the highest percentage of those very likely to stay (94%
for day school and 81% for suplementary school), Philadelphia
next (72% for day school and 56% for suplementary school), and
L.A. last (57% in day school and 41% in suplementary school)



11) Differentiation between Types of Teachers

Given the large variations in the number of hours taught, income,
and other factors as well, Bruce Phillips and I tried, in our
analysis, to segment the teacher population, into a number of
discreet groups. After trying various characteristics, including
age, gender, place of birth, setting, perception, and other
occupations, we settled on a combination of a few of these as
defining groups which were most different from one another. UWe
settled on seven categories, which are defined in table 3A.

Note that one group, the students who intend to remain in Jewish
education five years hence, is quite small, consisting of only 20
students, or 3% of the sample. We segmented out this group
because they are different from the other full-time students in a
number of significant ways. The fact that this group is so small,
relative to the entire sample, lay to rest one of our concerns
regarding the difference between L.A. and other communities,
namely the presence of U.J. and HUC. Since some of the students
in this group of 20 are still in college, it is clear the
graduate training institutions contribute a very small number of
teachers to the pool.

12) Career Teachers who are Forelgn Born

This groups (which divides roughly as 2/3 Israeli born and 1/3
other) stands out as being different in a number of ways:

-- they have a significantly higher percentage (55% compared to
18-33%) of teachers aged 40 or older (Table 3B)

-- they are 95% female, a much higher proportion than other
groups, which range between 59-84% (Table 3C)

-- they are much more likely to teach in 2 or more schools (the
other groups range from 8-21%)

-- they have the highest percentage receiving benefits of all
types but one (conference allowance) (Tables 3K and 3L)

-- they have a much lower percentage holding other jobs, either
full-time (3%) or part-time (5%? (in contrast, 17% of
Orthodox teachers and 36% of career teachers born in the
U.S. work elsewhere) (Table 3P)

-- with the exception of the students who don't intend to stay
in Jewish education, they have the lowest rate of sybnagogue
attendance on Shabbat (Table 3R) and membership in Jewish
organizations (Table 3S)

13) Career and Orthodox Teachers Compared to Others

-- career and Orthodox teachers are nearly tuwice as likely to
be the most qualified in Judaica, and only half as likely to
be unqualified (Table 3m)

-- teachers who do not see teaching as a career are more likely
to find the rate of pay appealing (Table 3T); interestingly,

S




however, at least 1/4 of all groups, and as many as 65% of
some find the rate of pay appealing.

-- career and Orthodox teachers are twice as likely to be
planning to remain in the field (Table 3EE)

14) Areas in which the Groups Should be Treated Differently, but
are not

Common sense would dictate that these different groups might
require different treatment, in terms of curriculum and other
guidance. This turns out not to be the cae. As Tables 3CC and 3DD
show, roughly half of teachers in each group are not given a
curriculum; the one exception is career teachers born in the U.S.
(40% don't receive a curriculum)

10-15% of teachers in all groups do not even receive a textbook
or curricular guidance from the principal. In a separate
question, 20-30% in all categories do not receive any guidance
from their principals.



Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
HUC - JIR
3077 University Ave.

Los Angeles, CA 90007

LIST OF TABLES

Section 1: Basic Profile of All Judaica Teachers

1A:
1B
1€
1D:
1E:
1S
1G:
1 'Hes

1ils
1J:
1K:
1L:
1M:
1N:

Place of Birth

Gender

Age

Other Occupations

Marital Status

Percentage of Teachers who Teach in More than One School
Type of School

Number of College-Level Courses Taken in Judaica, Hebrew
and Education

How Teachers See Jewish Teaching

Total Hours of Teaching per Week

Total Income from Jewish Teaching

Salary per Annual Weekly Hour

Degree of Satisfaction with Teaching

Likelihood of Remaining in Jewish Education Five Years
Hence

Section 2: School-Specific Information

2A:

Hours Taught

Salary Per Annual Weekly Hour

Years of Experience in Supplementary School

Years of Experience in Day School

Curricular Assistance Teachers Receive

Guidance from Principals.

Extent of Input into School Policy

Satisfaction with Jewish Teaching

Likelihood of Remaining in Jewish Education Five Years
Hence

Section 3: Delineation of Teacher Types

3G:
3H:

3J.2
FKE

Definition of Types of Teachers and Percentages of
Teachers in Each Type

Age

Gender

Place of Birth

Percentage of Teachers Teaching in More than One School
Total Number of Hours Taught

Percentage of Teacher Types in Different Settings
Grade Levels Taught

Combined Income from Jewish Teaching

Salary Per Annual Hour

Percentage of Teaching Slots which Carry Medical,
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3AA:

3BB:

3CCx
3DD:

3EE:

Pension and Disability Benefits
Percentage of Teaching Slots which Carry Other Benefits
Number of College-Level Judaica Courses Taken
Number of College-Level Hebrew Courses Taken
Number of College-Level Education Courses Taken
Other Employment
Importance of Income Earned by Jewish Teaching
Jewish Observance
Degree of Communal Affiliation
How Appealing is the Rate of Pay
How Appealing is the Benefits "Package"
How Appealing is the Part-Time Nature of Employment
How Appealing is the Opportunity to Work with Children
How Appealing is the Opportunity to Teach about Judaism
How Appealing is the Recognition You Get as a Jewish
Teacher
How Appealing are the Opportunities for Career
Advancement
How Appealing are the Attitudes of Students to Jewish
Studies
How Appealing is the Opportunity to Make a Contribution
to the Jewish Community
Curricular Assistance Teachers Receive
Percentage of Teachers Receiving Guidance from
Principal
Likelihood of Remaining in Jewish Education Five Years
Hence



Table 1A

PLACE OF BIRTH

U.S. and Canada 62%
Israel 25%
Other 13%
TOTAL 100%
N=638 (11 missing cases)
Table 1B
GENDER
Male 23%
Female 77%
TOTAL 100%
N=641 (8 missing cases)
Table 1C
AGE
17-24 16%
25-29 19%
30-34 19%
35=39 18%
40+ 28%

N=601 (48 missing cases)

TOTAL 100%

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication




Table 1D
OTHER OCCUPATIONS

Other Full-Time Work 20%
Other Part-Time Work 25%
Full-Time Student 10%
Homemaker 16%
"Jewish Education is my Full-Time

Occupation" 29%

TOTAL 100%

N=636

Table 1E
MARITAL STATUS

Never Married 27%
Married 63%
Separated 2%
Divorced 6%
Widowed 2%

TOTAL 100%
N=629

Table 1F
PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS WHO TEACH IN MORE THAN ONE SCHOOL
One School Only 83%
Two or More Schools 17%

TOTAL 100%

N=608

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication



Table 1G
TYPE!.OF .SCHOOL*

Reform Day School

Reform Supplementary School 38%
Conservative Day School

Conservative Supplementary School

27%
Orthodox Day School 14%
Orthodox Supplementary School 1%
Community Day School 6%

TOTAL 99%**

by teacher slot (N=691; data missing for 27 slots)
**Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.

Table 1H
NUMBER OF COLLEGE-LEVEL COURSES (% IN EACH CATEGORY) TAKEN IN
JUDAICA, HEBREW AND EDUCATION

Judaica

Hebrew Education
0 30 43 29
1=3 17 1.7 14
3-7 13 14 1314
Over 7 40 26 47
TOTAL - 100% 100% 101%*
N=649

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication



Table 1I
HOW TEACHERS SEE JEWISH TEACHING
(% IN EACH CATEGORY)

"My Career" 39%

"A Way of Earning
Supplementary Income" 36%

“Somethihg I Do
Because it Gives me

Satisfaction" 25%
TOTAL 100%
N=629
Table 1J3

TOTAL HOURS OF TEACHING PER WEEK
(% IN EACH CATEGORY)

1-4 31%
5-9 23%
10-14 16%
15=19 7%
20-24 7%
25-29 3%
30-34 5%
35=39 5%
40+ 3%

TOTAL 100%
N=586

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication



Table 1K
TOTAL INCOME FROM JEWISH TEACHING
(% IN EACH CATEGORY)

$500-999 15%
$1,000-2,999 26%
$3,000-9,999 28%
$10,000-14,999 12%
$15,000-19,999 5%
$20,000+ 14%

TOTAL 100%

N=587

Table 1L
SALARY PER ANNUAL WEEKLY HOUR (% IN EACH CATEGORY)*
$12-299 20%
$300-570 19%
$571-694 21%
$695-999 18%
$1,000-1,350 22%

TOTAL 100%

* by teacher slot (N=651)

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication



Table 1M
DEGREE OF SATISFACTION WITH TEACHING

"Satisfactions far outweigh
dissatisfactions" 27%

"More satisfactions than
dissatisfactions" 48%

"As many satisfactions as
dissatisfactions™" 19%

"More dissatisfactions than
satisfactions" 5%

"Dissatisfactions far
outweigh satisfactions" 1

o\

TOTAL 100%

N=623

Table 1N
LIKLIHOOD OF REMAINING IN JEWISH EDUCATION FIVE YEARS HENCE
Very likely 46%
Somewhat likely 35%
Not likely 17%
Not at all likely 3%

TOTAL 101%*

N=607
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication



Table 2A
HOURS TAUGHT* (% IN EACH CATEGORY) BY SCHOOL TYPE

1~3 4=6 Pl 16+ TOTAL
REFORM 6 11 8 74 99 **
DAY

SCHOOL

REFORM 50 33 16 1 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY

SCHOOL

CONSERVATIVE 5 12 64 19 100%
DAY

SCHOOL

CONSERVATIVE 23 46 29 2 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY

SCHOOL

ORTHODOX 1 5 20 74 100%
DAY

SCHOOL

ORTHODOX 10 70 20 o 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY

SCHOOL

COMMUNITY 11 8 19 62 100%
DAY

SCHOOL

*per slot (N=672)
xxTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication




Table 2B
SALARY PER ANNUAL WEEKLY HOUR* (% IN EACH CATEGORY)
BY SCHOOL TYPE

S12- $300-~ $570~ $695 $1,000~ TOTAL

299 569 694 999 1,350
REFORM 13 25 9 38 16 101%**
DAY
SCHOOL
REFORM 28 18 23 8 23 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 16 16 11 33 25 101%**
DAY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 20 21 24 9 26 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX 8 16 18 45 14 101%**
DAY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX _ 40 20 10 30 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
COMMUNITY 6 11 37 34 11 99%**
DAY
SCHOOL

*per teacher slot
**Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication



(% IN EACH CATEGORY),

Table 2C
YEARS OF EXPERIENCE* IN SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL
BY TYPE OF SCHOOL

None 1=~3 4-9 10+ TOTAL
REFORM ¥é 35 34 25 101%**
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 4 25 37 34 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX 20 20 40 20 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
REFORM 34 23 14 29 100%
DAY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 7 18 25 51 101%**
DAY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX 63 25 1101 . 100%
DAY
SCHOOL
COMMUNITY 11 30 30 30 101%**
DAY
SCHOOL

*per slot (N=679)

xxTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips

December, 1989

Not for Reproduction or Publication




(% IN EACH CATEGORY),

Table 2D
YEARS OF EXPERIENCE#* IN DAY SCHOOL

BY TYPE OF SCHOOL

None 13 4-9 10+ TOTAL
REFORM 6 31 37 26 100%
DAY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 3 23 43 33 100%
DAY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX S 16 39 36 100%
DAY
SCHOOL
COMMUNITY 12 43 22 24 100%
DAY
SCHOOL
REFORM 75 14 8 3 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 58 15 1.7 18§ 101%**
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX 70 10 10 10 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL

*per slot (N=679)

*xTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 2E
CURRICULAR ASSISTANCE TEACHERS* RECEIVE
(% IN EACH CATEGORY) BY TYPE OF SCHOOL

Lesson  Curriculum Textbook Guidance None TOTAL
Plans but no Only from of the
Lesson Principal Above
Plans Only

REFORM 11 44 1.7 11 17 100%
DAY
SCHOOL
REFORM 15 43 19 14 8 99%**
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 9 42 21 8 .21 101%**
DAY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 16 357 22 1.2 13 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX 2 46 15 19 17 99%**
DAY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX 12 38 - 38 12 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
COMMUNITY 6 61 12 9 12 100%
DAY
SCHOOL

*per slot (N=648)

*xTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 2F
GUIDANCE FROM PRINCIPALS* (% IN EACH CATEGORY),
BY TYPE OF SCHOOL

Do Not Receive TOTAL
Receive Guidance
Guidance and
find“it:
very somewhat not
helpful helpful helpful

REFORM 28 42 31 O 101%**
DAY
SCHOOL
REFORM 20 41 37 3 101%**
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 33 39 28 — 100%
DAY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 35 30 32 3 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX 33 28 38 il 100%
DAY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX 25 50 25 - 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
COMMUNITY 21 56 21 3 101%**
DAY
SCHOOL

*by teacher slot (N=655)

*xTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 2G

EXTENT OF TEACHERS’ INPUT INTO SCHOOL POLICY

(% IN EACH CATEGORY)*, BY SCHOOL TYPE

"A lot of "Some "Little No TOTAL
input" input" Oor no answer
input"

REFORM 14 36 50 ] 100%
DAY
SCHOOL
REFORM 10 39 50 il 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 17 36 43 3 99%**
DAY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 14 3.7 47 2 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX 10 52 34 4 100%
DAY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX 20 50 20 10 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
COMMUNITY 21 34 34 ¥l 100%
DAY
SCHOOL

xby teacher slot (N=691)
*xTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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SATISFACTION WITH JEWISH TEACHING* (%
BY SCHOOL TYPE

Table 2H

IN EACH CATEGORY),

Satis. More As many Hore Diss. TOTAL
far satis. satis. diss. far

outweigh than as than outweigh

diss. diss. diss. satis. satis.
REFORM 17 49 34 - | L 100%
DAY
SCHOOL
REFORM 28 49 16 6 2 101%**
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 23 47 25 4 2 101%**
DAY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 25 44 23 7 2 101%**
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX 28 48 15 7 1 99%**
DAY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX 10 60 30 o N 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
COMMUNITY 25 44 22 6 3 100%
DAY
SCHOOL

*per slot (N=664)

*xTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 2I

LIKELTIHOOD OF REMAINING IN JEWISH EDUCATION* FIVE YEARS HENCE
(% IN EACH CATEGORY) BY SCHOOL TYPE

Very Somewhat Not Not at all TOTAL

likely likely likely likely
REFORM 38 32 21 9 100%
DAY
SCHOOL
REFORM 3.7 39 21 4 101%**
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 51 44 6 S 101%**
DAY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 47 34 17 2 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX 63 29 8 L 100%
DAY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX 56 33 11 v 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
COMMUNITY 68 29 3 g 100%
DAY
SCHOOL

*per teacher slot (N=654)
xxTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3A
DEFINITION OF TYPES OF TEACHERS
AND PERCENTAGES OF TEACHERS* IN EACH TYPE

ORTHODOX 17%
Teachers in Orthodox settings.

(All remaining teachers are in Non-Orthodox settings.)

CAREER, U.S. BORN 12%
American-born teachers, for whom
teaching is either their only
occupation or their career.

CAREER, FOREIGN BORN 17%
Foreign-born teachers, for whom
teaching is either their only
occupation or their career.

SUPPLEMENTARY INCOME 24%
Teachers who see teaching as a way
of earning supplementary
income. This group includes both
American and foreign-born teachers,
who work elsewhere, either part-
time or full-time, or as home-
makers.

AVOCATIONAL 20%
Teachers who see teaching not as a
career, nor as a way of earning
supplementary income, but as
"something I do because of the
satisfaction it gives me." This group
includes both American and foreign-
born teachers, who work elsewhere,
either part-time or full-time, or as
home-makers.

STUDENTS W/FUTURE IN JEWISH EDUCATION 3
Full-time high school, college or
graduate students who indicate that
it is "very likely" they will still
be involved in Jewish education five
years hence.

oe

STUDENTS W/OUT FUTURE IN JEWISH EDUCATION 7
Full-time high school, college or
graduate students who indicate that
it is "somewhat likely" or "not likely"
that they will be involved in Jewish
education five years hence.

oe

TOTAL 100%
*N=622
27 teachers did not answer one or more of the relevant questions and, therefore, could not be
assigned to a type.
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AGE (%

Table 3B:

BY CATEGORY) BY TEACHER TYPE

17-24 25-29 30-34 35=39 40+ TOTAL
ORTHODOX 9 A3 30 23 25 100%
CAREER
U.S. BORN 12 30 15 25 18 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN ikl 4 14 27 55 100%
SUPPL.
INCOME 18 21 21 17 24 101%%*
AVOCATIONAL 16 18 18 15 33 100%
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED 20 60 15 N 5 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 68 17 5 5 5 100%
N=583

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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GENDER (%),

TABLE 3C:

BY TEACHER TYPE

Male Female TOTAL
ORTHODOX o i 59 100%
CAREER
U.S. BORN 33 67 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN 5 95 100%
SUPPL.
INCOME 16 84 100%
AVOCATIONAL 22 78 100%
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 35 65 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 26 74 100%
N=618

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3D:
PLACE OF BIRTH (%) BY TEACHER TYPE

U.S. or Canada Israel Other TOTAL
ORTHODOX 56 25 18 99%*
CAREER
U.S. BORN 100 o T 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN - 66 34 100%
SUPPL.
INCOME 76 1:7 7 100%
AVOCATIONAL 80 L2 7 99%*
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 90 10 Ve 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 69 20 1.1 100%
N=619

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3E:
PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS TEACHING IN MORE THAN ONE SCHOOL,
BY TEACHER TYPE

One School Only Two Schools TOTAL
or More

ORTHODOX 88 12 100%
CAREER
U.S. BORN 79 21 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN 70 30 100%
SUPPL.
INCOME 86 14 100%
AVOCATIONAL 90 10 100%
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 90 10 100%
STUDENT W/O
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 92 8 100%
N=586
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Table 3F:
TOTAL NUMBER OF HOURS TAUGHT (PERCENTAGE IN EACH CATEGORY)
BY TEACHER TYPE

1<3 4-9 10-20 314 TOTAL
hours hours hours hours

ORTHODOX o 9 47 45 101%*
CAREER
U.S. BORN 12 34 5 92 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN 5 14 45 36 100%
SUPPL.
INCOME 34 42 23 1 100%
AVOCATIONAL 53 47 7 3 100%
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 3% 53 11 oty 101%%*
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 42 42 13 3 1003
N=569

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3G:
PERCENTAGE OF TEACHER TYPES IN DIFFERENT SETTINGS

Orthodox Career Career Suppl. Rvoc- Student Student TOTAL

1 5% Foreign Income ational with without

Born Born Future. . Future..
REFORM _ 39 39 14 6 . 3 101%*
DAY
SCHOOL
REFORM (.4) 7 13 33 34 5 173 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE o 26 50 20 4 * il 100%
DAY SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE
SUPPLEMENTARY 3 17 20 31 19 4 6 100%
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX
DAY SCHOOL 100 - . . e s A 100%
ORTHODOX
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL 100 - = . i _ e ) 100%
COMMUNITY
DAY
SCHOOL 9 26 54 9 3 101%*

N=664 (There are 54 missing cases, for a total of 718 teaching slots.)
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication



Table 3H:

GRADE LEVELS TAUGHT* (% FOR EACH CATEGORY), BY TEACHER TYPE

Pre-K and 1-6 1212 K-6 1=12 K-12 TOTAL
K Only Only Only

ORTHODOX 4 46 33 il: 15 2 101%**
CAREER
U.S. BORN ! 46 27 6 17 3 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN -5 67 13 4 10 1 100%
SUPPL,
INCOME 1 54 26 4 13 3 101%**
AVOCATIONAL 3 53 2.2 3 16 2 99%%*
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. o 43 1.9 . 33 5 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 5 55 15 3 13 10 101%**
N=672

xThis calculation is by teacher slot.
xxTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3I:

COMBINED INCOME FROM JEWISH TEACHING (% IN EACH CATEGORY) BY TEACHER TYPE

$500- $1000- $3000- $10,000- $15,000-  $19,000+ TOTAL
999 2999 9999 14,999 18,999
ORTHODOX 2 3 28 21 11 35 100%
CAREER
U.S. BORN 7 10 32 15 10 27 101%%*
CAREER
FOR. BORN . 7 12 28 24 9 20 100%
SUPPL.
INCOME 15 41 37 7 . 1 101%*
AVOCATIONAL 40 38 18 4 - 1 101%*
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 5 58 32 5 il - 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 26 50 16 Pl 3 5 100%
N=569

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3J:

SALARY PER ANNUAL HOUR* (% FOR EACH CATEGORY),

BY TEACHER TYPE

o $300- $571-  $695- $1000-  TOTAL
299 570 694 999 1350
ORTHODOX 8 19 20 38 15 100%
CAREER
U.S. BORN 5 20 21 23 31 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN 18 15 18 27 273 1013 %%
SUPPL.
INCOME 18 7 29 11 25 100%
AVOCATTIONAL 41 24 14 3 17 99% %%
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 10 29 33 5 24 101%%%
STUDENT W/O
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 29 20 15 10 27 101%%%

*by slot (N=651)
*xTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3K

PERCENTAGE OF TEACHING SLOTS* WHICH CARRY MEDICAL, PENSION AND
DISABILITY BENEFITS, BY TEACHER TYPE

Medical Pension Disability
ORTHODOX '32 1.5 4!
CAREER
U.S. BORN 22 6 18
CAREER
FOR. BORN 38 27 28
SUPPL.
INCOME i 1 | 7 74
AVOCATIONAL 5 2 7
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. o 2 o
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 5 2

*N=691
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Table 3L:

PERCENTAGE OF TEACHING SLOTS* WHICH CARRY OTHER BENEFITS, BY TEACHER TYPE
ORTHODOX CAREER CAREER SUPPL. AVOCATIONAL STUDENT STUDENT
U.S. BORN FOR.BORN INCOME WITH WITHOUT
FUTURE. . FUTURE. .
Free or
reduced 22 12 30 22 12 2 gl
tuition
for
children
Day care il 6 34 32 4 6 15
for
children
Free or
reduced 5 12 33 30 16 3 1
membership
in synagogue
oY -JCC
Synagogue 4 16 24 27 19 5 5
membership
privileges
Money to
attend 16 17 19 : 22 17 5 5
conferences
Full or
partial
subsidy for 14 14 29 23 15 3 3

continuing ed.

*N=690

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication



NUMBER OF COLLEGE-LEVEL JUDAICA COURSES TAKEN
(% IN EACH CATEGORY),

Table 3M:

BY TEACHER TYPE

None 1-3 3= Over 7 TOTAL
ORTHODOX 19 10 14 58 101%*
CAREER
U.S. BORN 16 L 14 59 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN 32 5 7 56 100%
SUPPL.INCOME 38 24 15 23 100%
AVOCATIONAL 32 30 12 27 101%
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. e i 0) 30 60 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 36 33 13 18 100%
N=622

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3N:

NUMBER OF COLLEGE-LEVEL HEBREW COURSES TAKEN (% IN EACH CATEGORY)
BY TEACHER TYPE

None =3 3=7 Over 7 TOTAL
ORTHODOX '40 18 16 25 99%*
CAREER
U.S. BORN 26 19 19 36 100%
CAREER .
FOR. BORN 42 L5 5 49 101%*
SUPPL.
INCOME 45 21 15 20 101%*
AVOCATIONAL 53 20 12 15 100%
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 10 25 35 30 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE 1IN
JEWISH ED. 53 22 18 7 100%
N=622

Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 30:

NUMBER OF COLLEGE-LEVEL EDUCATION COURSES TAKEN (% IN EACH
CATEGORY), BY TEACHER TYPE

None 1-3 3-7 over 7 TOTAL
ORTHODOX 25 13 13 50 101%*
CAREER
U.S. BORN 14 14 19 53 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN 21 6 7 66 100%
SUPPL.
INCOME 26 20 11 43 100%
AVOCATIONAL 40 11 8 a1 100%
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 15 15 35 35 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 53 29 o 18 100%
N=622

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3P
OTHER EMPLOYMENT (% IN EACH CATEGORY),
BY TEACHER TYPE

Other Other Full- Home- "Jewish TOTAL
full- part- time maker  education
time time student is my
work work full-
time
occupation”
ORTHODOX 5 12 1 25 57 100%
CAREER
U.S. BORN 7 29 - 14 51 101%%*
CAREER
FOR. BORN 3 5 RO 12 81 101%%*
SUPPL.
INCOME 40 42 _ 18 i 100%
AVOCATIONAL 42 38 L 21 = 101%*
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. - de 100 uy Lol 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 2 e 100 - . 100%
N=619

xTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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: Table 3Q
IMPORTANCE OF INCOME EARNED BY JEWISH TEACHING

(% IN EACH CATEGORY)
BY TEACHER TYPE

Hain One An An un- No TOTAL

source of the important  important answer

of main addition addition

income sources
ORTHODOX 319 23 27 9 2 100%
.CAREER
U.S. BORN 38 16 24 14 7 99%*
CAREER
FOR. BORN 15 27 37 20 1. 100%
SUPPL.
INCOME 3 9 47 27 5 101%*
AVOCATIONAL I 7 37 12 4 100%
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 20 10 50 15 5 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 1. 20 31 31 7 100%
N=622

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census

Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication



Table 3R
JEWISH OBSERVANCE
(% ANSWERING "YES" IN EACH CATEGORY)
BY TEACHER TYPE

"Light candles "Attend "Attend
on Friday synagoque synagoque
evening" at least on

twice a holidays
month on such as
Shabbat" Sukkot,
Passover, or
Shabbat"
ORTHODOX 99 68 91
CAREER
U.S. BORN 78 59 73
CAREER
FOR. BORN 86 37 75
SUPPL.
INCOME 74 37 63
AVOCATIONAL 69 39 67
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 85 55 85
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 56 29 60
N=622
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Table 3S

DEGREE OF COMMUNAL AFFILIATION

(% ANSWERING "YES"

"Belong to Jewish
organization other

BY TEACHER TYPE

IN EACH CATEGORY)

"Contribute to any
Jewish charities

than a synagoque" last year"
ORTHODOX 41 89
CAREER
U.S. BORN 51 85
CAREER
FOR. BORN 32 75
SUPPL:.
INCOME 37 72
AVOCATIONAL 44 78
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 55 85
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 40 56

N=622
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Table 3T
HOW APPEALING IS THE RATE OF PAY (% IN EACH CATEGORY), BY TEACHER TYPE

Very Appealing Neither Unappealing Very No TOTAL
appealing appealing unappealing answer
nor
unappealing

ORTHODOX 4 20 29 22 15 10 100%
CAREER )
U.S. BORN 8 26 26 21 18 1 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN 3 32 20 26 15 5 101%*
SUPPL.
INCOME 1:2 47 23 13 4 1 100%
AVOCATIONAL 9 39 36 7 74 3 101%*
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 20 30 30 10 Y 10 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 13 60 18 7 : 2 il 100%
N=622

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3U

HOW APPEALING IS THE BENEFITS "PACKAGE" (% IN EACH CATEGORY), BY TEACHER TYPE
Very Appealing Neither Unappealing Very Not TOTAL
appealing appealing unappealing applicable
nor
unappealing

ORTHODOX 3 6 13 13 35 22 100%
CAREER
U.S. BORN it Ll 12 12 33 27 99%*
CAREER
FOR. BORN 1 12 9 13 38 22 100%
SUPPL.
INCOME 1 8 10 6 1574 56 100%
AVOCATIONAL E 8 19 6 16 49 101%*
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. - - 5 10 20 60 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE 1IN
JEWISH ED. 2 9 16 4 9 58 100%
N=622

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3V
HOW APPEALING IS THE PART-TIME NATURE OF EMPLOYMENT (% IN EACH CATEGORY)
BY TEACHER TYPE

Very Appealing Neither Unappealing Very Not No TOTAL
appealing appealing unappealing applicable answer
nor
unappealing

ORTHODOX 21 17 B U1 9 3 24 15 100%
CAREER
U.S. 'BORN 14 33 14 10 7 22 15 101%*
CAREER
FOR. BORN 14 27 4 1 11 15 10 7 101%%*
SUPPL.
INCOME 33 45 13 3 3 3 - 100%
AVOCATIONAL 30 47 13 3 3 3 2 101%*
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 25 40 15 5 5 10 . 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 27 47 1.3 & 4 2 2 99%*
N=622

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3W

HOW APPEALING IS THE OPPORTUNITY TO WORK WITH CHILDREN (% IN EACH CATEGORY)

BY TEACHER TYPE

Very Appealing Neither Unappealing Very No TOTAL
appealing appealing unappealing answer
nor
unappealing

ORTHODOX 57 33 2 1 ma 8 101%*
CAREER
U.S. BORN 67 32 e - - . 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN 71 25 1 . e 3 100%
SUPPL.
INCOME 5 40 1 1 . 1 100%
AVOCATIONAL 72 24 i B it 2 101%*
STUDENT W/
FUTURE 1IN
JEWISH ED. 80 15 5 S . . 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 56 31 9 2 _ 2 100%
N=622

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3X
HOW APPEALING IS THE OPPORTUNITY TO TEACH ABOUT JUDAISM (% IN EACH CATEGORY)
BY TEACHER TYPE

Very Appealing Neither Unappealing Very No TOTAL
appealing appealing unappealing answer
nor
unappealing

ORTHODOX 74 19 =t - 1 6 100%
CAREER
U.S. BORN . 82 10 3 e oL 6 101%*
CAREER
FOR. BORN 69 : 28 - S e 1= 3 100%
SUPPL.
INCOME 64 aile 2 1 7 1 101%%*
AVOCATIONAL -2 21 3 . il 4 101%%*
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 95 5 ahy e A W 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 53 31 43 2 Ty a0 99%*
N=622

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3Y
HOW APPEALING IS THE RECOGNITION YOU GET AS A JEWISH TEACHER
(% IN EACH CATEGORY), BY TEACHER TYPE

Very Appealing Neither Unappealing Very No TOTAL
appealing : appealing unappealing answer
nor
unappealing

ORTHODOX 14 34 24 13 5 11 101%*
CAREER
U.S. BORN 22 26 29 8 8 Z 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN 23 27 26 5 6 4 101%*
SUPPL. ;
INCOME 11 37 31 12 5 5 101%
AVOCATIONAL 26 26 30 7k 3 8 100%
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 10 40 35 10 5 e 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 7 47 33 4 7 2 100%
N=622

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 37Z
HOW APPEALING ARE THE OPPORTUNITIES FOR CAREER ADVANCEMENT
(% IN EACH CATEGORY), BY TEACHER TYPE

Very Appealing Neither Unappealing Very Not No TOTAL
appealing appealing unappealing applicable answer
nor
unappealing
ORTHODOX 6 11 33 1.8 11 16 4 99%*
CAREER :
U.S. BORN 10 20 23 23 14 10 it 101%%*
CAREER
FOR. BORN 7 16 28 27 14 6 3 101%%*
SUPPL.
INCOME i 19 41 9 7 21 2 100%
AVOCATIONAL 3 6 43 13 4 28 3 100%
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 25 25 25 15 - 10 s 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 2 16 47 4 el 20 _ 100%
N=622

xTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3AA
HOW APPEALING ARE THE ATTITUDES OF STUDENTS TO JEWISH STUDIES
(% IN EACH CATEGORY), BY TEACHER TYPE

Very RAppealing Neither Unappealing Very No TOTAL
appealing appealing unappealing answer
nor
unappealing

ORTHODOX 20 39 16 12 3 10 100%
CAREER :
U.S. BORN 14 22 22 23 10 10 101%%*
CAREER
FOR. BORN i i 53 10 17 4 6 101%%*
SUPPL.
INCOME 5 35 28 19 9 3 99%*
AVOCATIONAL 10 37 24 19 7 3 100%
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. = 30 20 45 5 - 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 2 24 22 38 13 el 99%*
N=622

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication



Table 3BB

HOW APPEALING IS THE OPPORTUNITY TO MAKE A CONTRIBUTION TO THE JEWISH COMMUNITY

(% IN EACH CATEGORY),

BY TEACHER TYPE

Very Appealing Neither Unappealing Very No TOTAL
appealing appealing unappealing answer
nor
unappealing

ORTHODOX 48 36 4 € 1 11 101%%*
CAREER
U.S. BORN 69 22 7 1 - 1 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN 51 44 2 2 Gt 2 101%%*
SUPPL"
INCOME 44 48 5 i il 2 100%
AVOCATIONAL 65 28 4 o 2 2 101%*
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 65 35 - - L L 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 38 42 16 2 2 - 100%
N=622

xTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication
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Table 3CC

CURRICULAR ASSISTANCE TEACHERS RECEIVE*
(% IN EACH CATEGORY), BY TEACHER TYPE

Lesson Curriculum Textbook Guidance None No TOTAL
Plans but no Only from of the Answer
Lesson Principal Rbove
Plans Only
ORTHODOX 3 40 13 19 15 11 101%**
CAREER
U.S. BORN 12 28 20 21 G 4 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN 12 46 17 10 12 4 101%**
SUPPL.
INCOME 16 , 40 16 10 10 9 101%**
AVOCATIONAL 12 44 22 9 10 4 101%**
STUDENT W/
FUTURE 1IN
JEWISH ED. 5 43 19 29 5 __ 101%**
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE
IN JEWISH ED. 12 34 22 7 15 10 100%

by slot (N=690)
*xTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication
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Table 3DD
PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS* RECEIVING GUIDANCE FROM PRINCIPAL,
BY TEACHER TYPE

Do not Receive Guidance TOTAL
Receive and find it:
Guidance
very somewhat not

helpful helpful helpful

100%

ORTHODOX 31 30 38

CAREER

U.S. BORN 19 48 31 100%
CAREER

FOR. BORN 34 39 25 100%
SUPPL.

INCOME 28 37 32 100%
AVOCATIONAL 27 39 32 100%
STUDENT W/

FUTURE IN

JEWISH ED. 14 38 48 100%
STUDENT W/O

FUTURE IN

JEWISH ED. 28 28 43 1013 %%

by slot (N=653)

*xTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication




Table 3EE:
LIKELIHOOD OF REMAINING IN JEWISH EDUCATION FIVE YEARS HENCE

($ IN EACH CATEGORY),

BY TEACHER TYPE

Very Somewhat Not Not No TOTAL
likely 1likely likely at all answer
likely

ORTHODOX 61 26 7 e 7 101%*
CAREER
U.S. BORN 55 23 14 3 6 101%*
CAREER
FOR. BORN 57 29 4 1 9 100%
SUPPL..
INCOME 28 45 159 3 5 100%
AVOCATIONAL 32 34 20 7 7 100%
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 100 o M i ok 7 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. - 49 44 2 A 99%*
N=622

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips

December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication
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Comparisons Between Judaica Teachers in lLos Angeles, Miami,

Philadelphia and Pittsburgh

Number of Teachers
Type of School Taught In
Place of Birth

Percentage

of Teachers Who Teach in More than One School

Hours Taught in Supplementary School
Hours Taught in Day School

Percentage
Likelihood
Percentage
Percentage

of New Teachers

of Remaining in Jewish Education Five Years Hence
of Teachers Receiving Medical and Pension Benefits
of College-Level Judaica Courses Taken



Comparisons Between Judaica Teachers

in Los Angeles, Miami, Philadelphia and Pittsburgh

Table 4A
NUMBER OF TEACHERS

LOS ANGELES 649 (78%)
MIAMI 272 (approx. 80%)
PHILADELPHIA 347 (approx. 54%)
PITTSBURGH 240 (approx. 90%)

Table 4B
TYPE OF SCHOOL TAUGHT IN (% IN EACH CATEGORY)

LOS ANGELES

MIAMI

PHILADELPHIA

PITTSBURGH

Day School

Supplementary School

33 66
37 63
11 (actual) 89
13 (survey sample) 87
25 75



Table 4C
PLACE OF BIRTH (% IN EACH CATEGORY)

Native Born Other TOTAL
(U.S. or Canada)

LOS ANGELES

DAY SCHOOL 47 53 100%
LOS ANGELES

SUPPLEMENTARY

SCHOOL 67 33 100%
MIAMI

DAY SCHOOL 61 39 100%
MIAMI

SUPPLEMENTARY

SCHOOL 79 21 100%
PHILADELPHIA

(Place of birth not reported directly, but from other questions, it is
possible to infer the following:

32% of day school teachers were educated in Israel.
8% of synagogue supplementary school teachers are "from Israel."
15% of community supplementary school teachers are "from Israel.")

Table 4D
PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS WHO TEACH IN MORE THAN ONE SCHOOL

LOS ANGELES DAY AND

SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOLS 17%
MIAMI DAY SCHOOLS 11%
MIAMI SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOLS 17%
PHILADELPHIA DAY SCHOOLS 18%

PHILADELPHIA SYNAGOGUE SUPPLEMENTARY 28%
PHILADELPHIA COMMUNAL SUPPLEMENTARY 20%




Table 4E
HOURS TAUGHT (% IN EACH CATEGORY), IN SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL

Los Angeles Miami Pittsburgh

1=4 38.8 56.3 67
5=9 30.6 323 23
10-14 20.2 3.6 8
15-19 3.3 o _
20-24 257 1.8 2
25-29 : o _ =i
30-34 <9 <6 .
35=39 9 ERRE = ]
40+ Jl.l 5.4 S

TOTAL 100% 100% 100%

Table 4F
HOURS TAUGHT (% IN EACH CATEGORY), IN DAY SCHOOL
Los Angeles Miami Pittsburgh

1-4 27 1 3
5~9 6.6 6.5 23
10-14 11 -5 6.5 5
1519 17.3 £0 .9 i
20-24 16.8 163 52
25=29 7:9 5.4 s
30-34 15.0 7.6 42
35-39 13.3 15.2 o
40+ 9.3 30.4 7

TOTAL 100% 100% 100%



Table 4G
% OF NEW TEACHERS

CLEVELAND 22%
LOS ANGELES DAY SCHOOL 8%
LOS ANGELES SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL 6%
MIAMI DAY SCHOOL 10%
MIAMI SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL 6%
PHILADELPHIA DAY SCHOOL 20%
PHILADELPHIA SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL 19%
Table 4H

LIKELIHOOD OF REMAINING IN JEWISH EDUCATION FIVE YEARS HENCE
( % IN EACH CATEGORY)

Very likely Somewhat likely
LLOS ANGELES DAY SCHOOL 57 33
LOS ANGELES SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL 41 37
Definitely Probably
MIAMI DAY SCHOOL 41 53
MIAMI SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL 34 47
Very likely Somewhat likely
PHILADELPHIA DAY SCHOOL 12 18
PHILADELPHIA SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL 56 28
Table 4I

PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS RECEIVING MEDICAL AND PENSION BENEFITS

Medical Pension
I.OS ANGELES DAY SCHOOL 42 18
I1.OS ANGELES SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL 10 8
MIAMI DAY SCHOOL 60 60
MIAMI SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL 13 14
PHILADELPHIA DAY SCHOOL 42 20

PHILADELPHIA SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL n/a n/a



Table 4J
PERCENTAGE OF COLLEGE LEVEL JUDAICA COURSES TAKEN

None 1-3 3—=7 7% TOTAL
LOS ANGELES
DAY SCHOOL 26 8 11 55 100%
LOS ANGELES
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL 30 20 14 36 100%
None 1-4 5-9 Najor TOTAL
or
degree
from
Jewish
College
MIAMI
DAY SCHOOL 11 16 4 69 100%
MIAMI
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL 45 1.7 1 2 100%
Holds Jewish Holds degree
Educational in
License Jewish Studies
PHILADELPHIA
DAY SCHOOL 57% 73%
PHILADELPHIA
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL 33% 34%




TEACHER SURVEYS

CITY YEAR RESPONSE RATE TYPE OF INFO GIVEN
Denver In process 100%(?) Raw data only, thus
(Day School far.

Teachers,

through

schools)

Cleveland 1987-88 100% Annual wage per weekly
(through (now outdated) hour; # of teachers.
schools)

Houston In process

Los Angeles
Miami

Midwest
Day Schools

Philadelphia

Pittsburgh

(through schools)

Syracuse

1987-88 78%
1987-88 80%
1981 40%
1987-88 54%
1985-86 100%(?)
In process 39%

Extensive

Extensive

Age, place of birth,
gender, experience,
qualifications.

Not as extensive as
Los Angeles or Miami.

Education background,
hours/week taught;
annual wage per weekly
hour (avg. only).

Used L.A.
questionnaire as
model.




SALARY SCALES

CITY

RECEIVED NOT YET DAY

RECEIVED SCHOOL SCHOOL

SUPPL.

DO SCHOOLS
ADHERE TO THE
SCALE?

Baltimore
Buffalo
Chicago

Los Angeles

Miami

Montreal

S. New Jersey

Providence

Toledo

Tuscon

X (No
X (No

X (No

info.)
info.)

info.)

(Heb.
High)

No. info.

Questionable.
Notes from
extensive
interview
available.

Agency-funded
schools adhere.
In general, all
Conservative and
Orthodox
Community schools
are funded. They
represent

2/3 of all Miami
Day Schools.

Probably can
assume that all
schools adhere.
No info.

No info.

No info. Scale
requires
extensive

clarification.

No info.



SENTOR LEVEIL. PERSONNEL

PLACE/ORG. DATE RESPONSE RATE TYPE OF INFO. GIVEN

Cleveland 1987-88 100% #, full-time/part
time, salary ranges,
benefits.

HUC Alumni 1988-89 87% for Salary, benefits,

Survey full-time crosstabulation with
years of experience
and size of school.

Los Angeles 1989 58% Salary, benefits,

Report on Survey
of Jewish Youth

median length of stay
in field,
"opportunity

ratings" by personnel
for creativity and
growth.



PRE-SCHOOLS

JWB 1989 Annual
Survey and Report
(Precise response
rate unavailable.)

LA BUREAU OF
JEWISH EDUCATION
1988-89 Early
Childhood

Salary Schedule
Rationale (15/70
pre-schools adhere
to this schedule.)

THE 1988 MIAMI
JEWISH EDUCATOR
STUDY

Early Childhood
Education Summary
(Response Rate:
87%, based on
surveys.)

SALARIES

Data on full time
(20 h.p.w. or
more) directors
and teachers, by
size of center
budget. Includes:
number reporting,
average, median,
minimum and
maximum salaries.

Scale takes into
account: units
accumulated,
hourly vs. monthly
salary, degrees
and credentials,
and seniority. It
also applies to
ass.istants;
teacher/directors
and directors.

Under $10,000-48%
10,000-24,000-44%
25,000-39,000-8%
40,000 and up-0%
Average-11,900
Includes
percentages of
numbers of hours
per week teachers
are paid to work.

BENEFITS

Medical-31%
Pension-27%

TURNOVER RATE

Information from
phone interview
with Dr. Edward
Kagan, JUB
Director

of Statistics.

Not hard data.

Dr. Kagan believes
that the turnover
rate for directors
is fairly low but
for teachers is
quite high. Must
take into account
local economic
conditions and
other demographic
factors.

Response to
"probability of
remaining in field
in five years,"
and "expected
position in five
years."

QUALIFICATIONS

City/state
regulated for pre-
schools.

S t a t e

requirements.

Percentages:
-highest level of
education

~ U ent
educational
enrol lment
-measures of
Jewishness (Jewish
1D)

<7y o u -t h
group/camp/Israel
experience
-licenses
-previous teaching
experience

RECRUITMENT/
RETENTION
According to Dr.
Kagan, JWB pre-
schools have

experienced a
shortage of
directors but not
of teachers.

Percentages:
-method of finding
current position

-measures of
satisfaction (as
perceived by
teacher)

PROF. DEVELOPMENT

Percentages:
-enrol lment in
CAJE workshops
over past three
years (83%)
-other Judaic
workshops (19%
-Teaching Methods
courses (30%)

NEW CONFIGURATIONS
OF TEACHING



ASSISTANTS/
SPECIALISTS

LOS ANGELES BUREAU
OF JEMWISH

EDUCATION
1988-89 Early
Childhood Salary

Schedule Rationale

MIAMI JEWISH
EDUCATOR STUDY
(1988) Early

Childhood Aides
included in 87%
response rate of
ECE summary.

SALARIES

Aides multiply
scale by .8

Under 10,000-86%

10,000-24,000-14%
25,000 and up-0%

Average-5,800

Includes info on
number of hours
per week aides are
paid to work.

BENEFITS

Medical-10%
Pension-7%

TURNOVER RATE

Lon.at-0%s on
probability of
remaining in field
in five years and
expected position
in five years.

QUALIFICATIONS

Percentages on:
-highest level of
education

=l TR e t
educational
enrol lment
-measures of
Jewishness (Jewish
ID)

-possession of
license of any
type (23%)
-previous teaching
experience

RECRUITMENT/
RETENTION

Info. on method of

finding position
and measures of
satisfaction.

PROF. DEVELOPMENT

Percentages on:
-enrol lment in
CAJE workshops in
past three years
(67%)

-other Jewish
workshops (12%)
-teaching methods
courses (17%)

NEW CONFIG. OF
TEACHING



Information on Communal Allocations to Schools:

Baltimore
Cleveland
Hartford
JESNA Report
Kansas City
Pittsburgh
Toledo

Community Educator Proposals:

Boston
Cleveland

Community Educator Programs in Place:

Cleveland
Omaha
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roh was commissioned in order to provide the
Commission with an inventory and descripbtion concerning the
preparation of personnel for Jewish education in North America.
The study was designed to answsr the following guestions:

1. What institutions of higher learning ars preparing personnel
for Jewish education™
A. How many students are snvolled in these programs and who
are they (student profiled?
e W faculty © faculty profiled?
z. What gomals and structures of these

PY OOy ams LDy oGy an
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=

What are the costs and funding patterns for these programs?
What are the visions of bhese institubtions with
respect to the fubtwe training of Jewish educators?
Ze  What is the nature of in-service btraining for Jewish
aducators serving in formal and informal sducational
sebbings™
3. What are the issues and problems facing these institutions?

i
=

Fach institution of higher learning in North America
preparing Jewish educators was identified and then examined in
the following ways:

1. Bulletins, program descripbions, cowses syllabi published and
unpublished reports of these institutions were gathered and
veviaewed,

. Bite visits were made to each institution, where feasible in
order to observe classes, interview administration,
faculty,persons associated with these institutions and meet wibth
students enrolled in the education programs. & total of &8
interviews were conducted by the investigator. He also conducted
group discussions with 57 students.
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All data wera collected Detween Septenber 19 and November 20O
1985,

Site visits were conducted at 11 of the 15 training institutions
in North America. Seventy individuals associated with these
institutions were intervisewed from 1/2 £to 2 1/2 hours each.
Group meelntgs were also held with students from many of these

szhiool s, A& total of 73 students participated in these meetings.

y
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What follows iz an overview of the results and initial findings
prior tooa thorough analysis of the findings. In preparation for Lhe

mezting, much of this document addresses the guantitative
aspects of the results. The final report will also focus
extensively on gualitative aspects of the results.

Inventory of Frograms

Table 1 shows the distribution of students enrolled in 15
institutions of higher learning in the United States and Canada
preparing persons for careers in Jewish education. These
programs consist of three types: denominational, independent, and
university based. Each of the denominations ( Conservative,
Orthodox and Feform) sponsor schools or departments of Jewish
education designed to prepared religious educators. The
institutions are: Hebrew Union College ¢ Rhea Hirsch School of
Education, Los Angeles; The School of Education, New York) Jewish
Theological Seminary of America, New York ¢ Department of Educationdg
University of Judaism, Los Angeles (Fingerhut School of
Eduzcation); Yeshiva Univeristy ¢ Azrielli Graduate Institute, Isaac
Breuer College, Stern College). Five Independent schools
generally referred to as Hebrew teacher colleges were

axamined. They are: Gratz College, Fhiladelphia; Baltimore
Hebrew University, Hebrew College, Boston; Cleveland CZollege of
Jewish Studies and Spertus College, Chicago. University-based
programs that were examined include: Brandeis University,
Hornstein Frogram for Jewish Communal Servicej; George Washington
University, School of Education in association with the College
of Jewish Studies, Washington, D.C.; York University, Department
of Jewigh Studies, Toronto; McocEill University, Department of
Judaiz udies, Montreal . In addition the Bureau of Jewish
Education in Toronto sponsors a Midrasha (Teacher Training
Institutﬁy that prepares certified teachers.

1. _Part-time /full-time students The majority of matriculating
students in these programs are enroclled on a part—-time basis
(75%). Most part—timers view themselves as Jewish educators and
are currently employed in Jewish schools. Depending on the
community, the attainment of a degree permits one to both move up
the ladder professionally and increase one'’s earnings. There is
considerable variation among the part-timers with respect to age,
national origin, and experience. ¢ Much of the data needed to do
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A detailled analysis was unavailable.? Most parbt-timer s aneoll

the independent schools and two of the denominational schools
Overall the University-bazed programs and dencminational school s

reguire students to be full time students. The students in full
time program students tend to be within the 25-32 age range.

They come from diverse backgrounds and many view Jewish education
as a career change. (Additional data is needed to develop a full
profile of these students.)

2. _B.AL/ M.AL programs Most of the institutions are phasing out
their B.A. programs in Jewish education and emphasizing their
M.A. programs. This phenomenon appears to be the result of thres
factors: 1) there are decreasing numbers of American college-age
students who choose to major in education programs. 20 B.A.
programs in Jewish education tend to be dominated by Israelis,
Wwho are interested in earning a B.A. while in the United Statse:
Training institutions tend to discourage Israelis from majoring
in education on the undergraduate level , but do encourage them
to enroll in Jewish studies programs 3 Since the early 1380s
there is a trend among U.S. schools programs to encourage
sutudents to pursue an M.A. in Jewish education versus the B.A.
degree.

In contrast, Canadian schools encourage students to matriculate
in B.A. level programs in education.

3. Doctoral programs The €7 students who are enroclled in
doctoral programs are comprised of three types of students.
Approximately 70% are pursuing a doctorate on a part—-time basis
while holding positions in Jewish education. These students view
the doctorate as a way to develop expertise, gain a credential
and move up the professional ladder. A smaller percentage (Z0%)
view doctoral studies as a form of continuwing professional
education and therefore enroll in courses year after year until
they are at the point of writing the dissertation. At that time
many of these students become non—matriculating students.
Approximately 10 %4 of the doctoral students in Jewish education
intend to pursue careers in research and academia in Jewish
education. '

Frio ro es Those programs which of fer degree programs
fall intg three categories, those which prepare teachers,
educati@mal change agents and communal/educational professionals.
Nine of fhe 15 programs ennumerated purport to prepare their
students $o assume roles as classroom teachers ( 3 programs for
the day school and 7 for supplementary schools). These programs
currently have an enrocllment of 171 students. The second
-category — educational change agent, is characteristic of
programs that are designed to prepare Jewish professionals who
will assume educational leadership roles in the Jewish community.
Of the 15 programs listed in Table 1, two, comprised of 21
students, have programs which prepare educational change agents.




Communal Jeducational praf
to prepare students for assuming =21ther teacher or administrative
roles in Jewish educaticonal institutions and includes two
departments of Jewish education comprised of ZE& students.
Differences among these categories are reflected primarily with
respect to their course offerings, prerequisites, student
populations,curricular training models, internships/practica and
relationship to standards of the NBL (National Board of License).
(These 1ssues are examined in Table 3.0

nal, the bthird category 13 designed

S.ertification programs In addition to degree programs four
programs of fer a sequence of courses that will enable students to
mest the requirvements for NEL or local licensing agencies. The
Course sequence generally consists of 4-6 courses in education
and an internship or student teaching experience. As indicated in
Table 1, 43 students are enraclled in these programs leading
towards certification. Students in certification programs are
expected to have strong Judaica backgrounds and demonstrate
Hebrew language proficiency.

In recent years three institutions have also introduced principal
certification programs, non—-degree programs that prepare
experienced educators in the field. They enroll in administration
supervision courses while simultaneously completing a field
experience in their current place of employment. A total of 30
student are enrolled in these programs.

Table 1
Distribution of students enrolled in degree and
certificate programs at 15 teacher training institutions
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Iezurrent enrallment pat.-part-time pe.c.—- principal certl.
e entering class 13989 fot . ~full—%t1me
g —graduating class 13893 tec.~ teacher certification

Faculty As shown in Table 2, institutions rely heavily on part-
time and adjunct faculty. However, as indicated in Table 4, the
use of adjuncts varies depending on the approcach of the program.
Among all the independent colleges thers iz only one full time
professor. The denominational institutions have larger faculties
and more full-time personnel.

All 14 of the 19 full-time faculty members have doctorates in
education or an allied field. Ninty percent received their
degres from a general unversity . Most did not write their
dissertations on a topic related to Jewish education. Although
there is considerable variation in the career paths of faculty,
the majority have held positons in Jewish education prior to
becoming faculty members.

It is a commonly held perception that the more able the faculty
member, the faster s/he is pushed into assuming administrative
responsibilities and consequently devotes less time to  teaching
and research ( a similar phenomenon exits on the school level
with teachers who get pushed up.) The mean age of full and part-
time faculty is in the mid-forties. Salaries vary considerably
from institution to instituion. However, on the whole
denominational and university-based institutions have salary
scales comparable to private institutions of higher lerning,
Independent colleges, in contrast, have salary scales
considerably below comparable local private institutions.

Table =
Full—-time, part-time and adjunct faculty
teaching in departments of Jewish education

Full-time 13 ¥ (&)
part—-time 22 kX%

ad junct 44 XXX

i
5

¥ deno®es faculty who assume full-time teaching responsibilities
Six faculty members listed as full-time devote at least Z/5ths
their time to administrative or other responsibilities
% denontes faculty who teach at least 2/5th of a full teaching
load
¥#% denntes faculty are generally employed by another institution
and teach only one course per year.




data 1in Table 2 speak for themselves. Dencminational

szhools receive little or no funding from Communi bty federations.
They rely primarily on fund raising for balancing their budgets.
Independent schocols to a large extent are dependent on Communi by

funding. However, in recent years there is a tendency anmong
these schools seek outside funds and become less dependent and
also less accountable to the federations. Additional data is
required in this area to do a complete analysis.

Table 3

Fercentage of budget covered by various funding sources
for independent and denominational schools

Federation Tuition Other
Independent schools S0-80 15-30 10-20
Denominational schools 165-25 B5=75

Tuition costs The Jewish educational institutions of higher
learning examined in this study have been subject to many of
the same fiscal realities confronting general institutions of
higher learning. These realities are relected in the soaring
tuition cost in the past twenty years. In 1967, Walter
Ackerman noted that fees in most Hebrew Teachers College were
nominal,"... it is safe to say that no student will be denied
the opportunity of studying because of his inability to pay the
required tuition. " (p. S1) ¢ From: The Education of American
Jewish Teachers, 0. Janowsky, (Ed.) New York: Beacon Press,
19€67.) The current situation is quite different.

In the denomination and university-based schools tuition ranges
between $200-325 per credit or between $35400-7800 (24 credits)
per year for full-time study. The independent colleges charges
vary from $80- 150 per credit. ©Clearly, living expenses vary
from community to community. However, I did not encounter a
single student who did not have to earn substantial income in
order to attend school on a full-time basis.

A few af the denominational schools have fellowships available to
student#a Among independent schools their are scholarships and
subventions available through the Federation and BJEs. The final
report will further examine the fiscal realities of becoming a
Jewish educator and discuss the resulting implications.

Approaches to training Programs that focus on teacher training
tend to be independent or denominationally based schools which
view as their mission preparing teachers for local Jewish
communities or movement schools. These programs to a large
extent, follow the criteria for teacher standards set by the NEBEL,




oy other regiconal licensing agencies. The standards require a
strong Judaica background, proficiency in Hebrew language ,and a
liberal arts background (at the graduate level). They tend to
attract students who either have fairly strong Judaica training
or Wwho are willing to devote considerable time to study in these
areas prior to taking graduate work. Although programs included
in this category differ substantially in their specific

eduzationnal approaches and course offerings, they all emphasize
three types of courses: the practical ¢ methods and teaching
courses), Judaica and foundation courses ¢ philosophy of

education, educational psychology, history of education). Each of
these programs have practica which are linked to the student’s
place of employment ¢ these students teach in afterncon schools),

The practicum generally is one semester in duration and invalves

supervision by college personnel. From the perspective of
students interviewed in these programs the practicum does not
assume a large role in the context of the overall program. These

programs tend to to rely on a few core faculty and several

as adjunct faculty to instruct in their particular areas of
evpertise. From the perspective of students, these programs do
not reflect a clear orientation. Rather than being guided by a
strong vision of education, these programs are guided by courses
individual faculty and the general climate of the school. ¢ A
situation not disimilar to waht exists in many university based
teacher training programs in general education.)

In contrast, those schools which are preparing change agents tend
to have small program that are based on a highly personal
approach to change. Students and faculty have a high degree of
contact on an ongoing basis. Students are expected over the
duration of the program tp develop a keen sense of self,their
strengths and weaknesses, how they relate to the Jewish community
and its needs. Consistent with this approach is considerable
empahsis on developing a sense of belonging to a community.
Frogram experiences are desighed to meet these goals. Both from
the perspective of faculty and students the practicum experience
plays a very large role in their graduate training. Depending on
the particular institution the role of Judaica courses varies.
Given the personalistic philosophies of these programs the number
of adjunct faculty is kept to a minimum to ensure that core
facultx@ﬁgﬁeract extensively with students.

Studen n these programs tend to be slightly older than those
in caté y 1 programs. They also come from a variety of

backgr and professions. They view the opportunity to study
leading to a diffferent career. With respect to national
standards, programs in this category tend to view the NBL as
irrelevant to their mission in producing change agents in Jewish
education.

Category three, education/administration programs also place emphasis
on the field placement. In fact students enroll in two practica.
One in teaching and one in administration. However, in most other
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who

view the program as a means to making some impact on the Jewish

educational community.

Students in

this program have

considerable course work in Judaica and intensive Hebrew learning
axperiences including a summer Ulpan.

A significant

issue not reflected in

riole and vision of religious education

Dencminational schools tend to be open about their
interviews and an

produce religious educators.  Yet,
of their literature does not
religious educator. Independent colleges,

on the

the table relates to
the program.
mission

the
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examination
clearly articulate their vision of a

other hand,

reflect rather ambivalent attitudes towards religious education.

Dften
relationship between

religious is confused with
ideclogy ,

denominational.
religious education and category

The

of program will be discussed at length in the final report.
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teachers for Sunday and afternoon school programs.  These
programs are designed to attract Jewishly committed adults,
living in the community who enjoy working with children but have
gaps in content and skill areas with regpect to their Jewish
education. These programs generally consist of courses and
modules intended to provide those skills and knowledge necessary
for teaching in the supplementary school setting. In some
programs each participant is also linked to a mentor or master
teacher. Other programs have retreats and intensive workshops.
There are probably less than a dozen such program functioning
today which produce between 30-70 teachers per year. The final
report will further describe these programs and discuss their
implications within the total contewt of teacher preparatian.,

In-service programming There are extensive programs for in-
service education in almost every community where there is a
Bureau of Jewish Education. The final report will provide an
overview of the types of programs that are emerging and their
relationship to the training institutions. The implications of
in—-service programs for professional Jewish educators will also
be discussed.

Informal education Currently, there are no training programs
specifically designed to prepare personnel for roles in informal
Jewish education ( e.g., camping, youth work, JCCZ, adult
education). Many of those involved with the training
institutions noted the need to establish programs in these areas.
However, depending on the ideology of the institution the need
and programatic response are viewed very differently. This issue
will be addressed more extensively in the final report.

Interviews with JCC and JWEB personnel indicate that within the
"zcenter world" a great deal of training is occuring. Much of this
in—-service training focuses on maximizing Jewish content within
informal education settings. Most of programming in this area

has been done in conjunction with Israel education programs,
including extended study session in Israel. Relatively little

has been done to make use of the rescources within the training
institutions for puposes of maximizing Jewish education in the
"center world." This area will be further examined in the final
report.’

awﬁ(ﬁd*s LJE! Issues and Topics

In addition to answering the research questions which led to this
study,the final research report will address several issues and
questions that are emerging from a detailed analysis of the data.

1. In 1967, Alvin Schiff reported that 1740 students were
studying in 9 of the 15 institutions examined in this study. Of
those approximately S00 planned a career in Jewish education.
Hochstein reported in 1986 that only €5 individuals were being
prepared by institutions of Jewish higher learning for positions
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as senior personnel. The present study reports a student
population of approximately 350. What do these differences among

the various studies reflect? Aside from differences in
methodology what can be said to explain the variance? Is there a
net increase or decline in the number of students?™ The interview

data suggests that there is increased interest in Jewish
education as a profession. in numbers reflect differences in
sampling technique, methodology and a variety other issues which
will be addressed. Do the findings of this study suggest renewed
interest in Jewish education?

Z.With the exception of tws Hebrew teacher colleges all 11 have
survived, since their inception in the early part of this century
Most have adapted to the changing times by modifying their
visions and addressing the needs of the communities they serve.
What are the implications of their changing roles for Jewish
education?

3. The analysis of the interview data suggest that there are
substantial difference among the various training institutions
with respect to their goals and visions of Jewish education. Can
they work together? Should they work together? The independent
and denominational institutions have very different views on
these issues. However, all agree that recruitment may be an area
where institutions can together in a collaborative fashion.

4., All the institutions cite teacher salaries as a major
disincentive to entering the field of Jewish education. Issues
of faculty personnel and standards are viewed as of secondary
importance.

5. Several of those interviewed noted a tension between the
pressure to admit students to their training programs and the
maintence of high professional standards. How might these
tensions be addressed?

7. The Iggud for several years served as a vehicle for insuring
standards and professionalism in the training institutions. Can
the Association now fulfill this role?

8. The.data on teacher preparation indicate a recurrent paradox
emerges in training institutions. Those students who are
preparing from the least senior positions ( B.A., certification
programs) have stronger Judaica backgrounds than those preparing
form more senior positions (M. A.). Those students entering
graduate level programs often have weak Judaica backgrounds.

9. Where can students lacking Judaica and Hebrew language
proficiency acquire skills and knowledge?

10. Although there is a growing need for day school teachers,
and a proliferation of day schools, training programs are not
responding to this need. What are the conditions needed to
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enable programs to meet this need?

11. Research is perceived as a need in the field by the
denominational and university based institutions, it is not a
priority for the independent schools. What implications does
this finding have for cooperative work among institutions?

12, There are several new types of programs emerging for traing
avocational teachers ( Chicago, Providence, Philadelphia, New
Yorlk, Fittsburgh, Washington,D.C.). Those establishng these
programs often see no need to involve existing training
institutions. Are there ways to utilize the talents of these
institutions in the development of new programs? Are their model
programs that successfully use the resources of the training
institution®

12. Many of those interviewed were ambivalent about the role
Israel should play in training. Some saw it as an unsuccessful
way to provide students with requisite skills and knowledge.
Dthers viewed places like the Melton Center at the Hebrew
University as a resource that was valuable but unfeasible
because of funding issues. There are numerous issues that
emerged from the data regarding the role of Israel in
training.

14, In-service education programs for Jewish educators are
booming. Many of those interviewed maintained that this is the
population training institutions should attend to more
extensively. Hiw effective is in-service?

15. There is a good deal of short-term and extended in—-service
education conducted for JCCO and JWB personnel, However, little
or none of these in—service programs make use of the teacher
preparation institutions. Moreover, there is little
communication among those in informal education and the training
institutions.

1€6. Good personnel in Jewish education tend to be pushed into
administration and are less able to devote time to teaching and
research.

17. Although some of the programs examined purport to train for
religious education, there do not exist among these institutions
an articulation of what it means to be a religinus Jewish
education.

18. Many of those interviewed mentioned the need to develop

closed ties and_joint programs with general schools and programs
ofueducatfon. D% the gthgr hand thege were those who indicated

that little could be gain by such associations. What are those
factors that make for a good and mutually beneficial
relationship among Jewish and general departments of education?
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Introduction the purpose of the research, the purpose of the
Commission

Tour

Setting and context

I?ve read and heard a good deal about . Before we focous
on education I'd to get a general sense of » Within an
historical context what is the current direction and status of
What lies ahead for Let?’s focus a bit on the

current structure of the institution: relationship to other
institutions e.g., Federation, universities,BJE...

Students

Who are the students attending the institution? Have their been
recent changes in the profiles of your students? How are
students recruited? What type of students would you like to
attract in the future to Y What implications does
this have for the curriculum, structure, etc.™

Faculty
In examining your bulletin I noticed that you list
faculty for schools or departments, would you please

tell me about the the school’s faculty, the department’s faculty?
What constitutes a full—time faculty load? Who are your full-time

faculty? Who are the part—-time and adjunct faculty? What
challenges do you see, from your perspective, with respect to
education faculty? Flease decribe the tenure process in your
institution. What does does research have in the lives of
faculty? Who are the faculty in education? What are their

responsibilities™

Salaries We're going to move on now to another area salaries.How

do would you describe the salaries of your faculty? How do
faculty salaries in your institution compare to those of other
institutions? (locally, nationally) What fringe benefits do

faculty receive?

education programs

As I indicated to you earlier in our discussion I'm primarily
interested in the education programs you offer. Before we speak
specifically about teacher training would you please describe any
programs you feel fall under the rubric of eduction? What

programs does offer that ostensively prepares or trains
educators? How do you view the purpose of training Jewish
educators? What are the needs of the education programs?

Visions and dreamsIf major funding became available in the near
future specifically earmarked for education projects what would
be your wish list?

st ————————— i —
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Wish list of institutions of higher learning

Need Freguenc
school of education 1
funding for students <
Joint research projects e
research center(s) 3
faculty retreats 1
funding for risky ventures =
curriculum development  §
for working together with lay and prof. leaders 2
synagogue/ federation relations 1
informal education =
continuing education for graduates of program 2
recruitment efforts 7
improving profile of J.e. within the community &
honoring those in Joe. who are doing the job 1
additional faculty 8
Mandel as an advocate for teacher salaries 3
funds for teacher sabbaticals to study at
institutions of higher learning 2
good practices study i
monies for study in Israel =
developing model programs that are replicable 3
funds for faculty sabbaticals and leaves |
adult education preparation =
visiting faculty 1
professionalization of the field S
development of national standards e

Freguency refers to the number of schools that mentioned this
particular neesd ’
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Training Institutions In the United States

& Estimated Jewish Population 1987

Chicago

/‘ .

Source for Population. Americor JewrssH

Population

Up to 19,999

A Training Institutions

20,000 to 149,999 -
150,000 to 499,999
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Joseph Reimer November, 1989

THE SYNAGOGUE AS A CONTEXT FOR JEWISH EDUCATION

Introduction

The following is an interim report on the research project
I am conducting on "The Synagogue as a Context for Jewish Educa-
tion". The research was commissioned by The Mandel Associated
Foundations of Cleveland to serve as background to the writing
of the final report for The Commission on Jewish Education in
North America. A first draft report on this research will be
submitted by the first week of January, 1990. The purpose of
this interim report is to elicit critical feedback to my think-
ing as it is evolving. The focus here is more on a conceptual
scheme on System and Subsystem than on an analysis of data.

The Jews of North America are accustomed to hearing bad
news about the supplementary school in their local synagogue.
Not only do lay people often report having had bad or indiffer-
ent experiences in these schools, but recent research reports
(such as BJE, 1988; Schoem, 1979) have also added doubt as to
the ability of these schools to reach even minimal goals in
educating young Jews. It has reached a point where serious
people are questioning if the community ought to invest further
in trying to improve supplementary education or whether it would
be wiser to invest in other forms of Jewish education - such as
day schools, informal education, the Israel experience, media -
to offset the weakness of the supplementary school experience.

This research begins from a different perspective. It is
an inquiry into systems and subsystems. It begins from the
following diagram:




A vast majority of supplementary schools are "located
within" synagogues. But what is the nature of that location
within? Is the school housed within? 1Is it supported by the
synagogue? Is it a department within an agency or more a member
of a family? 1Is it, to borrow a metaphor, a viable entity in
its own right, or is it so bound to the host environment that it
cannot be thought of except as part of that environment?

However these questions are answered, they point to the
importance of carefully considering the relationship between
school and synagogue. They further imply that to focus on the
supplementary school in its own right may involve a conceptual
error. It may be that the concern for the viability of these
schools is best reformulated as a concern for the host environ-
ment, the synagogue, and its capacity to host or carry the
school into the future.

The synagogue is "located within" the community, but in a
different sense than the school is "located within" the congre-
gation. The boundaries of this relationship are less clearly
defined and hence more fluid. Yet, how the local synagogue
"fits into" the larger picture of the local Jewish community (as
well as "into" other local and national communities) may be an
integral part of the conceptual work we need to be doing in
thinking about the viability of the school "within" the syna-
gogue. This perspective invites us to consider how interactions
between the synagogue and the community affect the place of the
school "within" the congregation. For example, when help or
support for educational programming is offered from without, how
does the congregation mobilize to draw upon or resist that
offer? When population shifts occur, how does the congregation
mobilize to deal with those changes in the community?

On Differences

The language of "system, subsystem" is appealing insofar as
it invites consideration of the interactive nature of the rela-
tionship of "parts" and "wholes". 1In considering the school-
synagogue-community network of relationships, it is important to
stress the dynamic nature of the systems involved. While there
are structural constants and real-world constraints on how these
relationships are defined, there is also much room for latitude
of definition, for how synagogues "choose" to relate to the
school "within" and the community "without." So, too, there is
room for the school and the community (represented by its
institutions and individual members) to "choose" how to relate
to the synagogue.
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What the systems perspective concretely translates into in
the case of this research is a set of observations on differ-
ences in how congregations, even within the same community and
denomination, have set up these relationships. They host the
school within differently and greet communal changes and initia-
tives differently; and these differences seem to be related to
differences in the quality of the educational programs offered.

Consistent with a systems perspective, this research avoids
identifying synagogue variables that may impact the supplemen-
tary educational programs. Rather, it attempts to describe the
elements of a relationship to highlight how, when the elements
are handled differently, the relationship evolves differently.

On Goodness

Lightfoot’s The Good High School (1983) is appealing to
this descriptive effort in its use of "portraits of character
and culture" and its willingness to talk of "goodness" in
relation to schools.

The description in the literature of the congregational
school (is this not a preferred label?) has been so negative
that it may be time to highlight "goodness": schools within
congregations that seem to stand out in terms of their quality.
The problem is that the judgment of goodness - as in Lightfoot’s
case - is clinical, based on the eye of the seasoned observer,
and not on objective criteria.

On Methodology

This is a qualitative study of three synagogues and their
schools within the Boston area. It relies on observations and
interviews. It will attempt to yield a portrait of the
synagogue-school relationship within this Jewish community and
highlight how differences in constructing that relationship
relate to the goodness of the congregational school.
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THE COMMISSION ON JEWISH EDUCATION IN NORTH AMERICA

Monday, Dec. 4

MEETING OF RESEARCHERS

Cleveland -- December 4 and 5, 1989

SCHEDULE

Meetings at Jewish Community Federation
1750 Euclid Avenue -- 216/566-9200

6:00 - 7:00 p.m.

7:00 - 10:00 p.m.

Tuesday, Dec. 5

9:00 - 12 Noon

12 Noon - 1:00 p.m.
1:00 - 4:00 p.m.

4:00 p.m.

7:00 p.m.

Dinner (with the educators of
the programmatic agenda)
Session I:

* Introduction and status
report on research

* Dr. Isa Aron: Issues

of Professionalism in Jewish
Teaching

Session II:

* Dr. Aryeh Davidson:

The preparation of Jewish
educators in North America

X Lunch

Session III:

* Dr. Joseph Reimer: the
Synagogue as context for
Jewish education

Break

Dinner

Room B. Van
from hotel
at 6 p.m.

Room A

Van to hotel
at 10 p.m.

Room A

Room B

Room A

Van to hotel
at 4:00 p.m.

Bond Court -

Rockefeller
Room

OVenrsive




7:30 p.m.
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Session IV:

x Dr. Isa Aron: Analysis
of Los Angeles teacher census
data

* The state of the field:
data on Jewish education in
North America

Bond Court -
VanSweringen
Room
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IN NORTH AMERICA

Research Meeting Schedule

Monday, Dec. 4 Jewish Community Federation
1750 Euclid Avenue

6:30 p.m. Dinner
7:00-10:00 p.m. Research presentation #1
Tuesday, Dec. 5 Jewish Community Center

26001 So. Woodland Road

9:00-12 noon Research presentation #2

12 noon-1:00 p.m. Lunch break

1:00-4:00 p.m. Research presentation #3

4:00 p.m. Break

6:30-7:00 p.m. Dinner - Bond Court Hotel
7:00-10:00 p.m. ' Research presentation #4

Bond Court Hotel
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Mark Gurvis
Virginia E Levi
Joseph Reimer

4500 Euclid Avenue
Cleveland, Ohio 44103
216/391-8300

TO: Barry Holtz

FROM: Mark Gurvis

DATE: 11/22/89

I look forward to seeing you in Cleveland next week for the research
meeting for the Commission on Jewish Education in North America.
Enclosed is a copy of Isa Aron's paper on "Issues of Professionalism
in Jewish Education." Material from Aryeh Davidson and Joe Reimer
will be coming to you in the next few days. Additional material
that Isa has prepared on the state of the field of personnel will be
shared at the meeting in Cleveland.

If you have not yet shared your travel arrangements with me, please
do so as soon as possible so that we can coordinate transportation
in and around Cleveland.

Please feel free to call me with any questions (216-391-8300 X2398).

Convened by Mandel Associated Foundations, JWB and JESNA in collaboration with CJF



~ COMMISSION
ON JEWISH EDUCATION
IN NORTH AMERICA

Commissioners

Morton L. Mandel

Chairman

Mona Riklis Ackerman
Ronald Appleby
David Arnow
Mandell L. Berman
Jack Bieler

Charles R. Bronfman
John C. Colman
Maurice S. Corson
Lester Crown

David Dubin

Stuart E. Eizenstat
Joshua Elkin

Eli N. Evans

Irwin S. Field

Max M. Fisher
Alfred Gottschalk
Arthur Green

Irving Greenberg
Joseph S. Gruss
Robert I. Hiller
David Hirschhorn
Carol K. Ingall
Ludwig Jesselson
Henry Koschitzky
Mark Lainer
Norman Lamm

Sara S. Lee

Seymour Martin Lipset
Haskel Lookstein
Robert E. Loup
Matthew J. Maryles
Florence Melton
Donald R. Mintz
Lester Pollack
Charles Ratner
Esther Leah Ritz
Harriet L. Rosenthal
Alvin L. Schiff
Lionel H. Schipper
Ismar Schorsch
Harold M. Schulweis
Daniel S. Shapiro
Margaret W. Tishman
Isadore Twersky
Bennett Yanowitz

Isaiah Zeldin

In Formation
Senior Policy Advisors

David S. Ariel
Seymour Fox
Annette Hochstein
Stephen H. Hoffman
Arthur ]. Naparstek
Arthur Rotman
Carmi Schwartz
Herman D. Stein
Jonathan Woocher
Henry L. Zucker

Director
Arthur J. Naparstek
Staff

Virginia E Levi
Joseph Reimer

4500 Euclid Avenue
Cleveland, Ohio 44103
216/391-8300

November 8. 1989

Dr. Barry Holtz

Melton Research Center

The Jewish Theological Seminary
3080 Broadway

New York, NY 10027

Dear Dr. Holtz:

Seymour Fox and Annette Hochstein thought you might be
interested in receiving the enclosed copy of the most recent
progress report of the Commission on Jewish Education in North
America.

At its meeting on October 23, the Commission discussed a plan
of action for implementing the findings of the Commission. We
will keep you abreast as the work progresses and would be happy
to receive your comments and reactions. ‘

Singérely, ;

2/ 1 ' . — /-
%7‘“ For

Virginia F. Levi
Commission staff

Enclosure

Convened by Mandel Associated Foundations, JWB and JESNA in collaboration with CJF
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First Draft / > First Draft

ion on JeW|sh Education in North
America

Towards a Final Report

Research Design

I. Introduction

In this document, we will attempt to do the following:

A. Review key questions that will be addressed in the final report.
B. Identify what research should be undertaken in order to answer these questions!
C. Assess the feasibility of undertaking such research for the report.

D. Recommend how to deal with this question and offer a list of suggested possible
research papers to be commissioned now. -

II.  Key Questions

The design will deal with key questions that need to be answered in order to make
informed recommendations. The questions are presented in broad terms; they will be
detailed within the framework of the actual research.

Some of these questions can be dealt with in time for the final report. Others can only mv:/:'[ )({ o
be dealt with in a preliminary form, because of time constraints. Others yet are too - , . '
broad — or the data is too scarce —to be completed for the final report. These questions (4 4‘\ e
will form the basis for a broader research agenda to be included in the recommenda- vrory
tions on research of the final report. This research agenda should be dealt with by the
Commission or its successor mechanism.




First Draft First Draft

1. A philosophical/sociological essay should be drafted on the topic of
the relationship between Jewish education and meaningful Jewish
continuity.

2. Empirical studies should be undertaken or reported on if they exist,
that prove the link between Jewish education and meaningful Jewish
continuity.

C. Feasibility: Given the paucity of data and the time constraints, it seems
unfeasible to deal at this time in a profound and serious manner with the
issue of Jewish education- Jewish continuity. As such the topic belongs
in the longer term research agenda. However, in early August we will try
to convince an outstanding philosopher to consider undertaking a
preliminary essay on this topic.

D. Recommendations:

Rl2 Draft a brief statement disclosing the underlying assumption
(that there is a link between Jewish education and Jewish
contmulty) and definmg the questions that this assumption
raises.

Q2 A. The Question: What are the conditions that warrant the creation of a
Commission and what makes this Commission timely?

B. Research needed: The questzon could be answered in the followmg way é: é:’)‘ ; 50

,(,Qll‘d)(g('r(,‘ {

Sy e

1. A brief statement on public commissions as tools for change. T wé ik

2. A brief statement summarizing the current opportunities.
C. Feasibility: Highly feasible.

D. Recommendations:
R2 The rationale for the Commission should be adapted from
existing documents of the Commission: the progress report of
December 13, the design document and any other relevant
document. The opportunities that make the Commission
timely should be adapted from HLZ’s paper on the com-
munity.

2 -R = Recommendation




First Draft First Draft

R3 The issue of the rationale for the Commission can be ex-
cerpted from the second and third reports to the Commission
and the literature on commissions.

2. THE STATE OF THE FIELD

Q3  A. The Question: What is the scope of the problem? What, in the state of
the field of Jewish education, requires change? What is the rationale for
cutting into the problem through the community and personnel? What
are the opportunities for improvement and change?

B. Research Needed: In this section a general statement (with data) should
be offered to substantiate the notion that the field of Jewish education
shows generally poor performance as regards: trends in participation;
program quality; Jewish knowledge; affiliation; Etc.

At the same time the statement should illustrate positive trends. For
example:

Increased participation in day schools; increased visits to Israel; the trend
towards Jewish education in JCCs; the trend towards adult and leader-
ship programs of Jewish studies, and more. The quantitative data could
include: 1) general enrolment data for all types of Jewish education; 2)
institutional data—the number of institutions for the various forms of
education; 3) general data on personnel (personnel numbers in various
settings, overall number of personnel in terms of employment —salaries
and benefits).

Optimally, empirical research about the effectiveness of various
programs should be reported on or undertaken. Qualitative data would
be offered as regards the outcomes of educational programs.

C. Feasibility: It is possible to offer at this time a general summary picture
—mostly quantitative —about the state of the field. We have a prelimi-
nary basis in the data report prepared for the first Commission meeting.
However, there is very little as regards qualitative data. A literature
review should be undertaken that would include studies such as Walter i
Ackerman’s mia¥assessmentof Jewish education in North America, the _\ &~
i New York BJE’s study of the supplementary schools in New York, etc.
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D. Recommendations:

R4 Draft a descriptive essay that will incorporate the existing
data and offer an overview of the state of the field. Data from
commissioned papers —such as the paper being prepared by
J. Reimer should be incorporated when relevant. The data
should be analyzed in a way that will highlight both the
problems and the opportunities. (Isa Aron)

RS Identify the research questions that are not being addressed
within the framework of this chapter. (Research stafl).
3. THE COMMUNITY o0 o X ‘
L : C} O (oMU asrr QAN

Q4 A. The Question: What can be done to improve the climate in the com-
munity as regards Jewish education —in order to bring more outstanding
leaders to deal with education and to increase funding for education?

It is claimed that the climate in the community is often skeptical at best
as regards the quality and potential of Jewish education. Most outstand-
ing leaders do not choose to deal with education; the organizational
structures—local and national —are often fragmented and divided,;
some are obsolete. At the same time there are clear signs of change, as
expressed by the coming into existence of this commission, the coming
into existence of a number of local commissions on Jewish continuity,
and other facts.

There is a shortage of funding for Jewish education (for both personnel
and programs). This shortage affects good and outstanding programs as
well as programs that answer clear needs or demand.

Can these problems be assessed and can recommendations be made for
improvement? 3

B. Research needed: The following research could help identify possible
points of intervention —

1. Organizational/Institutional analysis: Identify the major actors in the
area of Jewish education (both local and national: federations,
JESNA, congregations, denominations; JCC’s; BJE'’s; Judaica
departments at universities; Hadassah, etc.): who provides services,
allocates resources, makes policy? Assess their relative importance,
their relationships, the financial resources and patterns of resource
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In the pages below we are dealing with the following topics:

1.

2.

9.

Why the Commission? -?

The State of the Field

The Community

The Relationship Between the Community and the Denominations
The Shortage of Qualified Personnel -

Training Needs

Jewish Education as a Profession

Recruitment and Retention

The Cost of Change

10. Best Practice and Vision

11. A Roadfap for Programmatic Options

12. Community Action Sites and Mechanism for Implementation

III. The Questions Detailed

L

WHY THE COMMISSION?

QI1 A. The Question.: The Commission defines its mandate as dealing with
Jewish education as a tool for meaningful Jewish continuity. This is based
on an underlying assumption that Jewish education and Jewish con-
tinuity are linked. Several commissioners have raised the question of
whether this assumption can be substantiated.

B. Research needed: Optimally, the following should be undertaken in order
to deal with this question:

1

"Q = Question
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R6

R7

R8

First Draft

T
allocation. Point out conflicts and problems as well as trends anaf% 7)2;\;?\
opportunities.

. Resource analysis: commission a paper on the financing of Jewish'
education (communal, private, sources). Point out trends and major
changes. o

. Attitudes and opinions: commission a survey on the opinions and
attitudes of the Jewish population concerning Jewish education —in-
cluding questions such as how people perceive what exists, what
was/is their own Jewish educational experience; how they perceive
the needs, what programs and developments they would like. This
survey should be done with three populations: communal leaders;
educators; the Jewish population at large.

C. Feasibility: Constraints of data and of time make these endeavours
feasible in only a preliminary way at this time. The large scale studies |
belong in, the longer-term research agenda. For the purposes of the final /
report each of these areas should be dealt with to the extent possible. /'

D. Recommendations:

In addition to the available papers by H. L. Zucker and J. Fox
we recommend to commission a paper on the organisational
structures of Jewish education in North America. The paper
should include a historical overview pointing to major chan-
ges and evolutions and a map of the current situation. (Walter
Ackerman).

Consider whether it might be useful to commission a prelimi-
nary paper on the finances of Jewish Education. This might
include a conceptual framework for dealing with the issue as
well as an assessment of major sources of funding, communal
priorities, etc. (Hank Levin).

Commission an attitudes and opinions survey of leadership
only, to be carried out at the G.A. in November 1989. A
questionnaire would be given to participants and could —if
the survey is successful —yield important data on the leader-
ship, their Jewish educational backgrounds, their opinions
and suggestions on Jewish education, their view of the field,
their assessment of quality, their assessment of needs. A
side-benefit of this survey —which can be carried out in time
for the final report —will be the fact that the Commission will
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be visible and will seek active participation by many national
and local leaders. (S.M. Cohen, E. Cohen).

o
4. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE COMMUNITY AND THE/)?_KPWA
DENOMINATIONS g Fok

Q5 A. The Question: Can the federations (the community) become the key ‘@W
convener for setting policy and for allocating resources in Jewish educa- v~ o 7

tion? MW

VWM
D. Recommendation: In addition to the papers prepared for the questions V\)Jf: R
on community the following would be useful: :

W
R9 Case studies of those federations that are increasingly in- (’UF
volved in Jewish education —as conveners and as
funders/policy-setters. (J. Fox —expansion of his paper?)

R10 Case studies of congregations as context for Jewish educa-
tion. The case studies would involve questions such as: how is
educational policy set within congregations? Who decides?
What is the potential for change —for expansion of the educa-
tional role of congregations? What is the potential of the
supplementary school? What cooperative efforts could be
developed between congregations (formal education), JCCs

(informal education), federations (policies and resource al- \&M :
location) etc. (An extensive paper on this topic is being W
prepared by J. Reimer.) : W

R11 Analysis of the conditions that would allow the federations to
‘ take on a central role while allowing the denominations and

other institutions/organizations to rise to their full stature in

the provision of services and resources for Jewish education.

This paper should include extensive interviews with decision-

makers and actors (perhaps within the framework of the

suggested survey at the G.A.)

The i (s Cay ol
p gt )

Q6  A. The Question: What is the gap between personnel currently available for S/ ‘
Jewish education in North America, in all its settings, and the needs for NG W

qualified personnel for Jewish education? What is the scope of the Mpwkwg) s

problem? This question is based on the assumption that there is a :
significant shortage of qualified personnel in North America. That

%w& 7 |

3 THE SHORTAGE OF QUALIFIED PERSONNEL
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shortage exists in all areas of education and at all levels of personnel. It
expresses itself in the difficulty to recruit, retain, train, offer satisfying
jobs and work conditions. If this is indeed the case, what is the scope of
the problem?

B. Research needs:

1. A paper outlining what is involved in dealing with personnel —the
four elements and how they are inter-related. Why they should be
dealt with simultaneously.

2. An analytic paper indicating the scope of needs versus the current
situation in the following terms: measures of personnel shortage by
categories; profile of educators —as a first step toward defining the
qualitative gap; data on recruitment, training, retention, career lad-
ders, etc.; data on needs—the shortage from the point of view of
placement bureau’s and employers. Positive trends: the beginning £
pool of qualified senior personnel. Signs of positive trends in enrol- I
ment in training programs, etc.

C. Feasibility: In each of the suggested categorics there is some data avail-
able, however in most cases it is preliminary and rather sketchy. As with
other sections, it seems unfeasible to undertake at this time the research
needed to provide accurate, in-depth data. To illustrate the difficulty,
some studies on the profile of educators have been undertaken. A
number of such studies are in progress now (Los Angeles, Philadelphia),
however it will be some time before the analysis will be available, and
even then the question of whether one can generalize from this local data
will have to be considered. Another example concerns the shortage of
personnel: most jobs are filled by the beginning of the school year, yet
anecdotal data from many sources indicates that employers settle for
much less qualified personnel than they are looking for because of the
unavailability of qualified people. How then is one to document the
shortage? Moreover, there is no agreed-upon definition of what is a
qualified Jewish educator. .

D. Recommendations:

R12 Gather available data from existing studies and through
direct primary data collection, (e.g. a researcher could place
phone calls to a number of school principals and get data on
teachers). Use data from option papers and from various
other commissioned papers, as well as from existing studies.
(Isa Aron)
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R13 Draft an analytic essay summarizing the data and offering an
analysis of the personnel needs.
6. TRAINING NEEDS

Q7  A. The Question: What are the training needs? What is the gap —in quality
and in numbers —between the training currently available for personnel
in Jewish education and the training needs?

B. Research needed:

1.

What training is currently available? In what program? How many
graduates are there every year? What is the training history of
qualified educators that are currently in the field? What is the
respective role of institutions of higher Jewish learning, general
universities, Yeshivot, training programs in Israel? What pre-service
and in-service training is available for the educators in the various
formal and informal settings?

How much and what kind or kinds of training is needed? What are
norms and standards for training educators?

What is the gap between existing training opportunities and what is
needed? Can existing programs grow and meet the need? What new
programs need to be created? Is faculty available and if not what
should be done to develop a cadre of teacher-trainers and professors
of Jewish education?

C. Feasibility: Research papers 1 and 3 can be prepared for the final
report —provided there is agreement to undertake some assessment of
existing training opportunities. The data concerning the training history
of current good educators in the field does not exist and would have to
be collected. It is not clear to what extent this could be done in time for
the report. '

The question of norms and standards for training Jewish educators for
the 21st century has not been addressed systematically or extensively.
This major question should be placed on the longer-term research
agenda.

| (7
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D. Recommendations:

R14 Prepare an inventory of current training opportunities in all
settings. (A. Davidson)

R15 Prepare a literature survey on current approaches to train-
ing and compare with existing practice in Jewish education.
(A. Davidson)

R16 Gather data concerning background and training history of /
current good educators (possibly Isa Aron).

R17 Assess existing training programs. (To be decidéd)

R18 Draft a summary paper on training needs.

7. JEWISH EDUCATION AS A PROFESSION?

Q8 A. The Question: Can Jewish education become a profession? Should it
become a profession? Some commissioners and professionals have
raised the issue that in order to attract qualified personnel and offer the
quality of education that is desired, it is necessary to raise the state of
Jewish education to the level of a profession. This raises two questions:
1. Is this indeed the case? 2. If so, what intérventions are required?

B. Research needed:

1. A comparative analysis should be offered dealing with professions in
general, and assessing the performance of Jewish education as a
profession. Some of the elements that need to be considered include:
salaries and benefits, empowerment, an agreed upon body of
knowledge, a system of accreditation, the status, networking (publi-
cations, conferences, professional associations), etc.

C. Feasibility: The literature survey is a feasible assignment. The analytic
paper will suffer as do all questions discussed in this paper from the lack
of data. For example: there is no systematic data available on salaries
and benefits. On the other hand, limited amounts of data can probably
be made available or gathered.

10
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D. Recommendations:

R19 Commission a paper to assess the performance of the field of
Jewish education as it regards the profession of Jewish
cducator. (Isa Aron)

lﬂwvw
8.  RECRUITMENTAND RETENTION @ Wwwbww I OB 4

' a()\/\/\-&wv\' ? TWO/LLM
Q9  A. The Question: Are there pools of potential candidates for training and - W
work in the field of Jewish education? If yes, under what conditions can fri
such candidates be attracted to the field? Under what condmons can they
be retained in the field?

U

B. Research Needed:

1. Undertake a survey aimed at identifying and assessing the potential
pools of candidates from among likely populations, e.g. Judaica
majors and graduates, day school graduates, rabbis, people consider-
ing career changes, general educators who are Jewish, etc.

2. Identify the conditions under which potential candidates could be
attracted to the field and could be retained for a significant period of
time on the job, e.g. financial incentives during training? salaries and
benefits? job development and possibility of advancement? better
marketing and advertising of training and scholarship opportunities?

3. What are the methods of recruitment currently used by the training
programs? What is the gap between methods used for recruitment
for programs in Jewish education and methods used by others?

C. Feasibility: Significant time and extensive market research will be
needed to undertake wide-scale surveys for identifying potential pools
of candidates. It will not be possible to do this in time for the Commission
report.

The same is true for accurately identifying the conditions for recruitment
and retention. Therefore, we will recommend that we base decisions on
existing data and limited data to be collected in the coming montbhs.
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D. Recommendation:

R20 Undertake data collection on recruitment and retention
based on existing studies, literature , surveys studies from
general education, and extensive interviews with knowledge-
able informants in training programs and in educational
institutions. Summarize this knowledge for the report. (Isa 4e
Aron)

9. THE COST OF CHANGE

This topic requires further thinking —we will relate to it following the next
round of consultations.

10. BEST PRACTICE AND VISION

Q10 A. The Question: What are the good programs in the field that could be used
as cases from which to learn, to draw inspiration and encouragement and
as examples to replicate?

What vision of Jewish education will inform and inspire the report and
its recommendation.

‘

B. Research Needed: In order to offer a representative selection of cases, a
fairly extensive project should be undertaken that would include the
following steps:

Criteria for the selection of outstanding programs

Method for canvassing the field and identifying possible candidate
programs

Selection of a method of &valuation —assessment — description
Assessment and description of the program

C. Feasibility: It is not feasible to undertake the above project and complete
it by the time of the Commission report. However, it is possible to select

among a variety of short-cut methodologies to offer a selection of best
practice in the field of Jewish education.

12
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D. Recommendation:

R21 We recommend that consultations be held with the re-
searchers at their upcoming meeting and with consultants on
methodology to define a method for offering best practice case
studies to the Commission by the time of the final report. Such
methods are feasible, even though they do not offer the com-
prehensiveness or the depth of insight that a complete project
could offer.

R22 S. Fox will take responsibility for the part on vision and will
consult with experts and people in the field. The section on
best practice and vision could appear as separate chapters or
elements could be inserted wherever useful throughout the
report.

11. AROADMAP FOR PROGRAMMATIC OPTIONS

Q11 A. The Question: How should the Commission intervene or make recom-
mendations regarding programmatic options? Should specific and con-
crete recommendations be made? Should an umbrella mechanism be
suggested that would assist interested commissioners in developing
programs of implementation for specific programmatic areas?

D. Recommendation:

R23 Expand the option papers and offer an assessment of the
feasible targets for each. (Possible CAJE project —sce
separate memo of July 3, 1989.)

R24 Design an umbrella mechanism for dealing with program-
matic options and offer it for discussion. (See MLM’s memo
of April 13, 1989.)

122 COMMUNITY ACTION SITES AND A MECHANISM FOR
IMPLEMENTATION

Q12 A. The Question: In this section we will raise the questions related to change
and implementation of the Commission’s recommendations.

R25 Revised papers on these topics are being prepared by S. Fox
and A. Hochstein.
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IV.

Papers to be Commissioned

Most of the 25 above recommendations will be dealt with by the main author or editor
of the final report with the assistance of the staff and researchers of the commission.
The following list relates only to those recommendations that relate to commissioning

specific papers.
R1  The relationship between Jewish education and Jewish Continuity. Author: [ 5 gl‘ﬁ%@*
possibly a major Jewish philosopher. _ it ok %MM
R3  Descriptive essay on the state of the field. Includes collectmg existing data and s,
red by J-Reimer.
(PossiblylseATon)  (op fon (R Qo M~
R6  The organisational structures of Jewish education in North America. (Walter A0
Ackerman) +  cpvvlene oL Lol \,LL(OZY\INLL( ? L’%
R7 ‘

/ R8

R10
R12
R14
R15
R16

R19

R20

- general education. The paper should assess the performance of the field of \/ C

Possibly commission a preliminary paper on the finances of Jewish Education. D K%/b (

(Hank Levin)

Attitudes, opinions and perceptions of needs of leadership to be carried out at (9 %%
the G.A. in November 1989. (S. M. Cohen, E. Cohen)

S bU
Case studies of those federations that are mcreasmgly involved in Jew15h
education— as conveners and as funders/policy-setters. (J. Fox —expansion of DCV\&
his paper?)

Case studies of congregations as context for Jewish education with particular ‘7 Z— 5
reference to the supplementary school. J. Reimer

The personnel shortage: Draft an analytic essay summarizing the data and  Cai vl @
offering an analysis of the personnel needs. (Isa Aron and research staff) ey %

Prepare an inventory of current training opbortunities in all settings. (A. David- 7 7
son)

Prepare a literature survey on current approaches to training and compare with H / ¢ U 7a MW\
existing practice in Jewish education. (A. Davidson)

Gather data concerning background and training history of current goodz M%
educators (possibly I. Aron)

Commission a paper to review the literature on professions in general, and in
Jewish education as regards the profession of Jewish educator. (I. Aron)

Recruitment and retention: summarize existing knowledge for the report. e @ }

14
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R22 Best practice and vision —methods to be agreed upon in the coming round of
consultations. (S. Fox, A. Hochstein)

15
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DFTITON Z21: 70 DEVELOP CURRICULLUM AND METHODE
INTRODLICT IOk

AL Zurricwlum ds an option that is particularly complex bhecause it
ts 820 wide-ranging. We could consider. for example. the sgiting or
form of Jdewish education. either formal or infermal. That is. we
could looak at day schoole or supplementary schools. camps or com-
munity centers. yvouth groups or trips to Israel and in all those
cases try to determineg the nature and sffectiveness of the cupr—
riculum being used. In & similar way we could look at any popula—
tilop for Jewish education and try to examine the curriculum being
used for that age group. That i1s. the currviculum currently avail-
abile for 10 vear olds and the curriculum curvently available for &
vear olds or adults could each be evaluated separatsly. And: final-
ly: curriculum could be discussed in relation to subject matters.
The amount and guality of curriculum currently availabkle in the area
afs for example. teaching Jewish holidave may differ greatly from
curriculum avallable in the area of teaching Israel or Hebrew.

E. fAnd these areas do not addeesss the issue of gual ity and
avallability. We can ses some matervials which arve szamples of ef-
feoctive cureiaul wme- they clearly help sducators perform their
taska., Other materials are available: butlt arve ineffective: they are

designed as currionlum: but do not help the educator. And there is
& very imporitant. though oftern—overliooked: arvea which we could call
Pourriowlum in poetential o These are the available materials or ef-~
fective programs which caould be turned into curriculum. but have not
vet peen perceived as "curvicwuluam®,.  For srample. the many Judaioa
pooks for adultse currvently i print cowld be seen as “"curviculuam in
potential” for adult educationd the materials exist. but we don’ 1
bvow how to gse them for adult education in a general way (that is.
there are individual ftalented teachers of adults ithat use such
bookss but their teaching ideas have not been organized or dis-
seminated v oa way that other teachers could use them? . MAnother gy
ample of "curviculum iv potential" is the effective programming done
In CAampE oy community centers: most of which has never been wriften
down and therefore cannot find & wider audiance.,

C. Fimallyv: none of the above addresses the orucial comnection be-
tween curriculum as 1t 18 conceived and ocurriculum as 11 1ives.
Curviculum plans that have been developed are directly tied to the
implementation of curriculum. For example. we seem to have some
curriculum of gual ity available for the teaching of Hebrew in day
schoolss but we have a lack of qualified personmel to implement that
curriculum.  In addition we meem to have a lack of personnmel who
could train teachers to use these existing materials. And. in addi~
tion. in the important domain of "curvicuwlum in potential.” we may
ot have the talented or trained personwel who could do the jobk of




taking existing (deas. programs or lesson plans and Ira
them into curviculum,.

nesforming

avere eae svaes seiee oo PR §

We could also consider the institutions that shouwld developn ocur-
riocuwium.  Should this come as a "top-down” process through Boards of
dewish education. research centers and currviculum publ ishers or
should this emanate from local institutions or from the wmdividual
educators themsselves?y

Finally we could ftreat currvicualoum sand methods together. for our cone
ception of curpiculum reguirves that we inoclude the methods by which
the currioulum 18 to be taught.

We will try to address the general picture of curriculuam in Jewish
gducation. being fully aware that the complexity of fthe sublject does
mot allow for a simple or detailed analvsis.,

Therefore:
TARGET FOFULATIONS: A1l age groups. settings and forms of Jewish ed-
oat rav .

CHATCOMES S The "Improving Curvicwlam” option should meand

ar Materials should encompass the various settings and age groups of
Jewrsh education

) Materials should be both effective and available

o) Educators (teachevs. informal educators. eto.) should participate
in in-gervice seducation programs where they can learn how to use
cureioulum and methods

d)l Fersonmel shouwuld be trained to use. implement {(train othersl and
create materials .

D0 WE ENOW IF THE TARGETS CAN BE ACHIEVED:

We do know & good deal about ouwr abilities to create materials for
mchool age populations and settingsd we assume. based on that fact
{and perhaps incorrectlyv): & good deal about our ability to oreate
materials for informal settings and cother ages. We know a good deal
about training educators to use materials and about working with
wohool environments in introducing new currvicwluam ideas (.. there
iw considerable vesearch in the gQeneral sducation field. some of
which is relevant to Jewish educationd and there is considerable
pratical work. most of which is currvently not written up. about the
implementation of curriculum in Jewish educatiorn? and we kEngw some-—
thing about traivning people as curriculum writers and trainers.

WHaT ARE ALTERNATIVES FOR REACHING THESE OUTCOMED:
Some have argued that training teachers and helping them become

their own “"curriculum developers” might be preferable to working on
curriculum materials per se or in working in larger institutions in
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a "top down®™ fashion. (E.g. perhaps the local JUC or schocl or
gynagogue should be producing its own "materials” and these either
may or may net be made available for larger dissemination.?

This alternative will require relieving talented teachers from &
good part of theilr work and making consultants available to help
them in the curriculum project.

D0 WE HAVE THE ERNCOW-HORS

In some areas. such as formal education. ves. In informal education
1t s unclear what such curciculum should look 1ike and how it
shouwld be produced.

Im THE FERDONNEL SVAILABLEY

I most areas (including wreiting, producing and implementing cur-—
riculum?: no.

Eut this differs among settings and even among the denomivations—-—
#.. there is a shortage of teachevs who could implement Hebrew lan-—
guage curviculum in almost all settings: there i a shortage of
vouth group leaders who could implement curviculum in almost all
settingsd: in Jewish museums there seem to be excellent personmel for
implementation of programs. but litile personnel for creating cur-—
riowlam materials for them to implement: there is & great shortage
in the non-Orthodox werld of day school teachers for rabbinic Iiter—
ature {(Talmud: Midrash. etc.li there seem to be adeguate vumbers in
gupplementary school settings for teaching Jewish holidavs. but not
praver or synagogue skills. eto,

There s & shortage of perscormel for creating new matervials or for
traivivig others in use of materiale in almost all settings. At the
very top of the training ladder there are some people availabhle in
Jewish education academic settings who couwld train future cuervicul um
writers and planmers and there arve resources in secular education
sohools that could be put into play here as well.

ARE MATERIALS AVALLABLET

This entive option 18 conmected to this gquestion and as mentioned
above 11 is almost impossible to address in great detail. Hut a
thumbmaill sketoh?

a) In supplementary school arernad a good deal available both from
the national organizations and through "currviculum clearing houses'
auch as NERD at JEZNA and CAJE curviculum bank and from fthe commer-
cial publishers (such as Behrman Housel . Some areas very strong
(Jewigh holidavs)?: some areas very weak (teaching Isrvaelli some
areas materials are available but for various reasons have noat been
gffective {teaching Hebrewl ., ’



B In day school arvear much less avallable heve in almost all sub-
ject areas sxcept Hebrew language. Often "curriculum®” in davschools
simply means handing out a classical text for the class to study.
Very Little material of any seriousness, howsever. available to help
teachers teach rabbivic literature in graded fashion. for sxample.
Yes. there arve materials o modern Hebrew! and there are literature
boocks imported from Israel. but these tend to present problems in
the non-lsrvaslii seltting. There may be greater potential here for
such exchanges.

cd o For o informal settingsi recently some materials are starting to
become avallable v adult sducation domsin., Oifherwise very litile
i the way of materials, but potential based on programming experi-
grce and sSUccessEes over many vears (in voulh groups. camps. JOCs.
@tol . Some materiale exist for specific localities and may not he

relevant bevornd that setting (e.g. Jewish museums. )

d) Early childhood age: very little available. although there is
potential in usingsadapting children’s literature,

g ) epdul tE o oves. muoch material (books on history. Tsrael. ftranglations
and commentaries on traditional sources. eto.? for the adult siae
dents. but very [i1ttle dome as gurriculum per sms () ,8. help for the
teachers of adults). plus very Little weitten material bevond this
formal domain. That is. materials for programs on adalt identitys
growth. etoc,  Even though some programs have been succoessful little
Mas been presecved to help ofthers implement such programs.

Fr Family educationd some material available. some programs have
been successful in specific localities but have not beern turmed into
currioulum.  Howsvers. this whaoale arvea suffers from vagueness. The
term is used loosely. without definition and the goals for such cur-—
riculum are unclear. Therefore it is hard at present to svaluate
what sxiste and what can exist.

g Computer and video materials both appropriate for children and of
cual vty are lacking in almost all subject areas. Some video
materials available for adult education. but full potential as gur-
riculum has not vet been tapped.

oo TOMAL TNFRASTRUCTURE: Not relevant

ITMETITUTIONS: Yes

ANSEHERE NEEDS Yes

AVATLABLE FUNIEZ: Gemerally:. not at present

COMMUNAL ANDE FOLITICAL SUPFORT: Lncleard depends on zetting




HUALITATIVE IMPROVEMENT: Yes

HUIANTITATIVE IMPROVEMENT: Yes

ot Wide ranged This includes personmel for researcohing. writing
ard developing materialsd persormel for dvaining fteachers in use of
the new materials,., Also costs for the actual production: testing
and distribution of materials. In areass 1o which sxisting material
couuld serve a8 the basis of curriowlum (8.0. adult sducationt. cost
of producing curvioulum weuwld be lower than arveas in which few
materials exist fe.g. early childhood) ., There are areas in which
there te debate currently over about how to sachieve ocur goals
(Hebrew languags) oy even what those goals showld be (family educa-
taor) and planving and reseavoh in those areas woeuld also entall ad
ditional cost.

TIME: This is an ongoing activity and some matevials could be creat
so faivly rapidlyi others would take much longey. ALl materials
wowld need revision and continwing update .

TEOTHISE & NECESHARY COMDITIONES N

s THIS AN ENARLING COMDITION: Yes



TO: RESEARCH GROUP
FROM: JOSEPH REIMER 11/27/89

RE: READINGS

I have enclosed two short readings as background to my research
report on The Synagogue as a Context for Jewish Education. .

The first is from David Schoaem’s dissertation. In this
ethnographic description of the one school in its synagogue
context, Schoem raises several key obstacles to cooperation that
might exist in any such relationship. My question is how do some
synagogues handle these obstacles to make for greater rather than
lesser cooperation.

The second is from Daniel Elazar’s Communitv and Polity and deals.
with the changing place of the synagogue in the larger Jewish
community. My question is: are there differences in how syna-
goguas choose to handle their optiens in relating to other
institutions within the community? Do the differences have
educational implications?
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November 14, 1989

Dr. Barry Holtz

Melton Research Center

Jewish Theological Seminary of America
3080 Broadway

New York, NY 10027

Dear Barry:

Thank you for agreeing to participate in the meeting of researchers
for the Commission on Jewish Education in North America. The meeting
will take place in Cleveland from 6:30 p.m. Monday, December 4 until
10:00 p.m. Tuesday, December 5. Enclosed is a tentative schedule for
the meeting.

All participants will be staying at the Bond Court Hotel, 777 St. Clair
Avenue in downtown Cleveland (216-771-7600). A reservation has been
made for you for December 4-6. The hotel runs frequent shuttles from
the Cleveland airport. Dinner on Monday, and lunch and dinner on
Tuesday are included in the scheduled program. Breakfast may be
charged to your hotel room at the Bond Court.

The meeting will include an opportunity to review and discuss research
projects undertaken on behalf of the Commission. Although the order
is not yet set, the projects to be reviewed include the following:

1. Isa Aron -- Professionalism as it relates to Jewish education
2. Isa Aron -- Analysis of data on the field of Jewish education
3. Aryeh Davidson -- An inventory of current training opportunities
4. Joseph Reimer -- The synagogue as a context for Jewish education

The papers will be in various stages of completion by December 4th.
We will share as much as possible with you about a week before the
meeting. Enclosed now are background materials from meetings the
Commission on Jewish Education in North America has held to date.

I would particularly draw your attention to the appendix and the
background materials for the October 23, 1989 meeting, which outlines
the research program of the Commission.

Please feel free to call me at (216) 391-8300 with any questions
you have about the meeting or its logistics.

Sincerely,

Pt Diuri

Mark Gurvis
Commission staff

Convened by Mandel Associated Foundations, JWB and JESNA in collaboration with CJF
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1sa Hroun, Pn.D.
December, 13888

SOME GENERALIZATIONS WHICH CAN BE MADEFROM THE LOS ANGELES
TEACHERS' CENSUS
(and comparisons with surveys in other communities)

1) Place of Birth

Over 1/3 of Judaica teachers (38%) are foreign born (Table 1A).
The percentage of foreign-born teachers is considerably higher in
day schools (53%) than in supplementary schools (33%).

This is roughly one and a half times as many as the percentage of
foreign-born teachers in Miami and Philadelphia (Table 4C). This

ditTerence can probably be explained by the large Israeli emigree
community in L.A.

2) Other Occupations

Only 29% of teachers report that Jewish teaching is their
full-time occupation (Table 1D). An additional:

20% work full time elseuwhere

25% work part time elsewhere

10% are full-time students

16% identify themselves as homemakers
No comparable data is available from other communities.

3) Percentage Teaching in Day School vs. Supplementary School

The percentage of day school teachers is higher than one might
expect (Table 4B):

33% inLaA,

37% in Miami

42% in San Diego

25% in Pittsburgh
with one excepion:

11% in Philadelphia

4) Qualifications

A significant segment of the teaching population (40% in L.A.,
roughly 50% in Miami, and over 1/3 in Philadelphia) is highly
qualified, in terms of college-level Judaica courses taken (Table
437«

But a segment which is only slightly smaller (1/3 in L.A., and
close to 40% in Miami) is probably very unqualified, having taken
no Judaica courses on the college level at all.

Day school teachers are, as a group, considerably more qualified

=




than supplementary school teachers, but even in the day school
there are teachers (26% in L.A., 11% in Miami) who have no
college-level Judaica.

5) Percentage of Career Teachers

39% of teachers in L.A. see teaching as a career (Table 11)
36% see teaching as a way of earning supplementary income.

The following breakdown shows how many career techers are found
in different types of schools (gleaned from Table 3G):

75-80% in day schools

40% in Conservative supplementary schools

20% in Reform supplementary schools

6) Hours of Teaching

Half of all L.A. teachers teach under 10 hours (Table 17J).
this group, 60% teach under 4 hours. .

On the other hand, nearly 1/4 of teachers teach over 20 hours a
week, and over half of these teach over 30 hours.

Tables 4E and 4F contain a breakdown by categories of the number
of hours teachers teach in both day and supplementary schools in
L.A., Miami, and Pittsburgh. Two generalizations which stand out:

¥ In suplementary schools L.A. has fewer teachers teaching
under 10 hours per week (639%) than Miami (89%) and
Pittsburgh (88%)

¥ In day schools L.A. has fewer teachers teaching over 30
hours per week (30%) than Miami (53%) or Pittsburgh.

8) Teaching in More than One School

Between 17% and 20% of teachers in L.A., Philadelphia and Miami
teach in more than one school, with the exception of day school

teachers in Miami (11%) and suplementary school teachers in
Philadelphia (28%) (Table 4D). '

9) Income from Teaching

In Los Angeles:
only 14% of teachers earn over $%$20,000 from Jewish teaching
and 15% make under $1,000

The full range of salaries can be found in Table 1K




In Miamiz
23% of teachers make over $20,000
no percentage is given for uder $1,000

In Philadelphia:

62% of day school teachers make over $20,000, while

9% make under $1,000
- Remember, however, that day school teachers make ujp only 13% of
the survey sample. The Philadelphia study does not give income
ranges for suplementary school teachers.

Given the wide variation in the number of hours that teachers are
employed, it would make more sense to speak of income from
teaching as an annual wage per weekly hour; this, in fact, is the
basis for most Bureau scales. However, only the L.A. study has
analyzed the data this way (Tables 1L and 3J).

The range in L.A. is from $120 - $1,350. In San Diego the range

is $270 - 800. The Pittsburgh study gives the average, which is
$483. ‘

10) Turnover Rate

The turnover rate might be assessed in ttwo different ways:

A: Percentage of New Teachers (reported in Table 4G)

L.A. and Miami report the percentage of teachers new to teaching
in either the day or supplementary setting. In all cases it is
10% or louwer.

Philadelphia and Cleveland report the percentage of teachers who
are new to a particular school, which is 20% in Philadelphia and
22% in Cleveland.

One might expect the percentages in L.A. and Miami to be higher,
if the question had been put in terms of being new to the
particular school, but I personally see the first way as being a
better measure.

B: Likelihood of Remaining in the Field Five Years Hence
(reported in table 4H)

One must approach this data with some amount of skepticism, since
people can change a great deal in five years. That said, there
are big differences between the three communities, with Miami
having the highest percentage of those very likely to stay (94%
for day school and 81% for suplementary school), Philadelphia
next (72% for day school and 56% for suplementary school), and
L.A. last (57% in day school and 41% in suplementary school)




11) Differentiation between Types of Teachers

Given the large variations in the number of hours taught, income,
and other factors as well, Bruce Phillips and I tried, in our
analysis, to segment the teacher population, into a number of
discreet groups. After trying various characteristics, including
age, gender, place of birth, setting, perception, and other
occupations, we settled on a combination of a few of these as
defining groups which were most different from one another. UWe
settled on seven categories, which are defined in table 3A.

Note that one group, the students who intend to remain in Jewish
education five years hence, is quite small, consisting of only 20
students, or 3% of the sample. We segmented out this group
because they are different from the other full-time students in a
number of significant ways. The fact that this group is so small,
relative to the entire sample, lay to rest one of our concerns
regarding the difference between L.A. and other communities,
namely the presence of U.J. and HUC. Since some of the students
in this group of 20 are still in college, it is clear the
graduate training institutions contribute a very small number of
teachers to the pool.

12) Career Teachers who are Forelgn Born

This groups (which divides roughly as 2/3 Israeli born and 1/3
other) stands out as being different in a number of ways:

-- they have a significantly higher percentage (55% compared to
18-33%) of teachers aged 40 or older (Table 3B)

-- they are 95% female, a much higher proportion than other
groups, which range between 59-84% (Table 3C)

-- they are much more likely to teach in 2 or more schools (the
other groups range from 8-21%)

-- they have the highest percentage receiving benefits of all
types but one (conference allowance) (Tables 3K and 3L)

-- they have a much lower percentage holding other jobs, either
full-time (3%) or part-time (5%) (in contrast, 17% of
Orthodox teachers and 36% of career teachers born in the
U.S. work elsewhere) (Table 3P)

-- with the exception of the students who don't intend to stay
in Jewish education, they have the lowest rate of sybnagogue
attendance on Shabbat (Table 3R) and membership in Jewish
organizations (Table 3S)

13) Career and Orthodox Teachers Compared to Others

-- career and Orthodox teachers are nearly tuwice as likely to
be the most qualified in Judaica, and only half as likely to
be unqualified (Table 3m)

-- teachers who do not see teaching as a career are more likely
to find the rate of pay appealing (Table 3T); interestingly,
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however, at least 1/4 of all groups, and as many as 65% of
some find the rate of pay appealing.

-- career and Orthodox teachers are twice as likely to be
planning to remain in the field (Table 3EE)

14) Areas in which the Groups Should be Treated Differently, but
are not

Common sense would dictate that these different groups might
require different treatment, in terms of curriculum and other
guidance. This turns out not to be the cae. As Tables 3CC and 3DD
show, roughly half of teachers in each group are not given a
curriculum; the one exception is career teachers born in the U.S.
(40% don't receive a curriculum)

10-15% of teachers in all groups do not even receive a textbook
or curricular guidance from the principal. In a separate
gquestion, 20-30% in all categories do not receive any guidance
from their principals.
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Los Angeles, CA 90007

LIST OF TABLES

Section 1: Basic Profile of All Judaica Teachers

1A:
1B:
4 @l
1D:
1E s
1 s
1G:
1H:

1T
132
FK e
i i i
1M:
1N:

Place of Birth

Gender

Age

Other Occupations

Marital Status

Percentage of Teachers who Teach in More than One School
Type of School

Number of College-Level Courses Taken in Judaica, Hebrew
and Education

How Teachers See Jewish Teaching

Total Hours of Teaching per Week

Total Income from Jewish Teaching

Salary per Annual Weekly Hour

Degree of Satisfaction with Teaching

Likelihood of Remaining in Jewish Education Five Years
Hence

Section 2: School-Specific Information

2A:
2B:
2C:
2D
2B
Al
2G:2
2H:
21

Hours Taught

Salary Per Annual Weekly Hour

Years of Experience in Supplementary School

Years of Experience in Day School

Curricular Assistance Teachers Receive

Guidance from Principals.

Extent of Input into School Policy

Satisfaction with Jewish Teaching

Likelihood of Remaining in Jewish Education Five Years
Hence

Section 3: Delineation of Teacher Tvypes

3A:

3B:
3E7
3D:
3E:
3F:
3G:
3Hs
3.2
3Jd:
3K:

Definition of Types of Teachers and Percentages of
Teachers in Each Type

Age

Gender

Place of Birth

Percentage of Teachers Teaching in More than One School
Total Number of Hours Taught

Percentage of Teacher Types in Different Settings
Grade Levels Taught

Combined Income from Jewish Teaching

Salary Per Annual Hour

Percentage of Teaching Slots which Carry Medical,




3X:

34

3AA:

3BB:

3CC:
3DD:

3EE:

Pension and Disability Benefits
Percentage of Teaching Slots which Carry Other Benefits
Number of College-Level Judaica Courses Taken
Number of College-Level Hebrew Courses Taken
Number of College-Level Education Courses Taken
Other Employment

Importance of Income Earned by Jewish Teaching
Jewish Observance

Degree of Communal Affiliation

How Appealing is the Rate of Pay
How Appealing is the Benefits "Package"
How Appealing is the Part-Time Nature of Employment
How Appealing is the Opportunity to Work with Children
How Appealing is the Opportunity to Teach about Judaism
How Appealing is the Recognition You Get as a Jewish
Teacher
How Appealing are the Opportunities for Career
Advancement

How Appealing are the Attitudes of Students to Jewish
Studies

How Appealing is the Opportunity to Make a Contribution
to the Jewish Community

Curricular Assistance Teachers Receive

Percentage of Teachers Receiving Guidance from
Principal
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Table 1A
PLACE OF BIRTH

U.S. and Canada 62%
Israel 25%
Other 13%

TOTAL 100%

N=638 (11 missing cases)

Table 1B

GENDER
Male 23%
Female 77%

TOTAL 100%

N=641 (8 missing cases)

Table 1C

AGE

17-24 16%
25=29 19%
30-34 19%
35=39 18%
40+ 28%

TOTAL 100%

N=601 (48 missing cases)

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication



Table 1D
OTHER OCCUPATIONS

Other Full-Time Work

Other Part-Time Work

Full-Time Student

Homemaker

"Jewish Education is my Full-Time
Occupation"

TOTAL

N=636

Table 1E
MARITAL STATUS

Never Married
Married
Separated
Divorced
Widowed

TOTAL

N=629
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Table 1F

PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS WHO TEACH IN MORE THAN ONE SCHOOL

One School Only
Two or More Schools

TOTAL

N=608

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication

83%
17%

100%



Table 1G
TYPE OF SCHOOL*

Reform Day School
Reform Supplementary School

38%
Conservative Day School 8%
Conservative Supplementary School 27%
Orthodox Day School 14%

Orthodox Supplementary School
Community Day School

TOTAL 99%**

by teacher slot (N=691; data missing for 27 slots)
**Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.

Table 1H
NUMBER OF COLLEGE-LEVEL COURSES (% IN EACH CATEGORY) TAKEN IN
JUDAICA, HEBREW AND EDUCATION

Judaica

Hebrew Education
0 30 43 29
1-3 17 1.7 14
3-7 13 14 11
Over 7 40 26 47
TOTAL . . .100% 100% 101 %*
N=649

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication



Table 1I
HOW TEACHERS SEE JEWISH TEACHING
(% IN EACH CATEGORY)

"My Career" 39%

"A Way of Earning
Supplementary Income" 36%

“Somethihg I Do
Because it Gives me

Satisfaction" 25%
TOTAL 100%
N=629
Table 1J

TOTAL HOURS OF TEACHING PER WEEK
(% IN EACH CATEGORY)

1-4 31%
5-9 23%
10-14 16%
15-19 7%
20-24 7%
25-29 3%
30-34 5%
35-39 5%
40+ 3%

TOTAL 100%

N=586

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication



Table 1K
TOTAL INCOME FROM JEWISH TEACHING
(% IN EACH CATEGORY)

$500-999 15%
$1,000-2,999 26%
$3,000-9,999 28%
$10,000-14,999 12%
$15,000-19,999 5%
$20,000+ 14%

TOTAL 100%

N=587

Table 1L
SALARY PER ANNUAL WEEKLY HOUR (% IN EACH CATEGORY)*
$12-299 20%
$300-570 19%
$571-694 21%
$695-999 18%
$1,000-1,350 22%

TOTAL 100%

* by teacher slot (N=651)

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication



Table 1M
DEGREE OF SATISFACTION WITH TEACHING

"Satisfactions far outweigh
dissatisfactions" 27%

"More satisfactions than
dissatisfactions" 48%

"As many satisfactions as
dissatisfactions™" 19%

"More dissatisfactions than
satisfactions" 5%

"Dissatisfactions far
outweigh satisfactions" 1

o\

TOTAL 100%

N=623

Table 1N
LIKLTHOOD OF REMAINING IN JEWISH EDUCATION FIVE YEARS HENCE
Very 1likely 46%
Somewhat likely 35%
Not likely 17%
Not at all likely 3%

TOTAL 101%%*

N=607
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication



Table 2A
HOURS TAUGHT* (% IN EACH CATEGORY) BY SCHOOL TYPE

1-3 4-6 7-15 16+ TOTAL
REFORM 6 11 8 74 99%**
DAY

SCHOOL

REFORM 50 33 16 ] 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY

SCHOOL

CONSERVATIVE 5 12 64 19 100%
DAY

SCHOOL

CONSERVATIVE 23 46 29 5 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY

SCHOOL

ORTHODOX 1 5 20 74 100%
DAY

SCHOOL

ORTHODOX 10 70 20 i 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY

SCHOOL

COMMUNITY 11 8 19 62 100%
DAY

SCHOOL

*per slot (N=672)
*xTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication



Table 2B
SALARY PER ANNUAL WEEKLY HOUR* (% IN EACH CATEGORY)
BY SCHOOL TYPE

S12-= $300- $570~ $695 $1,000~ TOTAL

299 569 694 999 11,350
REFORM 13 25 9 38 16 101%**
DAY
SCHOOL
REFORM 28 18 23 8 23 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 16 16 11 33 25 101%*%*
DAY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 20 21 24 9 26 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX 8 16 18 45 14 101%**
DAY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX _ 40 20 10 30 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
COMMUNITY 6 11 37 34 11 99%* %
DAY
SCHOOL

*per teacher slot

*xTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips

December, 1989

Not for Reproduction or Publication



Table 2C
YEARS OF EXPERIENCE* IN SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL
(% IN EACH CATEGORY), BY TYPE OF SCHOOL

None =3 4-9 10+ TOTAL

REFORM 7 35 34 25 101%**
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL

CONSERVATIVE 4 25 317 34 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL

ORTHODOX 20 20 40 20 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL

REFORM 34 23 14 29 100%
DAY
SCHOOL

CONSERVATIVE 7 18 25 51 101%**
DAY
SCHOOL

ORTHODOX 63 25 11 1 100%
DAY
SCHOOL

COMMUNITY 11 30 30 30 101%**
DAY
SCHOOL

*per slot (N=679)
xxTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication




(% IN EACH CATEGORY),

Table 2D
YEARS OF EXPERIENCE* IN DAY SCHOOL

BY TYPE OF SCHOOL

None 1=3 4-9 10+ TOTAL
REFORM 6 31 37 26 100%
DAY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 3 21 43 34 100%
DAY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX 9 16 39 36 100%
DAY
SCHOOL
COMMUNITY 11 43 22 24 100%
DAY
SCHOOL
REFORM 75 14 8 3 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 58 I IES] 17 11 101%**
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX 70 10 10 10 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL

*per slot (N=679)

*xTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication



Table 2E
CURRICULAR ASSISTANCE TEACHERS* RECEIVE
(% IN EACH CATEGORY) BY TYPE OF SCHOOL

Lesson  Curriculum Textbook Guidance None TOTAL
Plans but no Only from of the
Lesson Principal Above
Plans Only

REFORM 11 44 17 11 17 100%
DAY
SCHOOL
REFORM 15 43 19 14 8 99%**
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 9 42 21 8 21 101%**
DAY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 16 37 22 12 13 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX 2 46 15 19 17 99%**
DAY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX 12 38 - 38 12 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
COMMUNITY 6 61 12 9 12 100%
DAY
SCHOOL

*per slot (N=648)

xxTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips

December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication




GUIDANCE FROM PRINCIPALS* (% IN EACH

Table 2F

BY TYPE OF SCHOOL

CATEGORY) ,

Do Not Receive TOTAL
Receive Guidance
Guidance and
find St s
very somewhat not
helpful helpful helpful

REFORM 28 42 31 Seehy 101%**
DAY
SCHOOL
REFORM 20 41 37 3 101%**
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL,
CONSERVATIVE 33 39 28 I 100%
DAY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 35 30 32 3 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX 33 28 38 AL 100%
DAY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX 25 50 25 [ 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
COMMUNITY 21 56 21 3 101%**
DAY
SCHOOL

*by teacher slot (N=655)

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication



Table 2G

EXTENT OF TEACHERS’ INPUT INTO SCHOOL POLICY

(% IN EACH CATEGORY)*, BY SCHOOL TYPE

"A lot of "Some "Little No TOTAL
input" input" or no answer
input"

REFORM 14 36 50 " 100%
DAY
SCHOOL
REFORM 10 39 50 1 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 17 36 43 3 99%**
DAY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 14 37 47 2 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX 10 52 34 4 100%
DAY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX 20 50 20 10 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
COMMUNITY 2L 34 34 11 100%
DAY
SCHOOL

*by teacher slot (N=691)
*xTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication



Table 2H
SATISFACTION WITH JEWISH TEACHING* (% IN EACH CATEGORY),

BY SCHOOL TYPE

Satis. More As many Hore Diss. TOTAL
far satis. satis. diss. far

outweigh than as than outweigh

diss. diss. diss. satis. satis.
REFORM 17 49 34 = L 100%
DAY
SCHOOL
REFORM 28 49 16 6 2 101%**
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 23 47 25 4 2 101%**
DAY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE 25 44 23 7 2 101%**
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX 28 48 15 7 1 99%* *
DAY
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX 10 60 30 . ) 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
COMMUNITY 25 44 22 6 3 100%
DAY
SCHOOL

*per slot (N=664)

*xTotals of 99% or 101% are due

to rounding.
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Table 2I

LIKELIHOOD OF REMAINING IN JEWISH EDUCATION* FIVE YEARS HENCE
(% IN EACH CATEGORY) BY SCHOOL TYPE

Very

Somewhat Not

likely likely likely

Not at all TOTAL
likely

REFORM
DAY
SCHOOL

REFORM
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL

CONSERVATIVE
DAY
SCHOOL

CONSERVATIVE
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL

ORTHODOX
DAY
SCHOOL

ORTHODOX
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL

COMMUNITY

DAY
SCHOOL

*per teacher slot (N=654)

38

37

51

47

63

56

68

32 21
39 21
44 6
34 17
29 8
33 11
29 3

xxTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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4 101%*%*

101%*%*

2 100%

100%

100%
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Table 3A
DEFINITION OF TYPES OF TEACHERS
AND PERCENTAGES OF TEACHERS* IN EACH TYPE

ORTHODOX 17%
Teachers in Orthodox settings.

(All remaining teachers are in Non-Orthodox settings.)

CAREER, U.S. BORN 12%
American-born teachers, for whom
teaching is either their only
occupation or their career.

CAREER, FOREIGN BORN 17%
Foreign-born teachers, for whom
teaching is either their only
occupation or their career.

SUPPLEMENTARY INCOME 24%
Teachers who see teaching as a way
of earning supplementary
income. This group includes both
American and foreign-born teachers,
who work elsewhere, either part-
time or full-time, or as home-
makers.

AVOCATIONAL 20%
Teachers who see teaching not as a
career, nor as a way of earning
supplementary income, but as
"something I do because of the
satisfaction it gives me." This group
includes both American and foreign-
born teachers, who work elsewhere,
either part-time or full-time, or as
home-makers.

STUDENTS W/FUTURE IN JEWISH EDUCATION 3
Full-time high school, college or
graduate students who indicate that
it is "very likely" they will still
be involved in Jewish education five
years hence.

o

STUDENTS W/OUT FUTURE IN JEWISH EDUCATION 7
Full-time high school, college or
graduate students who indicate that
it is "somewhat likely" or "not likely"
that they will be involved in Jewish
education five years hence.

o\°

TOTAL 100%
*N=622
27 teachers did not answer one or more of the relevant questions and, therefore, could not be
assigned to a type.
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AGE (%

Table 3B:

BY CATEGORY) BY TEACHER TYPE

17-24 25~29 30-34 35—-39 40+ TOTAL
ORTHODOX 9 13 30 23 25 100%
CAREER
U.S. BORN 1.2 30 15 25 18 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN BES 4 14 27 55 100%
SUPPL.
INCOME 18 21 21 17 24 101%%*
AVOCATIONAL 16 18 18 15 33 100%
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED 20 60 15 .y 5 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 68 17 5 5 5 100%
N=583

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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GENDER (%),

TABLE 3C:

BY TEACHER TYPE

Male Female TOTAL
ORTHODOX .41 59 100%
CAREER
U.S. BORN 33 67 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN 5 95 100%
SUPPL.
INCOME 16 84 100%
AVOCATIONAL 22 78 100%
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 35 65 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 26 74 100%
N=618

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3D:
PLACE OF BIRTH (%) BY TEACHER TYPE

U.S. or Canada Israel Other TOTAL
ORTHODOX 56 25 18 99%*
CAREER
U.S. BORN 100 e e 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN ol 66 34 100%
SUPPL.
INCOME 76 17 7 100%
AVOCATIONAL 80 12 7 99%*
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 90 10 100%

STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED.

N=619

69 20 11 100%

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3E:
PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS TEACHING IN MORE THAN ONE SCHOOL,
BY TEACHER TYPE

One School Only Two Schools TOTAL
or More

ORTHODOX 88 12 100%
CAREER
U.S. BORN 79 21 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN 70 30 100%
SUPPL.
INCOME 86 14 100%
AVOCATIONAL 90 10 100%
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 90 10 100%
STUDENT W/O
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 92 8 100%
N=586
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Table 3F:

TOTAL NUMBER OF HOURS TAUGHT (PERCENTAGE IN EACH CATEGORY)
BY TEACHER TYPE

1-3 4-9 10-20 21+ TOTAL
hours hours hours hours

ORTHODOX —_— 9 47 45 101%*
CAREER
U.S. BORN 32 34 22 32 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN 5 14 45 36 100%
SUPPL.
INCOME 34 42 23 1 100%
AVOCATIONAL 53 37 7 3 100%
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 37 53 i i ni 101%*
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 42 42 13 3 100%
N=569

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3G:
PERCENTAGE OF TEACHER TYPES IN DIFFERENT SETTINGS

Orthodox Career Career Suppl. RAvoc- Student Student TOTAL

U:S: Foreign Income ational with without

Born Born Future. . Future..
REFORM _ 39 39 14 6 - 3 101%*
DAY
SCHOOL
REFORM (.4) 7 153 33 31 5 1.3 100%
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE _ 26 50 20 4 _ * - 100%
DAY SCHOOL
CONSERVATIVE
SUPPLEMENTARY 3 37 20 31 19 4 6 100%
SCHOOL
ORTHODOX
DAY SCHOOL 100 - . - - o S 100%
ORTHODOX
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL 100 - - . s - . 100%
COMMUNITY
DAY
SCHOOL 9 26 54 9 3 101%%*

N=664 (There are 54 missing cases, for a total of 718 teaching slots.)
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3H:

GRADE LEVELS TAUGHT* (% FOR EACH CATEGORY), BY TEACHER TYPE

Pre-K and 1~-6 1=3 2 K-6 =12 K=12 TOTAL
K Only Only Only

ORTHODOX 4 46 33 1 15 2 101%**
CAREER
U.S. BORN 1 46 e 6 17 3 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN - 8 67 13 4 10 1 100%
SUPPL.
INCOME 1 54 26 4 13 3 101%**
AVOCATIONAL 3 53 22 3 16 2 99%*
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. _ 43 19 . 33 8 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. b 55 15 3 13 10 101%**
N=672

xThis calculation is by teacher slot.
xxTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3I:

COMBINED INCOME FROM JEWISH TEACHING (% IN EACH CATEGORY) BY TEACHER TYPE

$500- $1000- $3000- $10,000- $15,000- $19,000+ TOTAL
999 2999 9999 14,999 18,999
ORTHODOX 2 3 28 21 11 35 100%
CAREER
U.S. BORN 7 10 32 15 10 27 101%*
CAREER
FOR. BORN .7 12 28 24 9 20 100%
SUPPL.
INCOME 15 41 37 7 . 1 101%%*
AVOCATIONAL 40 38 18 4 o 1 101%*
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 5 58 32 5 A - 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 26 50 16 . 3 5 100%
N=569

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3J:

SALARY PER ANNUAL HOUR* (% FOR EACH CATEGORY),

BY TEACHER TYPE

G e $300- $571-  $695- $1000-  TOTAL
299 570 694 999 1350
ORTHODOX 8 19 20 38 15 100%
CAREER
U.S. BORN 5 20 21 23 31 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN 18 15 18 27 23 1018 %%
SUPPL.
INCOME 18 17 29 11 25 100%
AVOCATTIONAL 41 24 14 3 17 99%**
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 10 29 33 5 24 101 %%
STUDENT W/O
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 29 20 15 10 27 101 %%

by slot (N=651)
*xTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3K

PERCENTAGE OF TEACHING SLOTS* WHICH CARRY MEDICAL, PENSION AND
DISABILITY BENEFITS, BY TEACHER TYPE

Medical Pension Disability
ORTHODOX - 13 11
CAREER
U.S. BORN 22 6 18
CAREER
FOR. BORN 38 27 28
SUPPL.
INCOME 11 % 7
AVOCATIONAL 5 2 7
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. L Ak o
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 5 2

*N=691
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Table 3L:

PERCENTAGE OF TEACHING SLOTS* WHICH CARRY OTHER BENEFITS, BY TEACHER TYPE
ORTHODOX CAREER CAREER SUPPL. AVOCATIONAL STUDENT STUDENT
U.S. BORN FOR.BORN INCOME WITH WITHOUT
FUTURE. . FUTURE. .
Free or
reduced 22 12 30 2.2 12 2 Al
tuition
for
children
Day care 17 6 34 32 4 6 i
for
children
Free or
reduced 5 12 33 30 16 3 1
membership
in synagogue
oX «JCC
Synagogue 4 16 24 27 19 5 5
membership
privileges
Money to
attend 16 1.7 19 22 17 5 5
conferences
Full ‘or
partial
subsidy for 14 14 29 23 15 3 3

continuing ed.

*N=690
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NUMBER OF COLLEGE-LEVEL JUDAICA COURSES TAKEN
(% IN EACH CATEGORY),

Table 3M:

BY TEACHER TYPE

None 1-3 3-7 Over 7 TOTAL
ORTHODOX 19 10 14 58 101%*
CAREER
U.S. BORN 16 11 14 59 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN 32 5 7 56 100%
SUPPL.INCOME 38 24 15 23 100%
AVOCATIONAL 32 30 12 27 101%
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. . 10 30 60 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 36 33 13 18 100%
N=622

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3N:

NUMBER OF COLLEGE-LEVEL HEBREW COURSES TAKEN (% IN EACH CATEGORY)
BY TEACHER TYPE

None 1-3 3=/ Over 7 TOTAL
ORTHODOX '40 18 16 25 99%*
CAREER
U.S. BORN 26 19 19 36 100%
CAREER .
FOR. BORN 42 5 5 49 101%*
SUPPL.
INCOME 45 27 15 20 101%*
AVOCATIONAL 3 20 12 1:5 100%
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 10 25 35 30 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 53 22 18 7 100%
N=622

Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 30:

NUMBER OF COLLEGE-LEVEL EDUCATION COURSES TAKEN (% IN EACH
CATEGORY), BY TEACHER TYPE

None 1-3 3=7 Over 7 TOTAL
ORTHODOX 25 13 13 50 101%*
CAREER
U.S. BORN 14 14 19 53 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN 21 6 7 66 100%
SUPPL.
INCOME 26 20 1.2 43 100%
AVOCATIONAL 40 i 8 41 100%
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 15 1S 35 35 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 53 29 - 18 100%
N=622

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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OTHER EMPLOYMENT (%
BY TEACHER TYPE

Table 3P

IN EACH CATEGORY),

Other Other Full- Home- "Jewish TOTAL
full- part- tine maker  education
time time student is my
work work full-
time
occupation"
ORTHODOX 5 1.2 1 25 57 100%
CAREER
U.S. BORN 7/ 29 . 14 51 101%%*
CAREER
FOR. BORN 3 5 s 12 81 101%*
SUPPL.
INCOME 40 42 e 18 I 100%
AVOCATIONAL 42 38 _ 21 S 101%%*
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. - Las 100 w - 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. _ i 100 . e 100%
N=619

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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. Table 3Q
IMPORTANCE OF INCOME EARNED BY JEWISH TEACHING
(% IN EACH CATEGORY)
BY TEACHER TYPE

Hain One An An un- No TOTAL

source of the important  important answer

of main addition addition

income sources
ORTHODOX 39 23 27 9 2 100%
.CAREER
U.S. BORN 38 16 24 14 7 99%*
CAREER
FOR. BORN 15 27 37 20 1 100%
SUPPL.
INCOME 3 19 47 27 5 101%%*
AVOCATIONAL WS 7 1.7 I2 4 100%
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 20 10 50 15 5 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 11 20 31 31 7 100%
N=622

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3R
JEWISH OBSERVANCE
(% ANSWERING "YES" IN EACH CATEGORY)
BY TEACHER TYPE

"Light candles "Attend "Attend
on Friday synagogue synagogue
evening" at least on

twice a holidays
month on such as
Shabbat" Sukkot,
Passover, or
Shabbat"
ORTHODOX 99 68 91
CAREER
U.S. BORN 78 59 73
CAREER
FOR. BORN 86 37 75
SUPPL.
INCOME 74 37 63
AVOCATIONAL 69 39 67
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 85 95 85
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 56 29 60
N=622
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Table 3S

DEGREE OF COMMUNAL AFFILIATION

(% ANSWERING "YES"

"Belong to Jewish
organization other

BY TEACHER TYPE

IN EACH CATEGORY)

"Contribute to any
Jewish charities

than a synagoque" last year"
ORTHODOX 41 89
CAREER
U.S. BORN 51 85
CAREER
FOR. BORN 32 75
SUPPL.
INCOME 37 7.2
AVOCATIONAL 44 78
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 55 85
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 40 56
N=622
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HOW APPEALING IS THE RATE OF PAY (% IN EACH CATEGORY), BY TEACHER TYPE

Table 3T

Very Bppealing Neither Unappealing Very No TOTAL
appealing appealing unappealing answer
nor
unappealing

ORTHODOX 4 20 29 22 15 10 100%
CAREER
U.S. BORN 8 26 26 21 18 1 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN 3 32 20 26 15 5 101%*
SUPPL.
INCOME 12 47 23 13 4 1 100%
AVOCATIONAL 9 39 36 7 7 3 101%%*
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 20 30 30 10 = 10 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE 1IN
JEWISH ED. 13 60 18 ¥ 2 il 100%
N=622

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3U
HOW APPEALING IS THE BENEFITS "PACKAGE" (% IN EACH CATEGORY), BY TEACHER TYPE

Very Appealing Neither Unappealing Very Not No TOTAL
appealing appealing unappealing applicable answer
nor
unappealing
ORTHODOX 3 6 13 13 3'5 22 8 100%
CAREER
U.S. BORN i 14 1.2 12 38 27 3 99%*
CAREER
FOR. BORN 1 12 9 13 38 22 5 100%
SUPPL:
INCOME il 8 10 6 17 56 2 100%
AVOCATIONAL s 8 19 6 16 49 3 101%*
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. s - 5 10 20 60 5 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE 1IN
JEWISH ED. 2 9 16 4 9 58 2 100%
N=622

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3V
HOW APPEALING IS THE PART-TIME NATURE OF EMPLOYMENT (% IN EACH CATEGORY)
BY TEACHER TYPE

Very Appealing Neither Unappealing Very Not No TOTAL
appealing appealing unappealing applicable answer
nor
unappealing

ORTHODOX 21 17 11 9 3 24 15 100%
CAREER
U.S. ‘BORN 14 33 14 10 7 22 1 101%%*
CAREER
FOR. BORN 14 27 17 1% 15 10 7 101%*
SUPPL.
INCOME 33 45 13 3 3 3 o 100%
AVOCATIONAL 30 47 13 3 3 3 2 101%%*
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 25 40 15 5 5 10 _ 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 27 47 13 4 4 2 2 99%%*
N=622

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3W

HOW APPEALING IS THE OPPORTUNITY TO WORK WITH CHILDREN (% IN EACH CATEGORY)

BY TEACHER TYPE

Very Rppealing Neither Unappealing Very No TOTAL
appealing appealing unappealing answer
nor
unappealing
ORTHODOX b7 33 2 1 1y 8 101%*
CAREER
U.S. BORN =67 32 1 _ - - 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN 7% 25 1 . - 3 100%
SUPPL.
INCOME 57 40 1 3k s 1 100%
AVOCATIONAL 72 24 1 1 A 2 101%*
STUDENT W/
FUTURE 1IN
JEWISH ED. 80 15 5 . . R 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 56 31 9 2 s 2 100%
N=622

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3X
HOW APPEALING IS THE OPPORTUNITY TO TEACH ABOUT JUDAISM (% IN EACH CATEGORY)
BY TEACHER TYPE

Very Appealing Neither Unappealing Very No TOTAL
appealing appealing unappealing answer
nor
unappealing

ORTHODOX 74 19 i L) 1l 6 100%
CAREER
Ui:S% “BORN w82 10 3 e 5 6 101%%*
CAREER
FOR. BORN 69 : 28 . ) gt 2 3 100%
SUPPL:
INCOME 64 3rle 3 1 i 1 101%%*
AVOCATIONAL 2 21 3 e 1 4 101%%*
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 95 5 = = = ST 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 53 31 13 2 (s s 99%*
N=622

xTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3Y
HOW APPEALING IS THE RECOGNITION YOU GET AS A JEWISH TEACHER
(% IN EACH CATEGORY), BY TEACHER TYPE

Very Appealing Neither Unappealing Very No TOTAL
appealing . appealing unappealing answer
nor
unappealing

ORTHODOX 14 34 24 13 5 11 101%*
CAREER
U.S. BORN 22 26 29 8 8 7 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN 23 27 26 5. 6 4 101%*
SUPPL. i
INCOME 11 37 31 12 5 5 101%
AVOCATIONAL 26 26 30 7 3 8 100%
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 10 40 35 10 5 sod 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 7 47 33 4 7 2 100%
N=622

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 32
HOW APPEALING ARE THE OPPORTUNITIES FOR CAREER ADVANCEMENT
(% IN EACH CATEGORY), BY TEACHER TYPE

Very Appealing Neither Unappealing Very Not No TOTAL
appealing appealing unappealing applicable answer
nor
unappealing

ORTHODOX 6 4B 33 18 1.1 16 4 99%*
CAREER :
U.S. BORN 10 20 23 23 14 10 dl 101%*
CAREER
FOR. BORN 7 16 28 27 14 6 3 101%%*
SUPPL.
INCOME i 19 41 9 i 21 2 100%
AVOCATIONAL 3 6 43 13 4 28 3 100%
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 25 25 25 15 o 10 e 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE. IN
JEWISH ED. 2 16 47 4 11 20 - 100%
N=622

xTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3AA
HOW APPEALING ARE THE ATTITUDES OF STUDENTS TO JEWISH STUDIES
(% IN EACH CATEGORY), BY TEACHER TYPE

Very Appealing Neither Unappealing Very No TOTAL
appealing appealing unappealing answer
nor
unappealing

ORTHODOX 20 39 16 12 3 10 100%
CAREER :
U.S. BORN 14 22 22 23 10 10 101%%*
CAREER
FOR. BORN 11 53 10 A7 4 6 101%*
SUPPL.
INCOME 5 35 28 19 9 3 99%*
AVOCATIONAL 10 37 24 19 74 3 100%
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. Sl 30 20 45 5 _ 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 2 24 22 38 13 - 99%*
N=622

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3BB

HOW APPEALING IS THE OPPORTUNITY TO MAKE A CONTRIBUTION TO THE JEWISH COMMUNITY

(% IN EACH CATEGORY),

BY TEACHER TYPE

Very BAppealing Neither Unappealing Very No TOTAL
appealing appealing unappealing answer
nor
unappealing

ORTHODOX 48 36 4 1 1 11 101%*
CAREER
U.Ss BORN 69 22 7 1 e 1 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN 51 44 2 2 o 2 101%%*
SUPPL.
INCOME 44 48 5 __ 1 2 100%
AVOCATIONAL 65 28 4 . 2 2 101%%*
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 65 35 _ _ - - 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 38 42 16 2 2 L= 100%
N=622

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3CC

CURRICULAR ASSISTANCE TEACHERS RECEIVE#*
(% IN EACH CATEGORY), BY TEACHER TYPE

Lesson Curriculum Textbook Guidance None No TOTAL
Plans but no Only from of the Answer
Lesson Principal Rbove
Plans Only
ORTHODOX 3 40 1.3 19 15 1 101%**
CAREER
U.S. BORN 12 28 20 21 1i5 4 100%
CAREER
FOR. BORN 12 46 17 10 12 4 101%*+*
SUPPL.
INCOME 16 ‘ 40 16 10 10 9 101%**
AVOCATIONAL 12 44 22 9 10 4 101%**
STUDENT W/
FUTURE 1IN
JEWISH ED. 5 43 19 29 5 T 101%**
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE
IN JEWISH ED. 12 34 22 7 15 10 100%

by slot (N=690)
*xTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3DD
PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS* RECEIVING GUIDANCE FROM PRINCIPAL,
BY TEACHER TYPE

Do not Receive Guidance TOTAL
Receive and find it:
Guidance
very somewhat not

helpful helpful helpful

ORTHODOX 31 30 38 100%
CAREER

U.S. BORN 19 48 31 100%
CAREER

FOR. BORN 34 39 25 100%
SUPPL.

INCOME 28 37 . 100%
AVOCATIONAL 37 39 32 100%
STUDENT W/

FUTURE IN

JEWISH ED. 14 38 48 100%
STUDENT W/O

FUTURE IN

JEWISH ED. 28 28 43 1013 %*

by slot (N=653)

#xTotals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.
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Table 3EE:
LIKELIHOOD OF REMAINING IN JEWISH EDUCATION FIVE YEARS HENCE
(% IN EACH CATEGORY), BY TEACHER TYPE

Very Somewhat Not Not No TOTAL
likely 1likely likely at all answer
likely

ORTHODOX 61 26 7 oot 7 101%*
CAREER
U.S. BORN 55 23 14 3 6 101%*
CAREER
FOR. BORN 57 29 4 1 9 100%
SUPPL..
INCOME 28 45 19 3 5 100%
AVOCATIONAL 32 34 20 T 7 100%
STUDENT W/
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. 100 e oA Ui b b, 100%
STUDENT W/OUT
FUTURE IN
JEWISH ED. — 49 44 2 & 99%*
N=622

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding.

Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census
Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips
December, 1989
Not for Reproduction or Publication



Dr. Isa Aron
HUC-JIR
3077 University Ave.
Los Angeles, California 90007
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Comparisons Between Judaica Teachers
in Los Angeles, Miami, Philadelphia and Pittsburgh

Table 4A
NUMBER OF TEACHERS
LOS ANGELES 649 (78%)
MIAMI 272 (approx. 80%)
PHILADELPHIA 347 (approx. 54%)
PITTSBURGH 240 (approx. 90%)
Table 4B
TYPE OF SCHOOL TAUGHT IN (% IN EACH CATEGORY)
Day School Supplementary School
LOS ANGELES 33 66
MIAMI 37 63
PHILADELPHIA 11 (actual) 89
13 (survey sample) 87

PITTSBURGH 25 75




Table 4C
PLACE OF BIRTH (% IN EACH CATEGORY)

Native Born Other TOTAL
(U.S. or Canada)

LOS ANGELES

DAY SCHOOL 47 53 100%
LOS ANGELES

SUPPLEMENTARY

SCHOOL 67 33 100%
MIAMI

DAY SCHOOL 61 39 100%
MIAMI

SUPPLEMENTARY

SCHOOL VA, 21 100%
PHILADELPHIA

(Place of birth not reported directly, but from other questions, it is
possible to infer the following:

32% of day school teachers were educated in Israel.
8% of synagogue supplementary school teachers are "from Israel."
15% of community supplementary school teachers are "from Israel.")

Table 4D
PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS WHO TEACH IN MORE THAN ONE SCHOOL

LOS ANGELES DAY AND

SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOLS 17%
MIAMI DAY SCHOOLS 11%
MIAMI SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOLS 17%
PHILADELPHIA DAY SCHOOLS 18%

PHILADELPHIA SYNAGOGUE SUPPLEMENTARY 28%
PHILADELPHIA COMMUNAL SUPPLEMENTARY 20%




Table 4E

HOURS TAUGHT (% IN EACH CATEGORY), IN SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL

Los Angeles Miami Pittsburgh

1-4 38.8 56.3 67
59 30.6 32.3 23
10-14 20,2 3.6 8
15~19 3.3 o 2
20-24 2wl 1.8 2
25=29 i It - Ly
30-34 <9 .6 e
35739 153 e o
40+ Jl.l 5.4 o A

TOTAL 100% 100% 100%

Table 4F
HOURS TAUGHT (% IN EACH CATEGORY), IN DAY SCHOOL
Los Angeles Miami Pittsburgh

1-4 257 1 3
5=9 6.6 6.5 23
10-14 11:.5 6.5 5
15=19 173 10.9 L
20-24 16.8 16.3 52
25=29 7.5 5.4 —
30-34 15.0 7«6 42
35=~39 13.3 15.2 S
40+ 9.3 30.4 7

TOTAL 100% 100% 100%



Table 4G
% OF NEW TEACHERS

CLEVELAND 22%
LOS ANGELES DAY SCHOOL 8%
LOS ANGELES SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL 6%
MIAMI DAY SCHOOL 10%
MIAMI SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL 6%
PHILADELPHIA DAY SCHOOL 20%
PHILADELPHIA SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL 19%
Table 4H

LIKELIHOOD OF REMAINING IN JEWISH EDUCATION FIVE YEARS HENCE
( % IN EACH CATEGORY)

Very likely Somewhat likely
LLOS ANGELES DAY SCHOOL B 33
LOS ANGELES SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL 41 37
Definitely Probably
MIAMI DAY SCHOOL 41 53
MIAMI SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL 34 47
Very likely Somewhat likely
PHILADELPHIA DAY SCHOOL 72 18
PHILADELPHIA SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL 56 28
Table 4I

PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS RECEIVING MEDICAL AND PENSION BENEFITS

Medical Pension
LOS ANGELES DAY SCHOOL 42 18
I.OS ANGELES SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL 10 8
MIAMI DAY SCHOOL 60 60
MIAMI SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL 13 14
PHILADELPHIA DAY SCHOOL 42 20

PHILADELPHIA SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL n/a n/a



Table 4J
PERCENTAGE OF COLLEGE LEVEL JUDAICA COURSES TAKEN

None 1-3 3-7 7+ TOTAL
LOS ANGELES
DAY SCHOOL 26 8 11 55 100%
LOS ANGELES
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL 30 20 14 36 100%
None 1-4 5~9 Major TOTAL
or
degree
from
Jewish
College
MIAMI
DAY SCHOOL 11 16 4 69 100%
MIAMI
SUPPLEMENTARY
SCHOOL 45 A 7 11 27 100%
Holds Jewish Holds degree
Educational in
License Jewish Studies
PHILADELPHIA
DAY SCHOOL 57% 73%
PHILADELPHIA
SUPPLEMENTARY

SCHOOL 33% 34%




TEACHER SURVEYS

CITY

YEAR

RESPONSE RATE

TYPE OF INFO GIVEN

Denver

(Day School
Teachers,
through
schools)
Cleveland
(through
schools)
Houston

Los Angeles
Miami

Midwest
Day Schools

Philadelphia

Pittsburgh

(through schools)

Syracuse

In process

1987-88
(now outdated)

In process
1987-88

1987-88

1981

1987-88

1985-86

In process

100%(?)

100%

100%(?)

39%

Raw data only, thus
far.

Annual wage per weekly
hour; # of teachers.

Extensive

Extensive

Age, place of birth,
gender, experience,
qualifications.

Not as extensive as
Los Angeles or Miami.

Education background,
hours/week taught;
annual wage per weekly
hour (avg. only).

Used L.A.
questionnaire as
model.




SALARY SCALES

CIETY

RECEIVED NOT YET

RECEIVED SCHOOL SCHOOL

DAY

SUPPL.

DO SCHOOLS
ADHERE TO THE
SCALE?

Baltimore
Buffalo
Chicago

Los Angeles

Miami

Montreal

S. New Jersey

Providence

Toledo

Tuscon

(No
(No

(No

info.)
info. )

info.)

(Heb.
High)

No. info.

Questionable.
Notes from
extensive
interview
available.

Agency-funded
schools adhere.
In general, all
Conservative and
Orthodox
Community schools
are funded. They
represent

2/3 of all Miami
Day Schools.

Probably can
assume that all
schools adhere.
No info.

No info.

No info. Scale
requires
extensive

clarification.

No info.




SENIOR LEVEI. PERSONNEL

PLACE/ORG. DATE RESPONSE RATE TYPE OF INFO. GIVEN

Cleveland 1987-88 100% #, full-time/part
time, salary ranges,
benefits.

HUC Alumni 1988-89 87% for Salary, benefits,

Survey full-time crosstabulation with
years of experience
and size of school.

Los Angeles 1989 58% Salary, benefits,

Report on Survey
of Jewish Youth

median length of stay
in field,
"opportunity ‘
ratings" by personnel
for creativity and
growth.




PRE-SCHOOLS

JWB 1989 Annual
Survey and Report
(Precise response
rate unavailable.)

LA BUREAU OF
JEWISH  EDUCATION
1988-89 Early
Childhood

Salary Schedule
Rationale (15/70
pre-schools adhere
to this schedule.)

THE 1988 MIAMI
JEWISH EDUCATOR
STUDY

Early Childhood
Education Summary
(Response Rate:
87%, based on
surveys.)

SALARIES

Data on full time
(20 h.p.w. or
more) directors
and teachers, by
size of center
budget. Includes:
number reporting,
average, median,
minimum and
maximum salaries.

Scale takes into
account: units
accumulated,
hourly vs. monthly
salary, degrees
and credentials,
and seniority. It
also applies to
ass.istants,
teacher/directors
and directors.

Under $10,000-48%
10,000-24,000-44%
25,000-39,000-8%
40,000 and up-0%
Average-11,900
Includes
percentages of
numbers of hours
per week teachers
are paid to work.

BENEFITS

Medical-31%
Pension-27%

TURNOVER RATE

Information from
phone interview
with Dr. Edward
Kagan, JWB
Director

of Statistics.

Not hard data.

Dr. Kagan believes
that the turnover
rate for directors
is fairly low but
for teachers is
quite high. Must
take into account
local economic
conditions and
other demographic
factors.

Response to
"probability of
remaining in field
in five years,"
and "expected
position in five
years."

QUALIFICATIONS

City/state
regulated for pre-
schools.

S t a t e

requirements.

Percentages:
-highest level of
education
-ecurrent
educational
enrol lment
-measures of
Jewishness (Jewish
1D)

==y o u t h
group/camp/Israel
experience
-licenses
-previous teaching
experience

RECRUITMENT/
RETENTION
According to Dr.
Kagan, JWB pre-
schools have

experienced a
shortage of
directors but not
of teachers.

Percentages:
-method of finding
current position

-measures of
satisfaction (as
perceived by
teacher)

PROF. DEVELOPMENT

Percentages:
-enrol lment in
CAJE workshops
over past three
years (83%)
-other Judaic
workshops (19%
-Teaching Methods
courses (30%)

NEW CONFIGURATIONS
OF TEACHING



ASSISTANTS/
SPECIALISTS

LOS ANGELES BUREAU
OF JEMWISH

EDUCATION
1988-89 Early
Childhood Salary

Schedule Rationale

MIAMI JEWISH
EDUCATOR STUDY
(1988) Early

Childhood Aides
included in 87%
response rate of
ECE summary.

SALARIES

Aides multiply
scale by .8

Under 10,000-86%
10,000-24,000-14%
25,000 and up-0%
Average-5,800

Includes info on
number of hours
per week aides are
paid to work.

BENEFITS

Medical-10%
Pension-7%

TURNOVER RATE

I nf o' on
probabi lity of
remaining in field
in five years and
expected position
in five years.

QUALIFICATIONS

Percentages on:
-highest level of
education

CHET T T
educational
enrol lment
-measures of
Jewishness (Jewish
ID)

-possession of
license of any
type (23%)
-previous teaching
experience

RECRUITMENT/
RETENTION

Info. on method of

finding position
and measures of
satisfaction.

PROF. DEVELOPMENT

Percentages on:
-enrollment in
CAJE workshops in
past three years
(67%)

-other Jewish
workshops (12%)
-teaching methods
courses (17%)

NEW CONFIG. OF
TEACHING



Information on Communal Allocations to Schools:

Baltimore
Cleveland
Hartford
JESNA Report
Kansas City
Pittsburgh
Toledo

Community Educator Proposals:

Boston
Cleveland

Community Educator Programs in Place:

Cleveland
Omaha




1 North Americas

fryel Davidson

searoh was commisslionesd in order o provide the

Gt ssion wibth o an inventory and descoripbtion concsrning the
preparvation of personnel for Jewish education in North America.
The study was designed to answsy the following guestions:

1. What institutions of higher le
foy Jewish educstion?

rRLNG arse preparing personnel

Aa. How many students are envoalled in these programs and whoo

are bthey (student profilel?

e Who arve the faculty © faculty profiled?

. What are the goals and structures of these

prevafi led ™

e What ars the o ba and funding patfterns for the

2. What are the visions of these institutions with

respect to the futwrse Training of Jewish educatbors?

Ze What is the nature of in-service training for Jewish
educators serving in formal and informal sducational
smalbtings?

3. What are the issues and problems facing these institutions?

¢

programs (progr an

YD Al

Each institution of higher learning in North America
preparing Jewish educators was identified and then examined in
the following ways:

1. Bulletins, program descripbions, courses syllabi published and
unpublished reports of these institutions were gathered and
ey L ewed,

P Bite visits were made to each institution, where feasible in
order to abserve classes, interview administration,
faculty,persons associated with these institutions and meet with
students enrolled in the education programs. A& total of &8
interviews were conducted by the investigator. He also conducted
group discussions with 57 students.




onday

published and urpuilish par s L

teacher education and

eduration were raeviswed,

All data wera collected Detwesn September 19 and November 20O
L E,

Site visits were conducted at 11 of the 15 training institutions
in North America. Seventy individuals associated with these
institutions were interviewed from 1/72 to0 2 1/2 hours each.
aroup meeintgs were also held with students from many of these
el 4 DDl NSO A total of 73 students participated in these meetings.

4

What follows iz an overview of the results and initial findirgs
priov o oa thorough analysis of the findings. In preparation for the
mesting, much of this document addresses the guantitative

aspects of the results. The final report will also focus

extensively on gualitative aspects of the results.

Inventory of Frograms

Table 1 shows the distribution of students enrclled in 15
institutions of higher learning in the United States and Canada
preparing persons for careers in Jewish education. These
programs consist of three types: denominational, independent, and
university based. Each of the denominations ( Conservative,
Orthodox and Feform) sponsor schools or departments of Jewish
educzation designed to prepared religious educators. The
institutions are: Hebrew Union College ¢ Rhea Hirsch School of
Education, Los Angeles; The School of Education, New York) Jewish
Theological Seminary of America, New York ¢ Department of Educationdg
University of Judaism, Los Angeles (Fingerhut School of
Eduzation); Yeshiva Univeristy ¢ Azrielli Graduate Institute, Isaac
Breuer College, Stern College). Five Independent schools
generally referred to as Hebrew teacher colleges were

examined. They are: Gratz College, Fhiladelphia; Baltimore
Hebrew University, Hebrew College, Boston; Cleveland College of
Jewish Studies and Spertus Ciollege, Chicago. University-based
programs that were examined include: Brandeis University,
Hornstein Frogram for Jewish Communal Servicej; George Washington
University, School of Education in association with the College
of Jewish Studies, Washington, D.C.; York University, Department
of Jewi. Studies, Toronto; MoGEill University, Department of
Judaic udies, Montreal . In addition the Bureau of Jewish
Education in Toronto sponsors a Midrasha (Teacher Training
Institut‘T that prepares certified teachers.

1. _Part-time /full—-time students The majority of matriculating
students in these programs are enrolled on a part—-time basis
(75%). Most part—-timers view themselves as Jewish educators and
are currently employed in Jewish schools. Depending on the
community, the attainment of a degree permits one to both move up
the ladder professionally and increase one’s earnings. There is
considerable variation among the part-timers with respect to age,
national origin, and experience. ¢ Much of the data needed to do




4 detailed analysis was unavailable.) Most parbt-timer:
the independent schools and two of the denominational =
Overall the University-based programs and denominational =
require students to be full time students. The students in full
time program students tend to be within the 25-32 age range.

They come from diverse backgrounds and many view Jewish education
as a career change. (Additional data is needed to develop a full
profile of these students.)

i
AR S

o E.A. 7 M.A, programs Most of the institutions are phasing out
their B.A. programs in Jewish education and emphasizing their

M.A. programs. This phenomenon appears to be the result of thres
factors: 1) there are decreasing numbers of American collega-age
students who choose to wmajor in education programs. 20 Bl

programs in Jewish education tend to be dominated by Israelis,
who are interested in earning a B.A. while in the United Statass,
Training institutions tend to discourage Israelis from majoring
in education on the undergraduate level , but do encourage them
to enrocll in Jewish studies programs 3)  Since the early 1380s
there is a trend among U.S. schools programs to encourage
sutudents to pursue an M.A. in Jewish education versus the B.A.
degree.

In contrast, Canadian schools encourage students to matriculate
in B.A. level programs in education.

S« Doctoral programs The €7 students who are enrclled in
doctoral programs are comprised of three types of students.
Approximately 70%4 are pursuing a doctorate on a part—time basis
while holding positions in Jewish education. These students view
the doctorate as a way to develop expertise, gain a credential
and move up the professional ladder. & smaller percentage (Z0%)
view doctoral studies as a form of continuing professional
education and therefore enrocll in courses year after year until
they are at the point of writing the dissertation. At that time
many of these students become non-matriculating students.
Approximately 10 4 of the doctoral students in Jewish edu-ation
intend to pursue careers in research and academia in Jewish
education. '

Pro Yo es Those programs which offer degree programs
fall intg three categories, those which prepare teachers,
educati@mal change agents and communal /educational professionals.
Nine of #he 15 programs ennumerated purport to prepare their
students $o assume roles as classvroom teachers ¢ 3 programs for
the day‘sthool and 7 for supplementary schools). These programs
currently have an enrcllment of 171 students. The second
category — educational change agent, is characteristic of
programs that are designed to prepare Jewish professionals who
will assume educational leadership roles in the Jewish community.
Of the 15 programs listed in Table 1, two, comprised of 21
students, have programs which prepare educational change agents.




Communal Jeducational praofessional, the third category 13 designed
to prepare students for assuming 2lither teacher or administrative

roles 1n Jewish educational institubticons and includes two
departments of Jewish education comprised of Z& students.
Differences among these categories are reflected primarily with
respect to their course offerings, prerequisites, student
populations,curricular training models, internships/practica and
velationship to standards of the NBL (National Board of License).
(These 1ssues are examined in Table 3.0

In addition to degree programs four
programs of fer a sequence of courses that will enable students
meaet the requirements for NBL or local licensing agencies. The
Cour se sequence generally consists of 4-6 courses in education
and an internship or student teaching experience. As indicated
Table 1, 43 students are enroclled in these programs leading
towards certification. Students in certification programs are
expected to have strong Judaica backgrounds and demonstrate
Hebrew language proficiency.

Z.Certification programs

it

In recent years three institutions have also introduced principal
certification programs, non—-degree programs that prepare
evperienced educators in the field. They enroll in administration
supervision courses while simultanecusly completing a field

experience in their current place of employment. A total of 30
student are enroclled in these programs.
Table 1
Distribution of students enrolled in degree and
certificate programs at 15 teacher training institutions
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C=zrrent enrol lment Pak s —part=time pece= principal. certi.
e— entering class 139873 £ ot =full=t1ime
g —graduating class 1383 tuz.~ teacher certification

Faculty As shown in Table &, institutions rely heavily on part-
time and adjunct faculty. However, as indicated in Table 4, the
use of adjuncts varies depending onh the approach of the program.
Among all the independent colleges thers is only one full time
professor. The denominational institutions have larger faculties
and more full—-time personnel.

All 14 of the 139 full-time faculty members have doctorates in
edwzation or an allied field. Ninty percent received their
degres from a general unversity . Most did not write their
digsertations on a topic related to Jewish education. Although
there is considerable variation in the career paths of faculty,
the majority have held positons in Jewish education pricor to
becoming faculty members.

It is a commonly held percepticon that the more able the faculty
member, the faster s/he is pushed into assuming administrative
responsibilities and consequently devotes less time to teaching
and research ( a similar phenomenon exits on the school level
with teachers who get pushed up.? The mean age of full and part-
time faculty is in the mid-forties. Salaries vary considerably
from institution to instituion. However, on the whole
denominational and university-based institutions have salary
szales comparable to private institutions of higher lerning,
Independent colleges, in contrast, have salary scales
considerably below comparable local private institutions.

Table =
Full—-time, part-time and adjunct faculty
teaching in departments of Jewish education

Full-time 12 % " (6D
part—-time 22 k¥
ad junct 44 XXX

o

¥ denoBes faculty who assume full-time teaching responsibilities
Six faculty members listed as full-time devote at least 2/5ths of
their time to administrative or other responsibilities
¥¥ denntes faculty who teach at least 2/5th of a full teaching
load
¥$¥¥ denotes faculty are generally employed by another institution
and teach only one course per year.




gThe data in Tablse 2 speak for themselves. Denocminat tonal
schools receive little or no funding fraom community federations.
They rely primarily on fund raising for balancing their budgets.
Independent schools to a large extent are dependent on :Dm&unity
funding. However, in recent years there i3 a tendency among
these schools seek cutside funds and become less dependent and
also less accountable to the federations. Additional data is

required in this area to do a complete analysis.

Table 3

Fercentage of budget covered by various funding sources
fovr independent and denominational schools

Federation Tuition Other
Independent schaools S0-80 15~-30 10-20
Denominational schools 15-25 H85=75

Juition costs The Jewish educational institutions of higher
learning examined in this study have been subject to many of
the same fiscal realities confronting general institutions of
higher learning. These realities are relected in the soaring
tuition cost in the past twenty years. In 1967, Walter
Ackerman noted that fees in most Hebrew Teachers College were
nominal,"... it is safe to say that no student will be denied
the opportunity of studying because of his inability to pay the
required tuition. " (p. S1) ¢ From: The Education of American
Jewish Teachers, 0. Janowsky, (Ed.? New York: Beacon Press,
1367.) The current situation is quite different.

In the denomination and university-based schools tuition ranges
between $200-325 per credit or between $5400-7800 (24 credits)
per year for full-time study. The independent colleges charges
vary from $80- 1350 per credit. ©Clearly, living expenses vary
from community to community. However, I did not encounter a
single student who did not have to earn substantial income in
order to attend school on a full-time basis.

A few aof the denominational schools have fellowships available to
studentghe Among independent schools their are scholarships and
subventions available through the Federation and BJEs. The final
report will further examine the fiscal realities of becoming a
Jewish educator and discuss the resulting implications.

Approaches to training Programs that focus on teacher training
tend to be independent or denominationally based schools which
view as their mission preparing teachers for local Jewish
communities or movement schools. These programs to a large
extent, follow the criteria for teacher standards set by the NEL,




m

v other regional licensing agencies. The standards require a
strong Judaica background, proficiency in Hebrew language ,and a
liberal arts background (at the graduate level). They tend to
attract students who either have fairly strong Judaica training
or who are willing to devote considerable time to study in these
areas prior to taking graduate work. Although programs included
in this category differ substantially in their specific

educational approaches and course offerings, they all emphasize
three types of courses: the practical ¢ methods and teaching
courses), Judaica and foundation courses ¢ philosophy of

education, educational psychology, history of education). Each of
these programs have practica which are linked to the student's
place of employment ( these students teach in afterncon schaools),

The practicum generally is one semester in duration and involves

supervision by college personnel. From the perspective of
students interviewed in these programs the practicum does not
assume a large role in the context of the overall program. These

programs tend to to rely on a few core faculty and several

as adjunct faculty to instruct in their particular areas of
expertise. From the perspective of students, these programs do
not reflect a clear orientation. Rather than being guided by a
strong vision of education, these programs are guided by courses
individual faculty and the general climate of the school. ( A
situation not disimilar to waht exists in many university based
teacher training programs in general education.)

In contrast, those schools which are preparing change agents tend
to have small program that are based on a highly personal
approach to change. Students and faculty have a high degree of
contact on an ongoing basis. Students are expected over the
duration of the program tp develop a keen sense of self,their
strengths and weaknesses, how they relate to the Jewish community
and its needs. Consistent with this approach is considerable
empahsis on developing a sense of belonging to a community.
Frogram experiences are desighed to meet these goals. Both from
the perspective of faculty and students the practicum experience
plays a very large role in their graduate training. Depending on
the particular institution the role of Judaica courses varies.
Given the personalistic philosophies of these programs the number

of adjunct faculty is kept to a minimum to ensure that core
far;ultyi,,*;teract extensively with students.

s
Student#iein these programs tend to be slightly older than those
in cat ¥ 1 programs. They also come from a variety of

backgr’ and professions. They view the opportunity to study
leading to a diffferent career. With respect to national
standards, programs in this category tend to view the NBL as
irrelevant to their mission in producing change agents in Jewish
education.

Category three, education/administration programs also place emphasis
on the field placement. In fact students enroll in two practica.
One in teaching and one in administration. However, in most other
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respects these programs corresponds to category 1. This program

also attracts many individuals

from different walks of 1life who

view the program as a means to making some impact on the Jewish

educational community.

Students in this program have

considerable course work in Judaica and intensive Hebrew learning
experiences including a summer Ulpan.

A significant

issue not reflected
role and vision

in the table relates to the

of religious education in the program.

Dencminational schools tend to be open about their mission to
produce religious educators.  Yet,
of their literature does not clear

religious educator.

Often religious is confused with
relationship between

pre-requisites

course of ferings

training models

practicum/intern

Student goals
Faculty

NEL

roaches to

interviews and an examination
ly articulate their vision of a

Independent colleges, on the other hand,
reflect rather ambivalent attitudes towards religious education.

denominational. The

ideology , religious education and category
of program will be discussed at length in the final report.

Table 4

teacher training

maximum Judaica

Hebrew
liberal arts

3 Judaica
3 methods

Foundations

academic/method

minimal
school

teachers

full/pt/adj.

important

Programs for avocational teachers
programs have been initiated by local communities -

BJE/Federation to address the teaching shortage of qualified

reparation

rograms in Jewish education

educator/
administratin

educational c—hange
agent

minimal Judaica mod. Judaicq

mod. Hebrew mod. Hebrew
liberal arts liberal arts

4 Judaica
4 methods
2 admin.

Judairca
Foundations
sociology

[ 8

academic/
methods

academic/group

extensive
school/inst

extensive
institution

change agents teach/admin
full full/adj
varies

irrelevant

In recent years several




teachers for Sunday and afternoon school programs. These
programs are designed to attract Jewishly committed adults,
living in the community who enjoy working with children but have
gaps in content and skill areas with regpect to their Jewish
education. These programs generally consist of courses and
modules intended to provide those skills and knowledge necessary
for teaching in the supplementary school setting. In some
programs each participant is also linked to a mentor or master
teacher. Other programs have retreats and intensive workshops.
There are probably less than a dozen such program functioning
today which produce between 20-70 teachers per year. The final
report will further describe these programs and discuss their
implications within the total context of teacher preparation.

In-service programming There are extensive programs for in-
service education in almost every community where there is a
Bureau of Jewish Education. The final report will provide an
overview of the types of programs that are emerging and their
relationship to the training institutions. The implications of
in-service programs for professional Jewish educators will also
be discussed.

Informal education Currently, there are no training programs
specifically designed to prepare personnel for roles in informal
Jewish education ( e.g., camping, youth work, JCCZ, adult
education). Many of those involved with the training
institutions noted the need to establish programs in these areas.
However, depending on the ideology of the institution the need
and programatic response are viewed very differently. This issue
will be addressed more extensively in the final report.

Interviews with JCC and JWRB personnel indicate that within the
"zenter world" a great deal of training is occuring. Much of this
in-service training focuses on maximizing Jewish content within
informal education settings. Most of programming in this area

has been done in conjunction with Israel education programs,
including extended study session in Israel. Relatively little

has been done to make use of the resources within the training
institutions for puposes of maximizing Jewish education in the
"center world." This area will be further examined in the final
report.

\/Q—() “W\\({/("‘*S {Kfo: Issues and Topics

In addition to answering the research questions which led to this
study,the final research report will address several issues and
questions that are emerging from a detailed analysis of the data.

1. In 1967, Alvin Schiff reported that 1740 students were
studying in 9 of the 15 institutions examined in this study. Of
those approximately 500 planned a career in Jewish education.
Hochstein reported in 1986 that only €5 individuals were being
prepared by institutions of Jewish higher learning for positions




as senior personnel. The present study reports a student
population of approximately 350. What do these differences among

the various studies reflect? Aside from differences in
methodology what can be said to explain the variance? Is there a
net increase or decline in the number of students? The interview

data suggests that there is increased interest in Jewish
education as a profession. in numbers reflect differences in
sampling technique, methodology and a variety other issues which
will be addressed. Do the findings of this study suggest renewed
interest in Jewish education?

Z.With the exception of tws Hebrew teacher colleges all 11 have
survived, since their inception in the early part of this century
Most have adapted to the changing times by modifying their
visions and addressing the needs of the communities they serve.
What are the implications of their changing roles for Jewish
education?

3. The analysis of the interview data suggest that there are
substantial difference among the various training institutions
with respect to their goals and visions of Jewish education. Can
they work together? Should they work together? The independent
and denominational institutions have very different views on
these issues. However, all agree that recruitment may be an area
where institutions can together in a collaborative fashion.

4. All the institutions cite teacher salaries as a major
disincentive to entering the field of Jewish education. Issues
of faculty personnel and standards are viewed as of secondary
importance.

5. Several of those interviewed noted a tension between the
pressure to admit students to their training programs and the
maintence of high professional standards. How might these
tensions be addressed?

7. The Iggud for several years served as a vehicle for insuring
standards and professionalism in the training institutions. Can
the Association now fulfill this role?

8. The data on teacher preparation indicate a recurrent paradox
emerges in training institutions. Those students who are
preparing from the least senior positions ( B.A., certification
programs) have stronger Judaica backgrounds than those preparing
form more senior positions (M. A.). Those students entering
graduate level programs often have weak Judaica backgrounds.

9. Where can students lacking Judaica and Hebrew language
proficiency acquire skills and knowledge?

10. Although there is a growing need for day school teachers,
and a proliferation of day schools, training programs are not
responding to this need. What are the conditions needed to




enable programs to meet this need?

11. Research is perceived as a need in the field by the
denominational and university based institutions, it is not a
priority for the independent schools. What implications does
this finding have for cooperative work among institutions?

12. There are several new types of programs emerging for traing
avocational teachers ( Chicago, Providence, Philadelphia, New
Yorlk, Fittsburgh, Washington,D.C.). Those establishng these
programs often see no need to involve existing training
institutions. Are there ways to utilize the talents of these
institutions in the development of new programs? Are their model
programs that successfully use the resources of the training
institution®

13. Many of those interviewed were ambivalent about the role
Israel should play in training. Some saw it as an unsuccessful
way to provide students with requisite skills and knowledge.
Dthers viewed places like the Melton Center at the Hebrew
University as a resource that was valuable but unfeasible
berause of funding issues. There are numerous issues that
emerged from the data regarding the role of Israel in
training.

14, In-service education programs for Jewish educators are
booming. Many of those interviewed maintained that this is the
population training institutions should attend to more
extensively. Hiw effective is in-service?

15. There is a good deal of short-term and extended in—-service
education conducted for JCZ and JWB personnel, However, little
or none of these in—service programs make use of the teacher
preparation institutions. Moreover, there is little
communication among those in informal education and the training
institutions.

16. Good personnel in Jewish education tend to be pushed into
administration and are less able to devote time to teaching and
research.

17. Although some of the programs examined purport to train for
religious education, there do not exist among these institutions
an articulation of what it means to be a religious Jewish
education.

18. Many of those interviewed mentioned the need to develop

closed ties and_joint programs with general schools and programs
ofueducatfon. D% the gthgr hand thege were those who indicated

that little could be gain by such associations. What are those
factors that make for a good and mutually beneficial
relationship among Jewish and general departments of education?
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Introduction the purpose of the research, the purpose of the
Commilssion

Tour

Setting and context

I’ve read and heard a good deal about . Before we focus
on education I'd to get a general sense of - Within an
historical context what is the current direction and status of
What lies ahead for Let’s focus a bit on the

current structure of the institution: relationship to other
institutions e.g., Federation, universities,BJE...

Students

Who are the students attending the institution? Have their been
recent changes in the profiles of your students? How are
students recruited? What type of students would you like to

attract in the future to T What implications does
this have for the curriculum, structure, etc.?

Faculty
In examining your bulletin I noticed that you list
faculty for schools or departments, would you please

tell me about the the school’s faculty, the department’s faculty?
What constitutes a full-time faculty load? Who are your full-time

faculty? Who are the part—time and adjunct faculty?™ What
challenges do you see, from your perspective, with respect to
education faculty? Flease decribe the tenure process in your
institution. What does does research have in the lives of
faculty? Who are the faculty in education? What are their

responsibilities?

Salaries We're going to move on now to another area salaries.How
do would you describe the salaries of your faculty? How do
faculty salaries in your institution compare to those of other
institutions? (locally, nationally) What fringe benefits do
faculty receive?

education programs

As I indicated to you earlier in our discussion I'm primarily
interested in the education programs you offer. Before we speak
specifically about teacher training would you please describe any
programs you feel fall under the rubric of eduction? What

programs does offer that ostensively prepares or trains
educators? How do you view the purpose of training Jewish
educators® What are the needs of the education programs?

Visions and dreamsIf major funding became available in the near
future specifically earmarked for education projects what would
be your wish list?
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Wish list of institutions of higher learning

Need
school of education
funding for students
Joint research projects
research center (s)
faculty retreats
funding for risky ventures
currviculum development
prog. for working together with lay and prof. leaders
synagogue/ federation relations
informal education
continuing education for graduates of program
recruitment efforts
work on improving profile of Joe. within the community
honoring those in Joe. who are doing the job
additional faculty
Mandel as an advocate for teacher salaries
funds for teacher sabbaticals to study at
institutions of higher learning
good practices study
monies for study in Israel
developing model programs that are replicable
funds for faculty sabbaticals and leaves
adult education preparation
visiting faculty
professionalization of the field
development of national standards

Freguency refers to the nupber of schools that mentioned
particular need | '

thix
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Joseph Reimer November, 1989

THE SYNAGOGUE AS A CONTEXT FOR JEWISH EDUCATION

Introduction

The following is an interim report on the research project
I am conducting on "The Synagogue as a Context for Jewish Educa-
tion". The research was commissioned by The Mandel Associated
Foundations of Cleveland to serve as background to the writing
of the final report for The Commission on Jewish Education in
North America. A first draft report on this research will be
submitted by the first week of January, 1990. The purpose of
this interim report is to elicit critical feedback to my think-
ing as it is evolving. The focus here is more on a conceptual
scheme on System and Subsystem than on an analysis of data.

The Jews of North America are accustomed to hearing bad
news about the supplementary school in their local synagogue.
Not only do lay people often report having had bad or indiffer-
ent experiences in these schools, but recent research reports
(such as BJE, 1988; Schoem, 1979) have also added doubt as to
the ability of these schools to reach even minimal goals in
educating young Jews. It has reached a point where serious
people are questioning if the community ought to invest further
in trying to improve supplementary education or whether it would
be wiser to invest in other forms of Jewish education - such as
day schools, informal education, the Israel experience, media -
to offset the weakness of the supplementary school experience.

This research begins from a different perspective. It is
an inquiry into systems and subsystems. It begins from the
following diagram:




A vast majority of supplementary schools are "located
within" synagogues. But what is the nature of that location
within? Is the school housed within? Is it supported by the
synagogue? Is it a department within an agency or more a member
of a family? Is it, to borrow a metaphor, a viable entity in
its own right, or is it so bound to the host environment that it
cannot be thought of except as part of that environment?

However these questions are answered, they point to the
importance of carefully considering the relationship between
school and synagogue. They further imply that to focus on the
supplementary school in its own right may involve a conceptual
error. It may be that the concern for the viability of these
schools is best reformulated as a concern for the host environ-
ment, the synagogue, and its capacity to host or carry the
school into the future.

The synagogue is "located within" the community, but in a
different sense than the school is "located within" the congre-
gation. The boundaries of this relationship are less clearly
defined and hence more fluid. Yet, how the local synagogue
"fits into" the larger picture of the local Jewish community (as
well as "into" other local and national communities) may be an
integral part of the conceptual work we need to be doing in
thinking about the viability of the school "within" the syna-
gogue. This perspective invites us to consider how interactions
between the synagogue and the community affect the place of the
school "within" the congregation. For example, when help or
support for educational programming is offered from without, how
does the congregation mobilize to draw upon or resist that
offer? When population shifts occur, how does the congregation
mobilize to deal with those changes in the community?

On Differences

The language of "system, subsystem" is appealing insofar as
it invites consideration of the interactive nature of the rela-
tionship of "parts" and "wholes". 1In considering the school-
synagogue-community network of relationships, it is important to
stress the dynamic nature of the systems involved. While there
are structural constants and real-world constraints on how these
relationships are defined, there is also much room for latitude
of definition, for how synagogues "choose" to relate to the
school "within" and the community "without." So, too, there is
room for the school and the community (represented by its
institutions and individual members) to "choose" how to relate
to the synagogue.



What the systems perspective concretely translates into in
the case of this research is a set of observations on differ-
ences in how congregations, even within the same community and
denomination, have set up these relationships. They host the
school within differently and greet communal changes and initia-
tives differently; and these differences seem to be related to
differences in the quality of the educational programs offered.

Consistent with a systems perspective, this research avoids
identifying synagogue variables that may impact the supplemen-
tary educational programs. Rather, it attempts to describe the
elements of a relationship to highlight how, when the elements
are handled differently, the relationship evolves differently.

On Goodness

Lightfoot’s The Good High School (1983) is appealing to
this descriptive effort in its use of "portraits of character
and culture" and its willingness to talk of "goodness" in
relation to schools.

The description in the literature of the congregational
school (is this not a preferred label?) has been so negative
that it may be time to highlight "goodness": schools within
congregations that seem to stand out in terms of their quality.
The problem is that the judgment of goodness - as in Lightfoot’s
case - is clinical, based on the eye of the seasoned observer,
and not on objective criteria.

On Methodoloqgy

This is a qualitative study of three synagogues and their
schools within the Boston area. It relies on observations and
interviews. It will attempt to yield a portrait of the
synagogue-school relationship within this Jewish community and
highlight how differences in constructing that relationship
relate to the goodness of the congregational school.
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THE COMMISSION ON JEWISH EDUCATION IN NORTH AMERICA

MEETING OF RESEARCHERS
Cleveland -- December 4 and 5, 1989
SCHEDULE

Monday, Dec. 4

Meetings at Jewish Community Federation
1750 Euclid Avenue -- 216/566-9200

6:00 - 7:00 p.m. Dinner (with the educators of
the programmatic agenda)

7:00 - 10:00 p.m. Session I:

* Introduction and status
report on research

* Dr. Isa Aron: Issues
of Professionalism in Jewish
Teaching

Tuesday, Dec. 5

9:00 - 12 Noon Session II:
* Dr. Aryeh Davidson:

The preparation of Jewish
educators in North America

12 Noon - 1:00 p.m. * Lunch
1:00 - 4:00 p.m. Session III:
* Dr. Joseph Reimer: the

Synagogue as context for
Jewish education

4:00 p.m, Break

7:00 p.m. Dinner

Room B. Van
from hotel
at 6 p.m.

Room A

Van to hotel
at 10 p.m.

Room A

Room B

Room A

Van to hotel
at 4:00 p.m.

Bond Court -
Rockefeller
Room

over...




7:30: \pam.

/jaog0858:1

Session IV:

* Dr. Isa Aron: Analysis
of Los Angeles teacher census
data

* The state of the field:
data on Jewish education in
North America

Bond Court -
VanSweringen
Room



COMMISSION ON JEWISH EDUCATION Nov. 14, 1989
IN NORTH AMERICA

Research Meeting Schedule

Monday, Dec. 4 Jewish Community Federation
1750 Euclid Avenue

6:30 p.m. Dinner
7:00-10:00 p.m. Research presentation #1
Tuesday, Dec. 5 Jewish Community Center

26001 So. Woodland Road

9:00-12 noon Research presentation #2
12 noon-1:00 p.m. Lunch break

1:00-4:00 p.m. Research presentation #3
4:00 p.m. Break

6:30-7:00 p.m. Dinner - Bond Court Hotel
7:00-10:00 p.m. ' Research presentation #4

Bond Court Hotel
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4500 Euclid Avenue
Cleveland, Ohio 44103
216/391-8300

TO: Barry Holtz
FROM: Mark Gurvis

DATE: 11/22/89

I look forward to seeing you in Cleveland next week for the research
meeting for the Commission on Jewish Education in North America.
Enclosed is a copy of Isa Aron's paper on "Issues of Professionalism
in Jewish Education." Material from Aryeh Davidson and Joe Reimer
will be coming to you in the next few days. Additional material
that Isa has prepared on the state of the field of personnel will be
shared at the meeting in Cleveland.

If you have not yet shared your travel arrangements with me, please
do so as soon as possible so that we can coordinate transportation

in and around Cleveland.

Please feel free to call me with any questions (216-391-8300 X2398).

Convened by Mandel Associated Foundations, JWB and JESNA in collaboration with CJF



~ COMMISSION
ON JEWISH EDUCATION
IN NORTH AMERICA

Commissioners

Morton L. Mandel

Chairman

Mona Riklis Ackerman
Ronald Appleby
David Arnow
Mandell L. Berman
Jack Bieler

Charles R. Bronfman
John C. Colman
Maurice S. Corson
Lester Crown

David Dubin

Stuart E. Eizenstat
Joshua Elkin

Eli N. Evans

Irwin S. Field

Max M. Fisher
Alfred Gottschalk
Arthur Green

Irving Greenberg
Joseph S. Gruss
Robert I. Hiller
David Hirschhorn
Carol K. Ingall
Ludwig Jesselson
Henry Koschitzky
Mark Lainer
Norman Lamm

Sara S. Lee

Seymour Martin Lipset
Haskel Lookstein
Robert E. Loup
Matthew J. Maryles
Florence Melton
Donald R. Mintz
Lester Pollack
Charles Ratner
Esther Leah Ritz
Harriet L. Rosenthal
Alvin I. Schiff
Lionel H. Schipper
Ismar Schorsch
Harold M. Schulweis
Daniel S. Shapiro
Margaret W. Tishman
Isadore Twersky
Bennett Yanowitz

Isaiah Zeldin

In Formation
Senior Policy Advisors

David S. Ariel
Seymour Fox
Annette Hochstein
Stephen H. Hoffman
Arthur ]. Naparstek
Arthur Rotman
Carmi Schwartz
Herman D. Stein
Jonathan Woocher
Henry L. Zucker

Director
Arthur J. Naparstek
Staff

Virginia E Levi
Joseph Reimer

4500 Euclid Avenue
Cleveland, Ohio 44103
216/391-8300

November 8. 1989

Dr. Barry Holtz

Melton Research Center

The Jewish Theological Seminary
3080 Broadway

New York, NY 10027

Dear Dr. Holtz:

Seymour Fox and Annette Hochstein thought you might be
interested in receiving the enclosed copy of the most recent
progress report of the Commission on Jewish Education in North
America.

At its meeting on October 23, the Commission discussed a plan
of action for implementing the findings of the Commission. We
will keep you abreast as the work progresses and would be happy
to receive your comments and reactions. '

Si/?érely, ).
)
/ 17 ﬂ’f"/rl)Ztu\

Virginia F. Levi
Commission staff

Enclosure

Convened by Mandel Associated Foundations, JWB and JESNA in collaboration with CJF
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