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First Draft 

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 ac.tual research. ,. 

Some of these questions can be dealt with in time for the final report. Others can only 
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 
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: 

Draft a brief statement disclosing the underlying assumption 
(that there ls 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? 

R2 

B. Research needed: The questio~ could be ans~ered in the following way: //~~ ,7,1 
~ ( o <!. C1,<...{~e• 1( llrlt,µ) C /1 

p , J<J.. ,yl-\.,e,...._, 

1. A brief statement on public commissions as tools for change. - ,; we ,CJ(-~ 

2. A brief statement summarizing the current opportunities. 

C. Feasibility: Highly feasible. 

D. Recommendations: 

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 

3 



First Draft 

R3 

First Draft 

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;;\) 
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 
Ackerman's nD;ni.assessmen~f Jewish education in North America, the 
New York BJE's study of the supplementary schools in New York, etc. 
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D. Recommendations: 

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) 

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

THE COMMUNITY ~ - ( 

/13<9~ 

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? 

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. Why the Commission? 

2. The State of the Field 

3. The Community 

4. The Relationship Between the Community and the Denominations 

5. The Shortage of Qualified Personnel 

6. Training Needs 

7. Jewish Education as a Profession 

8. Recruitment and Retention 

9. The Cost of Change 

10. Best Practice and Vision 

11. A R~ap for Programmatic Options 

12. Community Action Sites and Mechanism for Implem~ntation 

ill. The Questions Detailed 

I. WHY TIIE COMMISSION? 

Ql 1 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 assumP..tion 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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allocation. Point out conflicts and problems as well as trends 
opportunities. 

Resource analysis: commission a paper on the financing of Je~ish 1 
education (communal, private, sources). Point out trends and major 

1 

changes. ---

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: coinmunal 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/ 1 

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 or 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 or quality, their assessment of needs. A 
side-benefit or 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). 

)Jd 
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE COMMUNITY AND THE/ 2...x: · "~

1 
f­

DENOMINATIONS ~-~~ 

QS A The Question: Can the federations (the community) become the key ~ . ~ 
convener for setting policy and for allocating resources in Jewish educa- \.,A/" ~i,.;J:~ 

R9 

tion? ~ f 
D. Recommendation: In addition to the papers prepared for the questions ~~ 

on community the following would be useful: • '75. 
°'f .- l,. __ Ji}r, 

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?) A~j 

RlO 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
location) etc. (An extensive. paper on this topic is being 
prepared by J. Reimer.) 

] tt - iY' 
v--lD J1JVJ - -

Rll 

M 
(f (J\--S M 

~ 
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. Y ~ 
This paper should include extensive interviews with decision- a~ ~ 
makers and actors (perhaps within the framework of the v v ~~ 'i 
suggested survey at the G.A.) . ~ 

r. p ~ ~~ _. ~ 

THE SHORTAGE OF QUALIFIED PERSONNEL 
I V't. y ~ C ~ -~ ~ • 

~1) 
Q6 A. The Question: What is the gap between personnel currently available for ~ . - i 

Jewish education in North America, in all its settings, and the needs for @~ ~ 
qualified personnel for Jewish education? What is the scope of the ~ / 
problem? This question is based on the assumption that there is a 
significant shortage- o! qualified personnel in North America. That ) , 

• ~~ t r< J) 6\1\ I t ~ 
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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- ~,,:}j"--
ment in training programs, etc. 

C. 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 profile . of educators ~ave 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 
qualifie~ 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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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, Y eshivot, 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 cleaf 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. 

9 
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D. Recommendations: 

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

RlS 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). 

Rl 7 Assess existing training programs. (To be decided) 

R18 Draft a summary paper on training needs. 

7. JEWISH EDUCATION AS A PROFESSION? 

QS 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 off er the 
quality of education that is desired, it is necessary to raise the state of 
Jewish education to the lev~l of a profession. This raises two questions: 
1. Is this indeed the case? 2. If so, what interventions 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) 

Q9 

RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION 
IA~ ~·C·r+ ~ 

vf1_ ~'\A/c~VV) ~ ewe ~ 
I .a~vv-1~ 1 1~ 

A. The Question: Are there pools of potential candidates for training and ·'-:,_ . ~ 
work in the field of Jewish education? If yes, under what conditions can ~ ,a_ -IA,..~ 

such candidates be attracted to the field? Under what conditions can they f, IA,.. 

be retained in the field? • '" 

B. Research Needed: 

1. Undertake a survey aimed at identifying and assessing the potential 
pools of candidates from among likely populations, e.g. J udaica 
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 developmeµt 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 b~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) 

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 

QlO 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 evaluation - 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. A ROADMAP FOR PROGRAMMATIC OPTIONS 

Qll 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 - see 
separate memo of July 3, 1989.) 

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

12. 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. 

Rl The relationship between Jewish education and Jewish Continuity. Author: I 5 (, ')~ 
possibly a major Jewish philosopher. ~ ~ 

R3 Descriptive essay on the state of the field. Includes collecting existing data aRd l~ D ~ 

R6 

R7 

(';:.~':;" ==ionef =•~ I~ ~~r. 

The organisational structures of Jewish education in North America. (Walter ~ V Q 
Ackerman) + ~ VV'\-. ~~ )S --yD 
Possibly commission a preliminary paper on the finances of Jewish Education.])]') ,.,n,,,. ,. ,.., C, 

_(Hank T,e~) ~~ 

<Rs Attitudes, opinions and perceptions ofn~eds of leadership to be carried out at\ p ✓"" l~ · 
the G.A in November 1989. (S. M. Cohen, E. Cohen) _J 1/U)'"'T~ f ' 

· • · - rV\9 i.)J 
Case studies of those federations that are increasingly involved in Jewish .~-----
education- as conveners and as funders/policy-setters. (J. Fox-expansion of 1)d'V\.Q_ 

R9 

his paper?) 

RlO Case studies of congregations as context for Jewish education with particular j E ~, 
reference to the supplementary school. J. Reimer 

R12 The personnel shortage: Draft an analytic essay summarizing the data and 
offering an analysis of the personnel needs. (Isa Aron and research staff) 

R14 

R15 

R16 

Prepare an inventory of current training opportunities in all settings. (A David­
son) 

Prepare a literature survey on current approaches to training and compare with H ; 'fl/ (J tZ_ ~ 
existing practice in Jewish education. (A. Davidson) ~ \ Lt 

Gather data concerning background and training history of current go~ A"r\.~/ 

educators (possibly I. Aron) V' 7:J ;c-;-A- J 

R19 Commission a paper to review the literature on professions in general, and in / r-- c" 
. general education. The paper should assess the performance of the field of C .::> 

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

R20 Recruitment and retention: summarize existing knowledge for the report. ~ ~) 

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 



November 17 v~rsion 
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OPlION 21: ro DEVELOP CURRICULUM AND METHODS 

I NTF,UDUCT I 01\1: 

A. Curriculum 1s an option that 1s particul a rly complex because 1t 
is ·:::-o 1.,.11de-.. ·rc7<.nq1nq. i,Je could consider,, tor exE,imple, the ?..~.1.t.L[!(J __ QT 
form ot ,Je1.,.1ish F: 1j1Jcat1on, either ·formal or· 1nrormal .. T11-:::1t 1s, 1.,_1e 
could look at day schools or supplementary sc h ools, camps or com-
m u n I t y c en t e l' s , y o u t h g r o up ~3 o r t l' 1 p i,; t o I s i"• a e 1 "~ n d I n a J ] t h o s,. e 
cases trv to determine the nature a n d effectiveness of the cur­
riculum being used. In a similar way we could look at any QQQYl§­
t.1on for 0ew1sh educat 10n and try to examine the curriculum being 
us.f.?d for· that age qi·•oup. J"h21.t ,~=.., the• curr'1cu.l.um currently avc":lil.-· 
able tor 10 year olds and the curr i culum currently available tor 3 
vear olds or adults could each be evaluated separately. And, final­
lv, cu1··1'1cul1,,1,m ,:::ould be d1scu!:'.,sed in 1'E!lat1on to i,;_ub _i_ec.t_,,_mE,_t_tPrs:, .. 
The amount and qual I ty of cur·l'1,:u.Jum curr·ently av6.,ilc'lble 1n the ,?:'1rea. 

o f , f o ·,-. e x amp 1. e , t e c:1. c h I n g ,J e 1.,.1 1 ~sh h o 1 1 d "' y '=· may d i f f e r· g r· e .,,\ t J. y f r' om 
curriculum ava1labJe 1n the area of teaching Israel or Hebrew. 

B. And these areas do not address the issue of qual.Lt~_an d 
avE1_1).ab,,1,l,_1_tv. We cc1n see !:5ome materials 1.,.1h1ch c,1.re ~,•:u,unplE•s of ~?f .. ·­
fective curr1cu.tum-- they clearly help educators perform therr 
tasks. Other materials are avai]able, but are 1neftect1ve; they are 
designed as curriculum, but do not help the educator. And there 1s 

a very 1mpor1ant, though often-overlooked, area which we could call 
''cur1·1culu.m 1n potentiB.1.'' Thes:.e are the av,,,\ilc,\bJ.1:: m2,. tE•r1als. or ef-­
fective programs which could be 1Yrng~-~D!Q curriculum, but have not 
·y-et bc'.•en pe1·ceived 2\'::'., '' cui·ricu1um'' . f-01' example, th1c• many ,.Jud-::,\ICE1 
boo/.::'=· for r.~ d u.1 ts;. c 1..1 r re n t l y I n pl' 1 n t co u l d be s:. e en 21. s "cur\' i cu 1 u.m ; n 
potenti,:::1.l" ·rc:,r adult Pducat1on; the mi:1ter1al~5 exist, but 1.,.1e i:,on'i 
k n o 1.1,1 h o '·'·' t o u '=· e t h f? m f o 1~ c:l. d u. .l t e d u. c a t I o n i n c•. g e n e r ,::1 J. 1.,.1 a y ( t h a t I s , 
there are 1ndiv1dual talented teachers ot adults that use such 
books, but their teaching ideas have not been organized or dis­
seminated 1n a way that other teachers could use them) .. Another ex­
cimple of "cu.r1··1c u lu.m in potent1c;1.l" is the efft~ct,ve proqramminq donE.• 
1n camps or community centers, most of which has never been written 
down and therefore cannot find a wider audience. 

C. Finally, none of the above addresses the crucial connection be­
t 1.1.1 e f.~ n ,:: u. r r i ,:: u. 1 1 .. 1 m as I t 1 ~"' c o n c e I v ~~ d an d c u r r I c u l um .:':\ s:. i t J I v e s, ... 
Curriculum plans that have been developed are directly tied to the 
implementation of curriculum. For example, we seem to have some 
c u r r I c u 1 um o t q u c\ J I t y av,::\ 1 l a b l e ·f o r t h e t t~ a c h i n g c, f , ... , e b r e 1.,.1 i n day 
~,=.cr,ools, but 1.,.1e hE,.ve a lack of qu.al1fied pe 1'S:.onntcil +o implement that 
curriculum. In addition we seem to have a lack of personnel who 
could tra.1n teachers to use these existing materials. And, 1n add1-
t 1on,, 1n the rmpor·tE:1.nt domain of 11 cur·r·1cu.lum in potential,," 1.r.1e may 
not have the talented or trained personnel who could do the Job of 



taking ex1st1ng ideas, programs or lesson plans and 1~§D§1Q~ming 
t hem I n t o curl' 1 cu .l um • 

We could also consider the inst1tut1ons that should develop cur­
riculum. '.::::hould this come as a ''top-do1 ... 1n'' process throucJh Boar,:ji:;; of 
Jewish education, research centers and curriculum publ 1shers or 
should this emanate from local institutions or trom the 1nd1v1dual 
educators themselves> 

Finally we could treat curriculum and methods together, for our con­
ception ot curriculum requires that we include the methods by which 
t he ,: 1.t r· r i c u. l um I s t o t:, •? t c:i. u q h t . 

We will try to address the general picture ot curriculum in Jewish 
t"ducat1on,, bPlnf;J f1.1.lly a1.,.1arP that th£" comp.lf,_.x1ty of thE• suf:,je,:t doE:•,:,;. 

not al.low tor a simple or detailed analysis. 

lhe1 .. ·,?fore~ 

TARGET POPULATIONS: All aqe qroups, settings and forms of Jewish ed­
u ,::at I on , 

UUTC:OME::::;~ rhe ''Improving Cur1'1culum'' option should me2.n: 
a> Materials should encompass the various settings and age groups of 
,Je1.,.1 i <::,h education 
b) Materials should be both effective and available 
c) E::ducc'ltors ,,teachf?rs, 1nfo1'mc:d educators, etc.) s;hould p-:,rt1cipclte 
1n 1n-serv1ce education programs where they can learn how to use 
curriculum and methods 
d) F'er~;;.onnel shou.ld be tr·a1ned to use,, implem1:::•nt ~t1'ain othe1's! i=l.nd 
c re a. t e mater 1 -::'11 '=· 

DO WE KNOW IF THE TARGETS CAN BE ACHIEVED~ 

i,J e d o k n o 1.,.1 "'1 g o o d d e a 1. a b o u t o u r a b i J. 1 t I f? s; t o c r e a t e ma t e r I Ed ,;;; f o r 
c,,.chool agi,:; popu.1.eit Ions and s.E:•tt in<_;Js; 1,1,1e a.ssume,, ba<::-t~d on th~":\t fact 
( an d p e i'' h <:i1 p s I n c o r r e c t 1 y ) , i:.-1 g o o d d e a J. a b o u t o u ·1· "~ b I J. i t y t o c r e a t E:• 
materials for informal settings and other ages. We know 2 good deal 
about training educators to use materials and about working with 
f::. c h o o 1 e n v I r o nm e n t s. 1 n i n t r o d u c i n g n e 1,1.1 c u l' 1' 1 c u 1 um I d e c1 s.;. ( i .. 12 • t h E:• r· e 
1s considerable research 1n the general education field, some of 
which is relevant to Jewish education; and there ,s considerable 
p r a t 1 ,: a.1 1,1.1 o ·,, k , m c, s t o f 1,,1 h i c h I s c 1 .. ! r r e n t 1 y n o t 1.,,1 i-· 1 t t e n up , ,::\ b o u t t 1"1 r•? 

1mplementat1on of curriculum 1n Jewish education) and we know some­
thing about tra1n1ng people as curriculum writers and trainers. 

WHAT ARE ALTERNATIVES FOR REACHING THESE OUTCOMES: 

Some have argued that training teachers and helping them become 
t he I t' o 1.<.1n ",::: u r r 1 ,:: 1..1 J. um de v el op E:• rs." m i q h t b ~= pref fl r ab 1 e t o 1,1.1 o 1· k i n g on 
curriculum matr-!!r1aJs per se or 1n 1,1.1orking 1n la.rqer institutions;:. in 
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a " t op d o, ,.ir, '· t 21 sh I on . (E.g. perhaps the local JCC or school or 
1:::.yni::\•;jog1Ji::~ s.hould be pi-oducing its; 01.,.1n 

11 mc:1.t0iriE:1l~::-'' a.nd thes,.e e1thr:~r 
may or may not be made available for larger d1sseminat1on.) 

fh1s aJ.1.·e,-nat1ve 1;.1i.LJ. r,2qu1re re.lievin•J talent 1?d tec.:i.ch£irs from a 
good part of their work and making consultants available to help 
them 1n the curriculum proJect. 

DO WE HAVE THE KNOW-HOW? 

In some areas, such as formal education, yes. In infor·mE:11 educc:1tion 
1 r I s u n cl ear 1.1.1 hat s. u ch cur r I cu 1 um sh o u 1 d l o o !:: 1 i k e E1. n d ho 1.1.1 i t 
should be produced. 

IS THE PERSONNEL AVAILABLE> 

In most areas (including wr1trng, producrng and implementing cur­
riculum): no. 

But this differs among settings and even among the denom1nat1ons-­
e.g. there rs a shortage of teachers who could implement Hebrew lan­
<_:.:JUc1(Ji:,• curr' i cul um In i::11 mos.t al J. S:.e t t Ing,::.~ t herf.~ 1 £::. a s:.hor ta.ge of 
youth group leaders who could rmplement curriculum ,n almost all 
settings: in Jewish museums there seem to be excellent personnel for 
1 mp 1 em e n t a t , o n o f p ,-. o q r am ·s • b u t 1 1 t t l e p e r s c, n n e l f o r c r e ,:.;1 t i n g c u r· ·-· 
r·1culum mater1c:1ls for the.•rn to 1mple•ment~ ther·e is c:\ qrr.•at s.hortc:\gE• 
1 n t h e n on - Cl r t h o d o x 1.1J o r l d o f day s c h o o J. t e E:i c h e rs f o l' r a b b I n I c 1 1 t e r •••• 
,1\ture >:Talmud, Midr'E1,:::-h, etc.J; -1-ht:>re s.f.~1:: .. m to be ,::i.dequc:1.tri numb£'l''S. in 
,:5 up pl em en tar y sch o o 1 s e t t I n g =· tor t e ,,,.. ,: h i n g ,J Fj 1.1.1 1 sh ho 1 1 ,:j i::1 ys, bu t no t 
prayer or· s.ynacJogue s.k1lls, et,:, 

T h e l' e I s a s h o l' t d g e o -f p t" r s o n n e 1 -f o r· c r t~ cl. t I n g n E· 1.,.1 m ,::, t e r I a 1 1s o r f o r 
tra1n1ng others 1n use of materials 1n almost all settings. At the 
very top of the training ladder there are some people available in 
Jewish education academic settings who could train future curriculum 
writers and planners and there are resources in secular education 
s,.chool"';. thE:\t could be put into play ht->r-·1:.01 2<.s. 1.1Jel.l. 

ARE MATERIALS AVAILABLE? 

This entire option 
,c.,bovP I t Is ,:i.l mo·:;; t 
thumbnail sketch: 

1s connected to this question and as mentioned 
1mpossibl(=: to addi'E•~-=-15 rn gi-eat detail. But a 

a) In supplementary school arena: a good deal available both from 
the national or9c.,n1z.at1on~-=J. E1nd throu9i"i '',:::urr1culum 1:le,;;1rinq hou!:;e~.;'' 
such as NERC at JESNA and CAJE curriculum bank and from the commer­
ci2<.l publ 1f.;i",ers (such a·=· Behrman Hou~,;(.,,;,. ::;ome a1'E•,:is ver·i e.tron\J 
( ,J e 1.1.1 1 s. h h o J. 1 d a y s ) ; s o m t-.' i::l. l' Fi c':l. s v e r· y '·'·' e c':\ k ( t e a. c h i n c;J I s; r '"'· E· l ) ; s. o m e 
areas materials are available but for varrous reasons have not been 
e f f E' ,: t I v l~ .; t £' c1. c h r n q l·-l *? b l' e •.1.1 ) • 
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b,; In day school area: much less available here • ·, t 11 1 n .,,,t.L mo:s E,\. 

_j e c t a r' ea.~-:;. €,• x ,::: 1:2 p t 1···1 e b l' e 1.,.1 l c1 n g u a 9 f? . Cl f t en '' c u r r I c u l rJ m '' 1 n days c h o o 1 s 
simply means handing out a classical text for the class to study. 
V ,.~ r ·/ l i t t l ,2 m -:::\ t e r- i a J. o f 2:1 n y '='· e r· 1 o u <::,. n e s; =· , h o l•J E• \i e r , E:1. v a i l '"'· b J. e t o h f:.? l. p 
teE:1ch(•?rs t1:2ai::.h r,':\bb1n1c JiterEitur·~? 1n qr'E:1ded f,:1,;h1on,, -tor ;;,,xc,.mple. 
y· e c::. ,, t h e 1·· €" .:::, l' e ma t r.· l' , a 1 s=. , n m o d e r n H e b r f? 1.,.1 ; c:i n d t h e r· t? c:l. r E.' l i t e r ,;:1_ t u. r-· E· 

books imported from I·,5rc.iEi1, but the~;;(•,· tend to prE:>SE:'nt pr'obJ1:c•m~,- 1n 
the non·····J.s,.i··c1.e.J. i •::.ett 1n,;i. Th,2rf? mc:i.y be qre2i.ter-· potrent ici.l hE•rE• for-· 
such exchanqE•"';. 

cJ For informal settings~ recently some materials are starting to 
b e c o rn e (:°:'I.\/-=~ 1 1 a. b 1 1::: i ·n Cl d 1..i. 1 t E:• d u c a t i () n ct o 1r, a 1 n " c1 t h f:! r 1.i.t 1 s C:.:! \1 ff: r· ~l l i t t l <:-:.1 

,n the way of materials, but potential based on programming experi­
ence and successes over many years (1n youth groups, camps, JCCs, 
E.' t ,:: ) . :::; om e m cl. t e r 1 2:1 1 s. e x i s t f o r' ~==· p e c i f i c l o c .;;1. J. i t i 1,, ~:.. a. n d m -:::l. y n o t b E• 

relevant beyond that setting 1e.g. Jewish museums.) 

d) E:,,:1r·ly childhood c:i.ge~ v£~ry littlf:: c:1V,::trlabl,2, althou,;Jh ther·e !f:::. 

p o t f:.' n t , E; l I n us. i n q .1 a d a p t J n g c h I l d 1' e n • ·::; l I t f? ·,, <T:1 t u r 1? • 

E;) ,:.~duJt: \/Fi':'.,, much mc1.t£~r1aJ. (books,. on hi~:..tory, Is,=.raeJ., tt'ansJ.at1ons 
and commentaries on traditional sources, etc.) tor the adult stu­
dent, but \/ei'\-' .i.1tt1£-' done a<::,. cur·ri_cul_um per ~,,.e (1 .. re .. ht>lp for· thP 
t.f.~~.•;;_t.lf.L~:· of adults.), plu.s VfJr·y l.ittie 1.1.1r·itten mater1c,.l bt>yond this 
formal domain. Thc1-i: 1:-:::,,, m2itE,rials. for· proqr.:~,n<::. on adult idE•nt,ty, 
g r o 1.,.1 t r-, , fJ t ;;: .. Even t h o u q h is om e p r o tJ r c:\ mi:::- ha. v e b e en s u c c e <::, s i· u 1 J. i t t 1 e 
has been preserved to help others implement such programs. 

f) Family education: some material available, some programs have 
been succes<:::.ful in ·:.;;.pec1fic localitJt\'S but h21.\/I::? not bE•fJn turni:::·d into 
curriculum. However, thrs whole area suffers from vagueness. The 
·!: e r· m I s; u =· e d 1 o o s~ €~ .1. y ,. w i t h o u t d e f i n i t i o n c"! n d t h e (J o a J. '==· f o r s- u. c h ,:: u. i·· •••• 
r,culum are unclear. Therefore it is hard at present to evaluate 
what exists and what can exJst. 

o> Computer and video materials both appropriate 
qua1,t:/ ,:11'e 1E•.ck1ni:1 in E1.lmo-:',-t ,:::111 ~:..ub.it>ct ,,~.reas;. 
mc1 t er i al s ,,:1. v ,:1 i 1 cl. b 1 e f o 1·· ,::1 du 1 t educ:~,. t I on. but f u 1 :1. 

LlfY!Ym has not yet been tapped. 

PHYSICAL INFRASTRUCTURE: Not relevant 

INSTITUTIONS~ Yes 

ANSWERS NEED: Yes 

AVAILABLE FUNDS: Generally, not at present 

for children and of 
::::;DmE· vi d£•o 
poti'"'nti,:11 Eis cur···•· 

COMMUNAL AND POLITICAL SUPPORT: Unclear; depends on setting 



QUALITATIVE IMPRGVEMENl: Yes 

QUANTITATIVE IMPROVEMENT: Yes 

COSl~ Wide range; This includes personnel for researching, wri t1nq 
and developing materials; personnel for training teachers 1n use of 
the new materials. Also costs for the actual production, testing 
and distribution of materials. In areas 1n which existing materials 
could serve as the basis of curriculum (e.g. adult education), cost 
of producing curriculum would be lower than areas 1n which few 
rrr ,':\ t \:,) r· i a l i0,. e x i s t ( e . q . e c.:\ r 1 y ,: h i 1 d h o o d ) . T h e r i·? c:\ r e a r f:.• as I n r.,.1 h i c h 
there is debate currently over about how to achieve our goals 
(Hebrew language) or even what those goals should be !family educa-
t 10n) and planning and research in those areas would also entail ad­
d j t f O'f°!E:-tl CC)St !I 

TIME: This is an ongoing activity and some materials could be creat­
ed fairly rapidly; others would take much longer. All materials 
would need revision and continuing update. 

IS THIS A NECESSARY CONDITION: NO 

1S THIS AN ENABLING CONDITION~ 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'Q dissertation. In this 
ethnographic description of the one school in its synagogue 
context, Schoem raisep several key obstaoles~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 Danial Elazar's Community 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 choose to handle their options 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 : 

COMU\iilSSilON 
ON JEW][SH EDUCATilO 

IlN NOR1H AMElRlICA 

4500 Euclid Avenue 
Cleveland, Ohio 44103 

216/391-8300 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in the meeting of researcher s 
for the Commission on Jewish Education in North America. The meeting 
will take place in Cleveland from 6:30 p.m. Monday , De cember 4 until 
10:00 p.m . Tuesday , December 5. Enclosed is a t entativ e schedul e for 
the meeting. 

All participants will be staying at the Bond Cour t Hotel , 77 7 St. Cl a i r 
Avenue in downtown Cleveland (216-771-7600). A reserv ation h as been 
made for you for December 4-6. The hotel runs frequent shut t l es 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 r e s earch 
projects undertaken on behalf of the Commission. Although the orde r 
is not yet set , the projects to be reviewed include the following : 

1. Isa Aron -- Professionalism as it relates to Jewish e ducation 
2. Isa Aron -- Analysis of data on the field of Jewish education 
3. Aryeh Davidson -- An inventory of current training opportun i ties 
4 . Joseph Reimer -- The synagogue as a contex t for Jewish educat i on 

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 t h e 
meeting. Enclosed now are background materials from meetings t h e 
Commission on Jewish Education in North America has held to da t e . 
I would particularly draw your attention to the appendix and t he 
background materials for the October 23 , 1989 meeting, which ou tl ines 
the research progra m of the Commission . 

Please feel free to call me at (216) 391-8300 wi t h any quest ions 
you have about the meeting or its logistics. 

Sincerely, 

m,~,L:t~ 
Mark Gurvis 
Commission staff 

Convened by Mandel Associated Foundations, JWB and JESNA in collaboration with CJF 
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.1sa t-1ro11, Pi1.0. 
December, 1989 

SOME GENERALIZATIONS WHICH CAN BE MAOEFROM 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 
diff8rence 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 10). An additional: 

20% work full time elsewhere 
251 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 48): 

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 
4 J) . 

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 
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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 1I) 
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: 

* 

8) 

In suplementary schools L.A. has fewer teachers teaching 
under 10 hours per week (69%) 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. 

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 schooi teachers in 
Philadelphia (28%) (Table 40). 

9) Income from Teaching 

In Los Angeles: 
only 14% of teachers earn over $20,000 from Jewish teaching 
and 1 5% make under $1 , ODO 

The full range of salaries can be found in Table 1K 
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In Miami: 
23% of teachers make over $20,000 
no percentage is given for uder $1 ,ODO 

In Philadelphia: 
62% of day school teachers make over $20,000, while 
9% make under $1 ,ODO 

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 t~e 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 Ptttsburgh 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) 
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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 oui 
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. We 
settled on seven categories, which are defined in table 3A. 

Note that one groupr 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. Sine~ 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. 

1 2) 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: 

1 3) 

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 
Orthodo x teachers and 36% of career teachers born in the 
U.S. work elsewhere) (Table 3P) 
with the e x ception 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) 

Career and Orthodo x Teachers Compared to Others 

career and Orthodo x teacher s are nearly twice a s likely to 
be the most qualified in Judaica, and only half as likely t o 
be unqualified (Table 3m) 
tea c her s who do not see teaching as a career are more likely 
to find the rate of pay appealing (Table 3T); intere s tingly, 
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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 300 
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. 
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U.S. and Canada 
Israel 
Other 

N=638 (11 missing cases) 

Male 
Female 

N=641 (8 missing cases) 

Table lA 
PLACE OF BIRTH 

TOTAL 

Table 1B 
GENDER 

TOTAL 

Table lC 
AGE 

62% 
25% 
13% 

100% 

23% 
77% 

100% 

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

N=601 (48 missing cases) 

TOTAL 100% 
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Table 10 
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% 

N=636 

Never Married 
Married 
Separated 
Divorced 
Widowed 

N=629 

Table lE 
MARITAL STATUS 

Table lF 

TOTAL 100% 

TOTAL 

27% 
63% 
2% 
6% 
2% 

100% 

PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS WHO TEACH IN MORE THAN ONE SCHOOL 

One School Only 
Two or More Schools 

N=608 
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December, 1989 
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TOTAL 

83% 
17% 

100% 
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Table lG 
TYPE OF SCHOOL* 

Reform Day School 
Reform Supplementary School 
Conservative Day School 
Conservative Supplementary School 
Orthodox Day School 
Orthodox. Supplementary School 
Community Day School 

TOTAL 

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

Table lH 

5% 
38% 
8% 

27% 
14% 
1% 
6% 

99%** 

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

0 
1-3 
3-7 
Over 7 

N=649 

TOTAL 

Judaica 

30 
17 
13 
40 

. 100% 

Hebrew 

43 
17 
14 
26 

100% 

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

. 
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Education 

29 
14 
11 
47 

101%* 



Table lI 
HOW TEACHERS SEE JEWISH TEACHING 

(% IN EACH CATEGORY) 

"My Career" 

"A Way of Earning 
Supplementary Income" 

"Something I Do 
Because it Gives me 
Satisfaction" 

39% 

36% 

25% 

TOTAL 100% 
N=629 

Table lJ 
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% 

N=586 

TOTAL 100% 
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Table lK 
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 lL 
SALARY PER ANNUAL WEEKLY HOUR(% IN EACH CATEGORY)* 

$12-299 
$300-570 
$571-694 
$695-999 
$1,000-1,350 

* by teacher slot (N=651) 

TOTAL 
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20% 
19% 
21% 
18% 
22% 

100% 



Table lM 
DEGREE OF SATISFACTION WITH TEACHING 

"Satisfactions far outweigh 
dissatisfactions" 

"More satisfactions than 
dissatisfactions" 

"As many satisfactions as 
dissatisfactions" 

"More dissatisfactions than 
satisfactions" 

"Dissatisfactions far 
outweigh satisfactions" 

N=623 

Table lN 

TOTAL 

27% 

48% 

19% 

5% 

1% 

100% 

LIKLIHOOD OF REMAINING IN JEWISH EDUCATION FIVE YEARS HENCE 

Very likely 
Somewhat likely 
Not likely 
Not at all likely 

N=607 

TOTAL 

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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46% 
35 % 
17% 
3% 

101%* 



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

1-3 4-6 7-15 

REFORM 6 11 8 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

REFORM 50 33 16 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 5 12 64 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 23 46 29 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 1 5 20 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 10 70 20 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

COMMUNITY 11 8 19 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

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

16+ TOTAL 

74 99%** 

1 100% 

19 100% 

2 100% 

74 100% 

100 % 

62 100% 



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

BY SCHOOL TYPE 

$12- $300- $570-
299 569 694 

REFORM 13 25 9 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

REFORM 28 18 23 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 16 16 11 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 20 21 24 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 8 16 18 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 40 20 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

COMMUNITY 6 11 37 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

*per teacher slot 
**Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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$695 $1,000-
999 1,350 

38 16 

8 23 

33 25 

9 26 

45 14 

10 30 

34 11 

TOTAL 

101%** 

100% 

101%** 

100% 

101%** 

100% 

99%** 



Table 2C 
YEARS OF EXPERIENCE* IN SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL 

(% IN EACH CATEGORY), BY TYPE OF SCHOOL 

None 1-3 4-9 10+ 

REFORM 7 35 34 25 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 4 25 37 34 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 20 20 40 20 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

REFORM 34 23 14 29 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 7 18 25 51 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 63 25 11 1 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

COMMUNITY 11 30 30 30 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

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

101%** 

100% 

100% 

100% 

101%** 

100% 

101%** 



Table 2D 
YEARS OF EXPERIENCE* IN DAY SCHOOL 

(% IN EACH CATEGORY), BY TYPE OF SCHOOL 

None 1-3 4-9 10+ 

REFORM 6 31 37 26 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 3 21 43 33 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 9 16 39 36 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

COMMUNITY 11 43 22 24 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

REFORM 75 14 8 3 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 58 15 17 11 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 70 10 10 10 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

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

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

101%** 

100% 



Table 2E 
CURRICULAR ASSISTANCE TEACHERS* RECEIVE 

(% IN EACH CATEGORY) BY TYPE OF SCHOOL 

Lesson CUrriculum Textbook Guidance None 
Plans but no Only from of the 

Lesson Principal Above 
Plans Only 

REFORM 11 44 17 11 17 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

REFORM 15 43 19 14 8 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 9 42 21 8 21 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 16 37 22 12 13 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 2 46 15 19 17 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 12 38 38 12 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

COMMUNITY 6 61 12 9 12 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

*per slot (N=648) 
**Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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TOTAL 

100% 

99%** 

101%** 

100% 

99%** 

100% 

100% 



Table 2F 
GUIDANCE FROM PRINCIPALS* (% IN EACH CATEGORY), 

BY TYPE OF SCHOOL 

Do Not Receive 
Receive Guidance 

Guidance and 
find it: 

very somewhat 
helpful helpful 

REFORM 28 42 31 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

REFORM 20 41 37 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 33 39 28 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 35 30 32 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 33 28 38 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 25 50 25 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

COMMUNITY 21 56 21 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

*by teacher slot (N=655) 
**Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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not 
helpful 

3 

3 

1 

3 

TOTAL 

101%** 

101%** 

100 % 

100 % 

100 % 

100% 

101 %** 



Table 2G 
EXTENT OF TEACHERS' INPUT INTO SCHOOL POLICY 

(% IN EACH CATEGORY)*, BY SCHOOL TYPE 

REFORM 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

REFORM 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

COMMUNITY 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

*by teacher slot (N=691) 

"A lot of 
input" 

14 

10 

17 

14 

10 

20 

21 

"Some 
input" 

36 

39 

36 

37 

52 

50 

34 

"Little 
or no 
input" 

50 

50 

43 

47 

34 

20 

34 

**Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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No 
answer 

1 

3 

2 

4 

10 

11 

TOTAL 

100% 

100% 

99%** 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 



Table 2H 
SATISFACTION WITH JEWISH TEACHING* (% IN EACH CATEGORY), 

BY SCHOOL TYPE 

satis. Hore As many 
far satis. satis. 

outweigh than as 
diss. diss. diss. 

REFORM 17 49 34 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

REFORM 28 49 16 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 23 47 25 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 25 44 23 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 28 48 15 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 10 60 30 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

COMMUNITY 25 44 22 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

*per slot (N=664) 
**Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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Hore Diss. TOTAL 
diss. far 
than outweigh 

satis. satis. 

100% 

6 2 101%** 

4 2 101%** 

7 2 101%** 

7 1 99%** 

100% 

6 3 100% 



Table 21 
LIKELIHOOD OF REMAINING IN JEWISH EDUCATION* FIVE YEARS HENCE 

(% IN EACH CATEGORY) BY SCHOOL TYPE 

Very Somewhat Not 
likely likely likely 

REFORM 38 32 21 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

REFORM 37 39 21 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 51 44 6 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 47 34 17 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 63 29 8 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 56 33 11 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

COMMUNITY 68 29 3 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

*per teacher slot (N=654) 
**Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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Not at all TOTAL 
likely 

9 100% 

4 101%** 

101%** 

2 100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 



Table 3A 
DEFINITION OF TYPES OF TEACHERS 

AND PERCENTAGES OF TEACHERS* IN EACH TYPE 

ORTHODOX 
Teachers in Orthodox settings. 

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

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

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

SUPPLEMENTARY INCOME 

AVOCATIONAL 

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. 

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 
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. 

STUDENTS W/OUT FUTURE IN JEWISH EDUCATION 
Full-time high school, college or 

*N=622 

graduate students who indicate that 
it is "somewhat likely" or "not likely" 
that they will be involved in Jewish 
education five years hence. 

TOTAL 

17% 

12% 

17% 

24% 

20% 

3% 

7% 

100 % 

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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Table 3B: 
AGE(% BY CATEGORY) BY TEACHER TYPE 

17-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 

ORTHODOX 9 13 30 23 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 12 30 15 25 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 4 14 27 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 18 21 21 17 

AVOCATIONAL 16 18 18 15 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED 20 60 15 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 68 17 5 5 

N=583 
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 

, 
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40+ TOTAL 

25 100% 

18 100% 

55 100% 

24 101%* 

33 100% 

5 100% 

5 100% 



TABLE JC: 
GENDER( %), BY TEACHER TYPE 

Male Female 

ORTHODOX . 41 59 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 33 67 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 5 95 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 16 84 

AVOCATIONAL 22 78 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 35 65 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 26 74 

N=618 
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding . 
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TOTAL 

100 % 

100 % 

100% 

100% 

100 % 

100 % 

100 % 



Table JD: 
PLACE OF BIRTH ( % ) BY TEACHER TYPE 

U.S. or Canada Israel Other 

ORTHODOX 56 25 18 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 100 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 66 34 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 76 17 7 

AVOCATIONAL 80 12 7 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 90 10 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 69 20 11 

N=619 
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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TOTAL 

99%* 

100% 

100% 

100% 

99%* 

100% 

100% 



Table JE: 
PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS TEACHING IN MORE THAN ONE SCHOOL, 

BY TEACHER TYPE 

ORTHODOX 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 

AVOCATIONAL 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 

STUDENT W/O 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 

N=586 

One School Only Two Schools 

88 

79 

70 

86 

90 

90 

92 

or More 

12 

21 

30 

14 

10 

10 

8 
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TOTAL 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 



Table 3F: 
TOTAL NUMBER OF HOURS TAUGHT (PERCENTAGE IN EACH CATEGORY) 

BY TEACHER TYPE 

1-3 4-9 10 - 20 
hours hours hours 

ORTHODOX 9 47 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 12 34 22 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 5 14 45 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 34 42 23 

AVOCATIONAL 53 37 7 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 37 53 11 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 42 42 13 

N=569 
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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21+ TOTAL 
hours 

45 101%* 

32 100% 

36 100% 

1 100% 

3 100% 

101%* 

3 100% 



Orthodox 

REFORM -
DAY 
SCHOOL 

REFORM ( . 4 ) 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE -
DAY SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 
SUPPLEMENTARY 3 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 
DAY SCHOOL 100 

ORTHODOX 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 100 

COMMUNITY 
DAY 
SCHOOL 9 

Table 3G: 
PERCENTAGE OF TEACHER TYPES IN DIFFERENT SETTINGS 

Career 
U.S . 
Born 

39 

7 

26 

17 

-

26 

Career 
Foreign 

Born 

39 

13 

50 

20 

-

54 

Suppl. 
Income 

14 

33 

20 

31 

-

9 

Avoc­
ational 

6 

31 

4 

19 

-

Student 
with 

Future .. 

-

5 

-

4 

-

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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Student 
without 
Future .. 

3 

11 

-

6 

-

3 

TOTAL 

101%* 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

101%* 



Table 3H: 

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

Pre-Kand 
K Only 

ORTHODOX 4 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 1 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 5 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 1 

AVOCATIONAL 3 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 5 

N=672 
*This calculation is by teacher slot. 
**Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 

1-6 
Only 

46 

46 

67 

54 

53 

43 

55 

7-12 K-6 
Only 

33 1 

27 6 

13 4 

26 4 

22 3 

19 

15 3 
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1-12 K-12 

15 2 

17 3 

10 1 

13 3 

16 2 

33 5 

13 10 

TOTAL 

101%** 

100% 

100% 

101%** 

99%* 

100% 

101%** 



Table 31: 

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

$500- $1000-
999 2999 

ORTHODOX 2 3 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 7 10 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 7 12 

SUPPL. 
INCOME J-5 41 

AVOCATIONAL 40 38 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 5 58 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 26 50 

N=569 
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 

$3000- $10,000-
9999 14,999 

28 21 

32 15 

28 24 

37 7 

18 4 

32 5 

16 
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$15,000- $19,000+ TOTAL 
18,999 

11 35 100% 

10 27 101%* 

9 20 100% 

1 101%* 

1 101%* 

100% 

3 5 100% 



Table 3J: 
SALARY PER ANNUAL HOUR* (% FOR EACH CATEGORY), 

BY TEACHER TYPE 

$12- $300- $571- $695-
299 570 694 999 

ORTHODOX 8 19 20 38 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 5 20 21 23 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 18 15 18 27 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 18 17 29 11 

AVOCATIONAL 41 24 14 3 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 10 29 33 5 

STUDENT W/O 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 29 20 15 10 

*by slot (N=651) 
**Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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$1000-
1350 

15 

31 

23 

25 

17 

24 

27 

TOTAL 

100% 

100% 

101%** 

100% 

99%** 

101%** 

101%** 



Table 3K 

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

ORTHODOX 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 

AVOCATIONAL 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 

*N=691 

Medical Pension 

32 

22 

38 

11 

5 

5 

13 

6 

27 

7 

2 

2 
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Disability 

11 

18 

28 

7 

7 



Table 3L: 
PERCENTAGE OF TEACHING SLOTS* WHICH CARRY OTHER BENEFITS, BY TEACHER TYPE 

ORTHOOOX 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 1 
tuition 
for 
children 

Day care 17 6 34 32 4 6 
for 
children 

Free or 
reduced 5 12 33 30 16 3 1 
membership 
in synagogue 
or 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 
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Table 3M: 

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

None 1-3 3-7 Over 7 

ORTHODOX 19 10 14 58 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 16 11 14 59 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 32 5 7 56 

SUPPL.INCOME 38 24 15 23 

AVOCATIONAL 32 30 12 27 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 10 30 60 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 36 33 13 18 

N=622 
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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TOTAL 

101%* 

100% 

100% 

100% 

101% 

100% 

100 % 



Table 3N: 

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

None 1-3 3-7 

ORTHODOX 40 18 16 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 26 19 19 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 42 5 5 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 45 21 15 

AVOCATIONAL 53 20 12 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 10 25 35 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 53 22 18 

N=622 
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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Over 7 TOTAL 

25 99%* 

36 100% 

49 101%* 

20 101%* 

15 100% 

30 100% 

7 100% 



Table 30: 

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

None 1-3 3-7 

ORTHODOX 25 13 13 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 14 14 19 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 21 6 7 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 26 20 11 

AVOCATIONAL 40 11 8 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 15 15 35 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 53 29 

N=622 
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding . 
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Over 7 TOTAL 

50 101%* 

53 100% 

66 100% 

43 100% 

41 100 % 

35 100 % 

18 100 % 



Table 3P 
OTHER EMPLOYMENT (% IN EACH CATEGORY), 

BY TEACHER TYPE 

Other Other Full- Home- "Jewish 
full- part- time maker education 
time time student is my 
work work full-

time 
occupation" 

ORTHODOX 5 12 1 25 57 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 7 29 14 51 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 3 5 12 81 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 40 42 18 

AVOCATIONAL 42 38 21 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 100 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 100 

N=619 
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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TOTAL 

100% 

101%* 

101%* 

100% 

101%* 

100% 

100% 



Table 3Q 
IMPORTANCE OF INCOME EARNED BY JEWISH TEACHING 

(% IN EACH CATEGORY) 

ORTHODOX 

,CAREER 
U.S. BORN 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 

AVOCATIONAL 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 

N=622 

Hain 
source 

of 

BY TEACHER TYPE 

One 
of the 
main 

An 
important 
addition 

income sources 

39 23 27 

38 16 24 

15 27 37 

3 19 47 

7 17 

20 10 50 

11 20 31 

An un­
important 
addition 

9 

14 

20 

27 

72 

15 

31 

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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No 
answer 

2 

7 

1 

5 

4 

5 

7 

TOTAL 

100% 

99%* 

100% 

101%* 

100% 

100% 

100% 



ORTHODOX 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 

AVOCATIONAL 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 

N=622 

Table JR 
JEWISH OBSERVANCE 

(% ANSWERING "YES" IN EACH CATEGORY) 
BY TEACHER TYPE 

11 Light candles 
on Friday 
evening 11 

11Attend 
synagogue 
at least 
twice a 
month on 
Shabbat 11 

99 

78 

86 

74 

69 

85 

56 

68 

59 

37 

37 

39 

55 

29 
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11Attend 
synagogue 

on 
holidays 
such as 
Sukkot, 

Passover, or 
Shabbat 11 

91 

73 

75 

63 

67 

85 

60 



Table JS 
DEGREE OF COMMUNAL AFFILIATION 

(% ANSWERING "YES" IN EACH CATEGORY) 
BY TEACHER TYPE 

"Belong to Jewish "Contribute to any 
organization other Jewish charities 
than a synagogue" 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. 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 

N=622 

55 

40 
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85 

56 



"" 

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

Very Appealing Neither Unappealing Very No Tal'AL 
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 IN 
JEWISH ED. 13 60 18 7 2 100% 

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 35 22 8 100% 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 1 11 12 12 33 27 3 99%* 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 1 12 9 13 38 22 5 100% 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 1 8 10 6 17 56 2 100% 

AVOCATIONAL 8 19 6 16 49 3 101%* -

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 5 10 20 60 5 100% - -
STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
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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ORTHODOX 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 

AVOCATIONAL 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 

N=622 

Table JV 
HOW APPEALING IS THE PART-TIME NATURE OF EMPLOYMENT(% IN EACH CATEGORY) 

BY TEACHER TYPE 

Very Appealing Neither Unappealing Very Not No 
appealing appealing unappealing applicable answer 

nor 
unappealing 

21 17 11 9 3 24 15 

14 33 14 10 7 22 1 

14 27 17 11 15 10 7 

33 45 13 3 3 3 

30 47 13 3 3 3 2 

25 40 15 5 5 10 

27 47 13 4 4 2 2 

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census 

Dr. Isa Aron and Dr. Bruce Phillips 
December, 1989 
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• 

TOI'AL 

100% 

101%* 

101%* 

100% 

101%* 

100% 

99%* 



Table 3W 
HOW APPEALING IS THE OPPORTUNITY TO WORK WITH CHILDREN(% IN EACH CATEGORY) 

Very Appealing 
appealing 

ORTHODOX 57 33 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN • 67 32 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 71 25 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 57 40 

AVOCATIONAL 72 24 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 80 15 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 56 31 

N=622 
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 

BY TEACHER TYPE 

Neither Unappealing 
appealing 

nor 
unappealing 

2 1 

1 

1 

1 1 

1 1 

5 

9 2 
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Very No TOTAL 
unappealing answer 

8 101%* 

100% 

3 100% 

1 100% -

1 2 101%* 

100% 

2 100% 



I 

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 1 6 100% 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN , 82 10 3 6 101%* 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 69 28 3 100% 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 64 31 3 1 1 1 101%* 

AVOCATIONAL 72 21 3 1 4 101%* 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 95 5 100% 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 53 31 13 2 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 roI'AL 
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 15 6 4 101%* 

SUPPL. 
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 5 100% 

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 3Z 
HOW APPEALING ARE THE OPPORTUNITIES FOR CAREER ADVANCEMENT 

(% IN EACH CATEGORY), BY TEACHER TYPE 

Very Appealing Neither Unappealing Very Not No Tal'AL 
appealing appealing unappealing applicable answer 

nor 
unappealing 

ORTHODOX 6 11 33 18 11 16 4 99%* 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 10 20 23 23 14 10 1 101%* 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 7 16 28 27 14 6 3 101%* 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 1 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 10 100% 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 2 16 47 4 11 20 100% 

N=622 
*Totals 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 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 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 Appealing Neither Unappealing Very No TOTAL 
appealing appealing unappealing answer 

nor 
unappealing 

ORTHODOX 48 36 4 1 1 11 101%* 

CAREER 
u. s. BORN 69 22 7 1 - 1 100% 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 51 44 2 2 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 2 100% 

N=622 
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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Lesson 
Plans 

ORTHODOX 3 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 12 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 12 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 16 

AVOCATIONAL 12 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 5 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE 
IN JEWISH ED. 12 

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

Table 3CC 

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

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

40 13 19 15 

28 20 21 15 

46 17 10 12 

40 16 10 10 

44 22 9 10 

43 19 29 5 

34 22 7 15 
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No Tal'AL 
Answer 

11 101%** 

4 100% 

4 101%** 

9 101%** 

4 101%** 

101%** -

10 100% 

"5 

"' . 
,. 



Table 3DD 
PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS* RECEIVING GUIDANCE FROM PRINCIPAL, 

BY TEACHER TYPE 

Do not Receive Guidance TOTAL 
Receive and find it: 
Guidance 

very somewhat 
helpful helpful 

ORTHODOX 31 30 38 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 19 48 31 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 34 39 25 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 28 37 32 

AVOCATIONAL 27 39 32 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 14 38 48 

STUDENT W/O 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 28 28 43 

*by slot (N=653) 
**Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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not 
helpful 

1 100% 

2 100% 

2 100% 

3 100% 

2 100% 

100% 

2 101%** 



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

(% IN EACH CATEGORY), BY TEACHER TYPE 

Very Somewhat Not Not 
likely likely likely at all 

likely 

ORTHODOX 61 26 7 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 55 23 14 3 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 57 29 4 1 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 28 45 19 3 

AVOCATIONAL 32 34 20 7 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 100 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 49 44 2 

N=622 
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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No TOTAL 
answer 

7 101%* 

6 101%* 

9 100% 

5 100% 

7 100% 

100% 

4 99%* 
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Section 4: Comparisons Between Judaica Teachers in Los Angeles. Miami. 
Philadelphia and Pittsburgh 
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4C: Place of Birth 
4D: Percentage of Teachers Who Teach in More than One School 
4E: Hours Taught in Supplementary School 
4F: Hours Taught in Day School 
4G: Percentage of New Teachers 
4H: Likelihood of Remaining in Jewish Education Five Years Hence 
4I: Percentage of Teachers Receiving Medical and Pension Benefits 
4J: Percentage 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 

33 

37 

11 (actual) 

Supplementary School 

13 ( survey sample) 

66 

63 

89 
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 32.3 23 

10-14 20.2 3.6 8 

15-19 3.3 

20-24 2.7 1.8 2 

25-29 1.1 

30-34 .9 .6 

35-39 1.3 

40+ 1.1 5.4 

TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 

Table 4F 
HOURS TAUGHT (% IN EACH CATEGORY), IN DAY SCHOOL 

Los Angeles Miami Pittsburgh 

1-4 2.7 1 3 

5-9 6.6 6.5 23 

10-14 11.5 6.5 5 

15-19 17.3 10.9 

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 

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 

LOS 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 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 
LOS 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 

Hone 1-3 3-7 7+ TOTAL 

LOS ANGELES 
DAY SCHOOL 26 8 11 55 100% 

LOS ANGELES 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 30 20 14 36 100% 

Hone 1-4 5-9 Kajor TOTAL 
or 

degree 
fro11 

Jewish 
College 

MIAMI 
DAY SCHOOL 11 16 4 69 100% 

MIAMI 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 45 17 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 

Denver In process 100%(?) 
(Day School 
Teachers, 
through 
schools) 

Cleveland 
(through 
schools) 

1987-88 100% 
(now outdated) 

Houston In process 

Los Angeles 1987-88 78% 

Miami 1987-88 80% 

Midwest 
Day Schools 1981 40% 

Philadelphia 1987-88 54% 

Pittsburgh 1985-86 100%(?) 
(through schools) 

Syracuse In process 39% 

TYPE OF INFO GIVEN 

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 

CITY RECEIVED NOT YET DAY SUPPL. DO SCHOOLS 
RECEIVED SCHOOL SCHOOL ADHERE TO THE 

SCALE? 

Baltimore X X X No. info. 

Buffalo X 

Chicago X 

Los Angeles X X X Questionable. 
Notes from 
extensive 
interview 
available. 

Miami X X Agency-funded 
schools adhere. 
In general, all 
Conservative and 
Orthodox 
Community schools 
are funded. They 
represent 
2/3 of all Miami 
Day Schools. 

Montreal X X Probably can 
assume that all 
schools adhere. 

s. New Jersey X (No info.) No info. 

Providence X (No info.) No info. 

Toledo X (No info.) No info. Scale 
requires 
extensive 
clarification. 

Tuscon X X No info. 
(Heb. 
High) 



SENIOR LEVEL PERSONNEL 

PLACE/ORG. DATE 

Cleveland 1987-88 

HUC Alumni 1988-89 
Survey 

Los Angeles 1989 
Report on Survey 
of Jewish Youth 

RESPONSE RATE 

100% 

87% for 
full-time 

58% 

TYPE OF INFO. GIVEN 

#, full-time/part 
time, salary ranges, 
benefits. 

Salary, benefits, 
crosstabulation with 
years of experience 
and size of school. 

Salary, benefits, 
median length of stay 
in field, 
"opportunity 
ratings" by personnel 
for creativity and 
growth. 



PRE-SCHOOLS 

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

LA BUREAU OF 
JE~ISH EDUCATION 
1988-89 Early 
Childhood 
Salary Schedule 
Rationale (15/70 
pre-schools adhere 
to this schedule.) 

THE 1988 MIAMI 
JE~ISH EDUCATOR 
STUDY 
Early Childhood 
Education Sunrnary 
(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 
a s s i s t a n t s , 
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 
nunbers of hours 
per week teachers 
are pa id to work. 

BENEFITS 

Medical-31% 
Pension-27% 

TURNOVER RATE 

Information from 
phone interview 
with Dr. Edward 
Kagan, J~B 
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." 

QUALi FI CATIONS 

City/state 
regulated for pre­
schools. 

S t a t 
requirements. 

e 

Percentages: 
-highest level of 
education 
- c u r r e n t 
e d u c a t i o n a l 
enrollment 
-measures of 
Jewishness (Jewish 
ID) 

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

RECRUITMENT/ 
RETENTION 

According to Dr. 
Kagan, JIJII pre­
s ch o o ls 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: 
-enrollment in 
CAJE workshops 
over past three 
years (83%) 
-other Judaic 
workshops (19% 
-Teaching Methods 
courses (30%) 

NE~ CONFIQJRATIONS 
OF TEACHING 



ASSISTANTS/ 
SPECIALISTS 

LOS ANGELES BUREAU 
0 F J E ~ I S H 
EDUCATION 
1988-89 Ea r l y 
Ch i ldhood Salary 
Schedule Rationale 

MIAMI 
EDUCATOR 
(1988) 
Childhood 

JE~ISH 
STUDY 

Early 
Aides 

87% included in 
response rate 
ECE surmary. 

of 

SALARIES 

Aides mu l t i p ly 
scale by .8 

Under 10,000-86% 
10,000-24,000-14% 
25,000 and up-0% 
Average-5,800 

Includes info on 
nunber of hours 
per week aides are 
paid to wo rk. 

BENEFITS 

Medical-10% 
Pension-?% 

TURNOVER RATE 

Info. on 
probability of 
remaining in field 
in five years and 
expected position 
in five years. 

QUALIFICATIONS 

Percentages on: 
-highest level of 
education 
- c u r r e n t 
e d u c a,,t i o n a l 
enrollment 
-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%) 

NE~ 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 



The Pr0 par3tion of Jewish educators in NoYth Americ~: 
(1 ·::; t E1t t.L:i y· ,::, pc,r- t 

by 
/\r·yeh D.,::1.vi d ::o on 

This research was commission ed in order to provide the 
Commission with an inventory and description concerning the 
preparation of personnel for Jewish education in North America. 
The study was designed to answer the following questions: 

1. ~-Jh .,;i.t in ·:::.-tit ution',; of f1igh,2•i-- 1 ,.::,::1.·rni ng a ·r· e pi--eparin cJ p•?r-~=-onn,:c·l 
for Jewish education? 

~- How many s tudent s are enroll e d in these programs and who 
are t hey (student profile)? 

b . Wh o are the faculty ( fac ulty profile)? 
c. What are the goals and ~tructures of these programs (program 

p r· ,·::, f i 1 ~.:- ) ·;:, 
d. What ar·•E!· thf,• c,:::,-,:;t ·::, <:1nd 'f1...lnd in1;1 p ,::1tter· n!:i foi··· th,?s;~~- pr or;ir·ar11~,:i 
,::,. What ar-e tht• vi <:oio n i:o of th,:::·,.; ,? in':otitutions witf ·1 

respect to the future training of Jewish educators? 
.2. \,Jh,:1.t i <::; th•? nature ,:::,f in ··-s,2-rvice- t"r-,,,1-ining for- .Je-wish 

educators serving in formal and infor mal educational 
~;+? t tings·-::, 

3. What are the issues and problems facing these institutions? 

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

1. Bulleti ns, program descriptions, courses syllabi publi shed and 
unpublished reports of these instit utions were gathered and 
reviewed. 
2. Site visits were made to each institution, where feasible i n 
order to observe classes~ interview administration, 
faculty,persons associated with these institutions and meet wit h 
students enrolled in the education programs. A total of 68 
interviews were conducted by the investigator. He also conducted 
group discussions with 57 students. 
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All data wera collect ed bet ween Septembe r 15 and November 2 0 , 
l '38'3. 
S ite v isits were c ondu c ted a t 11 of the 15 training ins t itution s 
i n Nor t h Ari-, er i c a . Se v e- n t y i n d i v i du a l '=· a '3 so,: i at e d w i t h t h es e 
instituti ons were interviewed f r om 1 /2 to 2 1 / 2 hours each . 
Group meeintgs were a lso h eld with students fr om many of these 
~chools . A total of 73 students parti ci pated in these me e ting~. 

Wh,:1. l·.: fo ll,:1 1..,i ·:;; i ·:::- an over·vi e1,..• ,:,f t he r·esul ts and initi.:::i.l find inrJs 
p l' i 1.::i \" t ,::, a t h or o u c;1 h a. n -';\ 1 y '.'.i i c,i o f t h e f i n cJ i n (J ·::; • I n p 1·· e p "' r· a. t i i":, n f ,:::, "r- I_; i· ·1 -.,:: 

lih~- -:.::--tin g, n·,u c h of this doi:::u ri",,-='nt ::l.ddr·e~;:;s-2-·,:; the quantitati '-/e 
aspects of the resul ts . The final report will also f ocus 
extens ively on qual i t at i ve aspects of the results. 

Inventnry of Programs 

Table 1 shows the distribution of students enrolled in 15 
institutions of higher learning in the United States and Canad a 
preparing persons for careers in Jewi s h education. These 
programs consist of three types: denominational, independent, and 
university based. Each of the denominations ( Conservative, 
Orthodox and Reform) sponsor schools or departments of Jewish 
education designed to prepared religious educators. The 
institutions are: Hebrew Union College ( Rhea Hirsch School of 
Education, Lo s Angeles; The School of Education, New York ) Jewi s h 
Theological Seminary of America, New Yo rk ( Department of Education); 
University of Judaism, Los Angeles ( Fingerhut School of 
Education); 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, Philadelphia; Baltimore 
Hebrew University, Hebrew College, Boston; Cleveland College of 
Jewish Studies and Spertus College, Chicago. University-based 
programs that were examined include: Brandeis University, 
Hornstein Program for Jewish Communal Service; George Washington 
University, School of Education in association with the College 
of Jewish Studies, Washington, D.C.; York University, Department 
,:if Jewi- · Studies, Torc,nto; McGill University, Department of 
Judai,: udies, Montreal . In addition the Bureau of Jewish 
Educati.~ :· in Toront,::i sponsors a Midra·:oha (Teacher Training 
Institu~•t that prepares certi fi£.-d 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, 
natic,nal c,rigin, and experience. ( Much of t~,e data needed to do 
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the indepe n d ent sc h ools and two of the denomin a t i onal sc hool~. 
Ov e r- a 11 the Uni v e r si t y - 1::ia•::; f:' d pr o g r s:Hf1s -::'ind d f:' norni n ational ·::; ,: h,.:11:,l === 

l" eq u irt:" studen ts to be f ul l timt' students . Th f:' s tudents i n full 
t ime program student s tend t o be within the 25-3 2 a ge rang e . 
They come from diver se bac kgro unds a n d many v iew Jewish ed uc ati o n 
a s a career change. ( Add it i o n al da t a i s needed to devel o p a f ull 
pr ofi le of these studt'nt s . ) 

2 . B . A . / M . 1'.i, • p r· 1: 1 g r a ms Mos t o f t h e i n st i t u t i o n s a r e p h as i n g out 
t h t"ir B.A. p r og r am s in Jf:' wis h e d u c ati on a n d emphasizing their 
M. A. p ro g ram s . Thi s phen ome no n a p pears to b e t h e re s u l t o f thre ~ 
factors: 1) th e re are dec reas i ng n umbers o f American co l lf:'ge-age 
::; t ud~nts who choose t o ma jor i n e d ucation p r·o grams . 2 ) 8 .A . 
p r, :1g r· c:ut'1s in .J t'w i s h e-ducc., tion t,::·nd to b.,,. d o min a tf:' d b y I s r·ch,~•l i<:;; 1 

wh o ar e in ter ested in earning a B. A. while in t he United Sta tes. 
Tr a i n i ng in s titut i ons tend to di scourag e Israelis f ro m ma j oring 
in e ducation on the undergraduate lev el , but do en c ourag e t h e m 
t o enro l l in Jewish studies prog r ams 3 ) Since the early 1980s 
there i i a trend among U.S. sch o ols 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 
i n B.A. level pr,:igrams in education. 

3. Doctoral programs The 67 students who are enrolled in 
doct o ral programs are comprised o f three types of student s . 
Appro x imately 70% are pursuing a doctorate on a part-time basi s 
while holding positions in Jewish education. These students v i ew 
the doctorate as a way to develop e xpertise, gain a credenti a l 
and move up the pr,:ifessional ladder. A smaller percentage ( 2 0 %) 
v iew doc toral studies as a form of continuing professional 
education and therefore enroll in courses year after year unt i l 
they are at the point of writing the dissertation. At that t i me 
many of these students become n o n-matriculating students. 
Appro x imately 10 % of the doctoral students in Jewish education 
intend to pursue careers in research and academia in Jewish 
education. 

4. Program approaches Those programs which offer degree programs 
fall in-sg, three categories, those which prepare teachers, 
educati-al change agents and communal/educati o nal professiona l s. 
Nine of ~:9e 15 programs er1numerated purp,:irt to prepare their 
student•1>o assume roles as classroom teachers ( 3 programs for 
the day · ~~hool And 7 for supplementary schools). These progr ams 
currently have an enrollment of 171 students. The second 
category - educational change agent, is c haracteristic of 
programs that are designed to prepare Jewish professionals wh o 
will assume educational leadership roles in the Jewish communit y . 
Of the 15 programs listed in Table 1, two, comprised of 21 
students, have programs which prepare educational change agent s . 
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to prepare students for assuming either teacher o r admi n istr ative 
ro les in Jewish educational institutions and includes two 
departments of Jewish education comprised of 26 students. 
Differences among thes e categories are reflected primarily with 
respect to their course offerings, prerequisites, student 
populations,curricular training models, internships/practica and 
r elationship to standards of the NBL ( National Board of License). 
(These issues are examined in Table 3.) 

5.Certification programs In addition to degree p rogr ams fou r 
programs offer a sequence of courses that will enable students to 
meet the requirements for NBL or local licen s ing agen c ies. Th e 
course sequence generally consists of 4-6 courses in education 
an d an internship or student teaching e xperience. As indicat e d in 
Table 1, 43 students are enrolled in these programs leading 
towards certification. Student s in certification programs are 
expected to have strong Judaica backgrounds and demonstrate 
Hebrew l _anguage 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 an d 
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 

B.A. M.A. (p.t.) M.A. (f.t.) Doc. T.C. P.C. 
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g -graduating class 1989 t.c.- teach er c ertificati on 

Faculty As shown in Table 2, institutions rely heavily on part­
time and adjunct faculty. However, as indicated in Ta ble 4, the 
use of adjuncts varies depending on the approach of the program. 
Among all the independent colleges there is only one full time 
professor. The denominational institutions have larger faculties 
and mo re full-time personnel. 

All 14 of the 19 full-time faculty members have doctorates in 
e ducation or an allied fi e ld. Nint y pe rc ent recei ve d thei r 
degree from a general u nversit y . Most did not write their 
dis s ertations on a topic related to Jewish education. Although 
there is considerable variation in the career paths of facult y , 
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 (asimilar phenomenon exits on the school level 
with teachers who get pushed up.) The mean age of full and part­
ti~e 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, 
Independen~ colleges, in contrast, have salary scales 
considerably below comparable local private institutions. 

Table 2 
Full-time, part-time and adjunct faculty 

teaching in departments of Jewish education 

Ful 1-t i me 

part-time 

adjunct 

13 1: (E,) 

44 *** 

* dendles faculty w►,o assume full-tin·,e tead1it1g responsibilities 
Six f.acul ty members listed as f ul 1-t i me devote at least 2/5ths of 
their time to administrative or other responsibilities 

** denotes faculty who teach at least 215th of a full teaching 
load 

*** denotes faculty are generally employed by another institution 
and teach only one course per year. 
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schoo ls receive lit tle or n o funding fro m community fe d er ations. 
They rely primaril y on f u n d ra i sing f or b alancinq thei r b ud qe ts. 
Independent school s to a l a rge e x ten t a re depenaent o n c om~unity 
fund i ng. H,:,we v er, i n r· e,: e nt Y'='ar-- '3 thert.• is a tenden c y among 
thes e s c hoo ls seek ou t s i d e f un d s an d b e come less dependent a n d 
a lso less accountabl e to the fede ra t i on s . Addition a l data is 
required in this ar e a t o d o a c ompl et e a nal y s i s. 

Ta. ble 3 

Perc en ta.ge of budget c o v e red by v a.ri ous funding s ourc es 
f or in d e pendent an d d e n o mina.ti o n a l s chool s 

Federati o n Tuition Other 

Independent schools 50-80 15-30 10-20 

Denominational schools 15-25 85-75 

Tuition costs The Jewish educational institutions of higher 
learning examined in this study have been subject to many of 
the sa~e 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 we r e 
nominal," ... it is safe tc, say that n o student will be denied 
the opportunity of studying because of his inability to pa.y t he 
r equired tuitic,n. 11 (p. 51) ( From: The- Edui:ation . of Ameri,:an 
Jewish Tea,:he-rs, 0. Janc,wsky, (Ed.) Ne-w Y,:,rk: Bea,:i:it1 Pre-ss, 
1967.) The current situation is quite differe-nt. 

I n the- denomination and university-base-ct schools tuition range-s 
between $200-325 per cre-dit or between $5400-7800 (24 credits ) 
pe-r year for full-time- study. The independent colle-ges charge-s 
Vary from $80- 150 per credit. Clearly, living expe-nses vary 
from community to community. However, I did not e-ncounter a 
single student who did not have to earn substantial income in 
order to attend school on a full-time basis. 

A few o/ r" the denominational schoo ls have fellowships available to 
student 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 whi c h 
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 NBL, 
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,:,r oth t- r r t-gi o nal l ic•:·ns i n g ag ,~n,:it-s . The s t an dar ds r>2-quir->2- d 

str o ng Juda ic a back g round, p ro f ic iency i n Ht-b r ew langu a g e , and a 
liberal arts background ( a t the gr ad uate l e v e l ) . The y tend t o 
a ttract students who e i the r l, a ve fairly s trong Judai c a trai n in g 
o r who are willing to devo te consid er a ble t im e to stud y i n these 
ar eas prior t o taking graduate wo r k . Although pr o grams in c l uded 
in this category differ substantially in their specifi c 
educational approaches and c o u rse offerings, they all emphas i ze 
three types o f c c,urses: the practical ( meth o ds and teac h i ng 
c o u rse s) , Judaica and foundation c o urses ( phil o s o phy of 
educati o n, educational p s y c hology, histo r y o f educ ation ) . Ea ch of 
t hese programs have practi c a which are l i nked to the s tudent ' s 
p l a,:: e of emp 1 oyment ( these s t udent s t each in a ft er noon schoo l s) , 

Th e practi cum generally i s o n e s emes ter in durat i o n an d invo l v e s 
s upe r v i si on b y c ollege personnel. From the perspec tive o f 
s tud en ts i n ter v iewed in these pr o grams t he prac ti c um d o e s not 
a ssume a large role in the conte xt of the overall program. Th ese 
progr ams tend to to rely o n a few core faculty and several 
as adjunct faculty to instruct in their particular areas of 
e xpertise. 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 tht? sdic,ol. ( A 
situation not disimilar to waht e xists 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 c hange. Students and faculty have a high degree of 
contact on an ongoing basis. Students are e xpected 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. 
Program experiences are designed to meet these goals. Bo th fr o m 
the perspective of faculty and students the practicum experien c e 
plays a very large role in their graduate training. Depending o n 
the particular institution the role of Judaica courses varies. 
Given the personalistic philosophies of the~e programs the number 
of adjunct faculty is kept to a minimum to ensure that core 
facultv •• ter~ct extensively with students. 

~'i; (: 
.. ',,t'., 

Studen ~ these programs tend to be slightly older than those 
in cat y 1 programs. They als,:::, ,:ome fr,:::,m a variety of 
backgrci sand professions. They view the opportunity to study 
leading to a diffferent career. With respect t o national 
standards, programs in this category tend to view the NBL as 
irrelevant to their mission in producing chang~ agents in Jewi s h 
educ at i ,:,ti. 

Category three, education/administration programs also place e mphasis 
o n the field placement. In fact students enroll in two practi c a. 
One in teaching and one in administration. However, in most ot her 



r espects these pr o g rdms corr~spon d s to cat e g ory 1. This prog r3m 
also attracts many indi v iduals from different wal ks of l if~ wh o 
view · the pr,:,gram as a me a n s to mak ing some impact on the Jt'w ish 
educational community. Students in this program have 
considerable course work in Judai c a and intensive Hebrew learnin g 
experiences including a summer Ulpan. 

A significant issue not reflected in the table relates to the 
ro l e and v i s i on of religious education in the program. 
Denominational schools tend to be open about their mission t o 
produce r eligi o us educat o rs. Yet, interviews and an e xamination 
of t heir literature does not clear ly articulate their vision of a 
re l i gious educator. Independent co lleges, on the other hand, 
reflect rather ambivalent attitudes towards religious educa tion. 
Often re ligi ous is confused with denominational. The 
relationship between ideology, religious education and category 
of program will be discussed at length in the final report. 

Table 4 

Typology of approaches to preparation programs in Jewish education 

pr e-r equi sit es 

course offerings 

trainit1g m,:,dels 

practicum/intern 

Student ~oals 

Fa,:ul ty 

NBL 

teacher training 

ma :,; i mum Judaic a 

Hebrew 
liberal arts 

5 Judaica 
3 rnethods 
2 F•:::>w1dat i 1:::>ns 

ac ademi ,: /method 

minimal 
school 

tead,ers 

full/pt/ad.j. 

important 

educational change educator/ 
agent administrat i.Vt 

minimal Judaica mod. Judai c~ 

mc,d. Hebrew 
liberal arts 

mod. Heb r t:•w 
liberal art s 

2 Judaica 4 Judaica 
2 Foundations 4 methods 
sociology 2 admin. 

academic/group academic/ 
methods 

extensive extensive 
institution school/inst 

change agents teach/admin 

full full/ad.j 

irrelevant varies 

Programs for avocational teachers In recent years several 
programs have been initiated by local communities -
BJE/Federation to address the teaching shortage bf qualified 



teachers for Sunday a n d a fter n o o n schoo l programs. Thes e 
programs are designed t o attr a c t Jewi s hl y committed adults, 
living in the community who enjoy wo rk ing with children but have 
gaps in c ontent and skill a rea s with r e s pec t t o their Jewish 
e ducation. These programs gene r all y consist of courses and 
modules intended to provide those skill s and knowledge necessar y 
for teaching in the supplement ar y s ch o ol s etting. In some 
p r o grams each participant is al so l i n ked t o a ment o r o r mast er 
teache r . Other programs have re tr e a t s and intensi v e wo rk shop s . 
The r e are probably l e s s t han a d oz en suc h prog r am f u n c t i oning 
today whi c h pr o duce between 3 0 - 70 t each e r s per ye a r. Th e fina l 
rep o rt wil l further d e scri be these p r og rams and di s c u s s th ei r 
implications within the t o t a l con te xt o f tea che r p r epar a ti o n. 

In-se rvice prog r amming There ar e ex t e nsive progr a ms f o r in­
service educati o n in almost every c o mmunity where there is a 
Bureau of Jewish Educati o n. 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 
JeQish education C e.g., camping, youth work, JCC, adult 
education). Many of those involved with the training 
institutions noted the need to establish programs in these area s. 
However, depending on the ideology o f the institution the n eed 
and programatic response are viewed very differently. This issue 
will be addressed more extensively in the final report. 

Interviews with JCC and JWB personnel indicate that within the 
"center w,::,rld" 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 d6ne to make use of the resources within the training 
institutions for puposes of maximizing Jewish education in the 
",:enter __ world." This area wi 11 be further e :,;amined in the fitial 
report.,., ,.._-

\]~') ~ V'l\11{.~5 I/ ' Issues and Topics 

In addition to answering the research questions which led to th i s 
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 65 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 appro x imately 350. What do these differences among 
the various studies reflect? Aside from differences in 
methodology what can be said to e xplain 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 ~s a profession. in numbers reflect differences in 
sampling t echnique, methodology and a variety other issues which 
will be addressed. Do the findings of this study suggest renewed 
interest in Jewish education? 

2.With the e xception of two Hebrew teacher colleges all 1.1 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 
edu,:at i ,::,n? 

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 
th~se issues. However, all agree that recruitment may be an area 
where ins~ituti,::,ns can t,::,gether in a collab,:::,rative fashi,:::,ti. 

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 
i mp,:,r t anc e. 

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. Th• · •ta on teacher preparation indicate a recurrent paradox 
emerges -in training institutions. Those students who are 
preparir19, from the least senior p,::isiti,:ms ( B.A., certi fi,:ati,::,n 
programs) have stronger Judaica backgrounds than those preparing 
form more senior positions CM. 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. F'.esear,:h is perceived as a need in the field by the 
denominational and uni versity based institutions, it is not a 
priority for the independent sc hools. What implications does 
this finding have for c ooperative work among institutions? 

12. There are several new types of programs emerging for traing 
avocational teachers ( Chicago, Providence, Philadelphia, New 
York, Pittsburgh, Was hington,D.C .) . Those establishng these 
programs o ften see no need to involve e x isting training 
institutions. Are there ways to utilize the talents of these 
institutions in the development of new programs? Are their mo del 
programs that successfully use the resources of the training 
inst i tut i on ·-;:· 

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. 
Others 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 
trainitig. 

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-servi c e 
education conducted for JCC 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 
it1stitutions. 

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 ,::,f the programs e:,;amined purport t,::, train for 
religiotls education, there de, n,::it e'.dst among these it1stitutior1s 
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 an~ programs 
of education. On the other hand there were those who 1nd1cated 
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 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 ______ ? 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? Please 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 dreamslf 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 
curriculum 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 J.e. within the community 
honoring those in J.e . 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 

Frequency 
1 
5 
2 
3 
1 

1 

1 
2 
2 
7 
6 
1 
8 
3 

2 
2 
2 
4 

2 
1 
5 
2 

Frequency refers to the number of schools that mentioned this 
particular need . 
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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: 
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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". In 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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MEETING OF RESEARCHERS 

Cleveland -- December 4 and 5, 1989 
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* Dr. Joseph Reimer: the 
Synagogue as context for 
Jewish education 

Break 

Dinner 
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Room B 
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Room 

over ... 
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Session IV: 

* Dr. Isa Aron: Analysis 
of ~os Angeles teacher census 
data 

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

Bond Court -
VanSweringen 
Room 
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TO: Barry Holtz 

FROM: Mark Gurvis 

DATE: 11/22/89 

COMMK§§KON 
0 JEW1[§H lEDUCAJrKON 

KN NORTH AMERICA 
4500 Euclid Avenue 

Cleveland, Ohio 44103 
216/391-8300 

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 Professionali sm 
in Jewish Education." Material from Aryeh Davidson and Joe Re imer 
will be coming to you in the next few days . Additional material 
that Isa has prepared on the state of the field of personne l wi ll 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 ]ESNA in collaboration with CJF 
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Dr. Barry Holtz 
Melton Research Center 
The Jewish Theological Seminary 
3080 Broadway 
New York, NY 10027 

Dear Dr. Holtz: 

COMMISSION 
0 JJEWI[§H lEDUCXfION 

IN NORTIH AMLlEID 

4500 Euclid Avenue 
Cleveland, Ohio 44103 

216/391-8300 

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. 

Sin erely, ;) 

{/4 I • ~~' 

V
~rF /Le- . • ~ 
1.rg1.n1.a . ev1. 

Commission staff 

Enclosure 

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



First Draft 

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 
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 
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. 

1rJ:d _, kt%_, ls\AAQ ~ 
+~ J--~ Cjf-~ j lV 
~ ~~r . ( 
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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: 

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? 

R2 

B. Research needed: The questio~ could be ans~ered in the follow~ng way: /J~~ ,~}o 
~ ( 0C a .... tJe•1r (M./4-<..l C fl 

p , , ,,,JU.., .yl-\..~ 

1. A brief statement on public commissions as tools for change. - ,1 ~ ~J 

2. A brief statement summarizing the current opportunities. 

C. Feasibility: Highly feasible. 

D. Recommendations: 

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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First Draft 

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;-~) 
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 t0 offer ai 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 m~iassessmen~f Jewish education in North America, the 
New York BJE's study of the supplementary schools in New York, etc. 

4 
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3. 

R4 

RS 

D. Recommendations: 

Draft a descriptive essay that will incorporate the existing 
data and offer an overview or the state or 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) 

Identify the research questions that are not being addressed 
within the framework or this chapter. (Research stall). 

THE COMMUNITY 
(/✓->L, ( 

/13c9~ 

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? 

,·· 

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

1. OrganizationaVInstitutional 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 

5 
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In the pages below we are dealing with the following topics: 

1. Why the Commission? 

2. The State of the Field 

3. The Community 

4. The Relationship Between the Community and the Denominations 

5. The Shortage of Qualified Personnel 

6. Training Needs 

7. Jewish Education as a Profession 

8. Recruitment and Retention 

9. The Cost of Change 

10. Best Practice and Vision 

11. A R~ap for Programmatic Options 

12. Community Action Sites and Mechanism for Implem~ntation 

m. The Questions Detailed 

1. WHY THE COMMISSION? 

Ql 1 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 assump.tion 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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First Draft 

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

Resource analysis: commission a paper on the financing of Je~ish 1 
education (communal, private, sources). Point out trends and major 

1 

changes. 

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: coinmunal 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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4. 

5. 

be visible and will seek active participation by many national 
and local leaders. (S.M. Cohen, E. Cohen). 

Jl~ 
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE COMMUNITY AND THE/ 2-K - ,,h--
DENOMINATIONS ~-µ 

QS A The Question: Can the federations (the community) become the key ~ . ~ 
convener for setting policy and for allocating resources in Jewish educa- ~ _,,{'.)/11.;t 

R9 

tion? ~~ 

D. Recommendation: In addition to the papers prepared for the questions ~ ~ 
on community the following would be useful: • ~ • 

~ - h• ,J_ifo 
Case studies or those federations that are increasingly in­
volved in Jewish education-as conveners and as 
funders/policy-setters. (J. Fox-expansion of his paper?) ~~ 

RlO 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 or the 
supplementary school? What cooperative efforts could be 
developed between congregations (formal education), JCCs 
(informal education), federations (policies and resource al­
location) etc. (An extensive paper on this topic is being 
prepared by J. Reimer.) 

~~k - ~ u-lD Jt}/J. • 

Rll 

(
nl f"j 

. r e,,fr-S ~ 

~ 
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. Y ~ 
This paper should include extensive interviews with decision- ,A~ ~ 
makers and actors (perhaps within the framework of the vv ~~ ~ 

suggested survey at the G.A.) ~-·---;;--

r. i r~ n~.' ~ 

THE SHORTAGE OF QUALIFIED PERSONNEL 
lv-t. v~(cv-, -~ ~-

~) 
Q6 A. The Question: What is the gap between personnel currently available for 

Jewish education in North America, in all its settings, and the needs for 
qualified personnel for Jewish education? What is the scope of the 
problem? This question is based on the assumption that there is a 
significant shortage of qualified personnel in North America. That 

. ~~ t r < J) 6V\ ' t ~ 

~~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? 

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- ,_,.__/\;f 9"-
ment in training programs, etc. 

C. 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 profile. of educators ~ave 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 
qualifie~ 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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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? 

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 cleaf 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. 

9 
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D. Recommendations: 

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). 

Rl 7 Assess existing training programs. (To be decided) 

R18 Dran 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 off er the 
quality of education that is desired, it is necessary to raise the state of 
Jewish education to the lev~l of a profession. This raises two questions: 
1. Is this indeed the case? 2. If so, what interventions 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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8. 

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) 

Q9 

RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION 
k~ CWAA· ( · rf ~ 

ca._ ~~\O~hvv) -~ ~ ~ 
I .a~vv-1~ 1 . 1 ~ 

A. The Question: Are there pools of potential candidates for training and s -~ 
work in the field of Jewish education? If yes, under what conditions can f-¾.£4.~~~ 
such candidates be attracted to the field? Under what conditions can they ~ I.A,.. 

be retained in the field? • '" 

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 developmeµt 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 b~ 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) 

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 

QlO 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 off er 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 evaluation - 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. A ROADMAP FOR PROGRAMMATIC OPTIONS 

Qll 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 off er an assessment of the 
feasible targets for each.· (Possible CAJE project- see 
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.) 

12. 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. 

Rl The relationship between Jewish education and Jewish Continuity. Author: I 5 (, ')~ 
possibly a major Jewish philosopher. . ~ ~'-'Vl/'uvo 

~ l~n Descriptive essay on the state of the field. Includes collecting existing data aRd v 

~t:,=:;ioncf ,::rs~ s ~ 14> • ~ r. 

R6 

; 

R7 

<Rs 
R9 

Possibly commission a preliminary paper on the finances of Jewish Education. 7) ,.,n,,,. ,.. n C., 
~(Hankl,evillc) ~_7 

Attitudes, opinions and perceptions of n~eds of leadership to be carried out atl p-::J..,. Y }'€, • 
the G.A in November 1989. (S. M. Cohen, E. Cohen) _J ~-r~ l 

. . . - rt/' ..9 l)J 
Case studies of those federations that are increasingly involved in Jewish .-::------­
education- as conveners and as funders/policy-setters. (J. Fox-expansion of J)d\'\.Q__ 
his paper?) 

RlO Case studies of congregations as context for Jewish education with particular j Es; 
reference to the supplementary school. J. Reimer 

R12 The personnel shortage: Draft an analytic essay summarizing the data and 
offering an analysis of the personnel needs. (Isa Aron and research staff) 

R14 

R15 

R16 

Prepare an inventory of current training opportunities in all settings. (A. David­
son) 

Prepare a literature survey on current approaches to training and compare with f( / 'IV() tz_ ~ 
existing practice in Jewish education. (A. Davidson) ~ \ y 
Gather data concerning background and training history of current go~ RJ"-...J..-1~ 
educators (possibly I. Aron) ff 'V ;c,,A I 

R19 Commission a paper to review the literature on professions in general, and in / r-- 5 
• general education. The paper should assess the performance of the field of '- G 

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

R20 Recruitment and retention: summarize existing knowledge for the report. ~ (J2___) 
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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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op·I JON ~: 1. :: ro DEVEL.OF' C!..ll=i'.F,: I CUL UM hND METHOD'.::; 

I NTF:cn::.,ucT l 01\1 ~ 

(.~\. 1.:::1.1.r·1'1culum ,s;. i,1n option thr.:1.t 1s par·r1cu1arJ.y complf~x bc~Cc':lus.e 1t 
1s. ·,:=:.o 1.1.11de-1'c<.ng1nq. Li.Je could coni::;1der,, for exE1mple, the .2.J~.1.t .. Lnf! ..... f'.f: 
f o r m o i ,J e 1.,,1 i s h t? d u c c'1 t r o n , E:• 1 t h e r f o r m 0:1 1 o r I r, r o rm a l " T 11 E1 t 1 ~, ,, 1.,.1 e 
could look at day schools or supplementary schools, ,:amps or com-
m u n I t 'l ,: en t e i' s , y o u t h q r o ups o r t 1' 1 p ):::- t o I s i' ,,:1 e l ,i\ n d I n a .l ) t h o s. e 
cases try to determine the nature and effectiveness of the cur­
riculum being used. In a similar way we could look at any DQQY!~­
t1on for Jewish education and try to examine the curriculum being 
used for that age group. fhat 1s, the curriculum currently avail­
able for 10 year olds and the curriculum currently available for 3 
year olds or adults could each be evaluated separately. And, final­
ly, curriculum could be discussed in relation to s~bject_ma!ters. 
Ti-,e amount E1nd quality of curr1cu1um curi-·E•nt1y avc,ilc,ble 1n the E1rea 
o f , f o ·,.-. e x Elfn p .I. e , t e a c h I n g ,J e ,.,,1 1 s;. h h o l I d ,.~. y s. may d i f f e r· g l' e c:~ t J. y f r o m 
curriculum available 1n the area of teaching Israel or Hebrew. 

B. And these areas do not address the issue of qual.Lf~_and 
.:3.va_1_lab .. 1,l_1_ty. We Ci:''11"1 '.5t?e ·,::;ome mater1,::l.ls 1.,.1h1ch i::l.rE' 12:(Dmples of (·?f .. ·­

fective curriculum-- they clearly help educators perform their 
ta.sk~=.;. Other 11ic':lterrals are avai1-::l.ble, but ar<:~ inpff(~!ct1vei they ar(·? 

designed as curriculum, but do not he.l.p the educator. And there 1s 
a very important, though often-overlooked, area which we could call 
''currrculum in potential .. '' Th€~~:-f.• a r e the ava1lc:\blf:: matei-·1a.ls or· <'!!f­
-fe,:t 1ve programs 1.,.1h r ch cou1 d be _t.11.r:rit,:f!_ ... _L!:'.!.If! curr I cul 1.1m, but h,:\VE~ not 
yet been pe1'cerved c:\'C:, ''cu i'l'J,::ulum''. For exi::1mple, the m,:,1.ny ,Juda1c,::1 
books. for ,,~du.its. currently 1n pi'1nt could bE: s.E:•f:0 n E.•.S:· ''cui'ri,:::u.lu;'Ti 1n 
potential" 'for .sdult pducat,on; the m2i.terials, exist, but 1.1.1e ,jon't 
k n o 1,1,1 h o 1,1.1 t o JJ !:':- e t h f~ m f o r c:i. d u. l t e d u ,:: c'.:I t I o n i n a g e n e i' ,.::1 J. 1.,.1 a y ( t h a. t i s ,, 
there are 1ndiv1dual talented teac hers of adults that use such 
books, but their teaching ideas have not been organized or dis­
seminated 1n a way that other teachers could use them). Another ex­
i::1.mple c:,f "cu1'r1,:ulum 1n potential" is. the E•ffE:•ct1ve programming donE.' 
1n camps or community centers, most of which has npver been written 
down and therefore cannot find a wider audience. 

C. Finally, none of the above addresses the crucial connection be­
t '-'·' e r~ n c u 1' r i c u J. um as I t I s;. ,:: o n ,::: e i v e d c.'i n d c u i' r I c u J. um as i t 1 1 v e s .. 
Curriculum plans that have been developed are directly tied to the 
implementation of curriculum. For example, we seem to have some 
c u. r r r c u l um o f q u E<.1 1 t y av a I l a b 1 e 'f o r t h e t e i:'~ c h i n q o t H e b r e ,.,_1 i n day 
':::-i:hools,., but 1.1.1e hE.1.ve a l.3.ck of qu.c1l1fied per·sonnE,1 1 to imp.i.ement that 
curriculum. In addition we seem to have a lack of personnel who 
could tra_tn teachers to use these existing materials. And, 1n add1-
t1on,, 1n the 1mpor·tc:~nt domc:11n of '1 cui-·r·1culu.m in potenti2l.l ,,'' t.i.1e mc:1y 
not have the talented or trained personnel who could do the Job of 



taking ex1st1ng ideas, programs or lesson plans and !E~D§lQEffi~ng 
th em Into cur 1· 1 ,: u l um . 

We could also consjder the insfjtut1ons that should develop cur­
riculum. ::=:;hould this come as ,::1 "top-do1.1.1ni; p1·ocess th1·ou9h Boar,:1!,; of 
,J e 1.,.1 1 s. h e d u c a t I on , r e s e E,\ r· c h c e n t e r' s:=, c:i n d c u r· r i c u J. um p u b 1 1 s. h f:' r ·=.,. o r 
should this emanate from .local institutions or rrom the 1nd1v1dual 
educators themselves> 

Finally we could treat curriculum and methods together, for our con­
ception of curriculum requires that we include the methods by which 
the curriculum is to be taught. 

We will try to address the general picture of curriculum 1n Jewish 
F,ducat1on,, being fully a1.,.1a1'f:: that thf.> co,11plE•x1ty of thE• subject dops;. 
not allow tor a simple or detailed analysis. 

Tnei .. ·efore: 

TARGET POPULATIONS: All age groups. settings and forms of Jewish ed­
ucation .. 

OUTCOME::::;: l"he ''Improving Cur1·1culum'' option should mean~ 
a) Materials should encompass the various settings and age groups of 
,J 121.,.1 1 <:-h educ at i on 
b) Materials should be both effective and available 
c ) Ed u ca t o r s ,, t e 21. ch e rs , 1 n f o rm a J. e d u ,:: a t o rs , e t c . ) s h o u J. d p ;::\ r t i c i pa t ('2 

in 1n-serv1ce education programs where they can learn how to use 
curriculum and methods 
d) Pero.::,onnel s.hou.l.d be trained to us,.e,, implemE•nt ~trc1.1n other's> and 
c r E' .:::1. t e mater I i:.'I l i=• 

DO WE KNOW IF THE TARGETS CAN BE ACHIEVED~ 

~.J e d o k n o 1.,,1 a 1] o o d d P 2d a 1:, o u t o u r 21. b I l I t I e s t o ,::: r e ,,'\ t e ma t e ·,, i a 1 s-~ f o r 
school age populations and settings; we assume, based on that fact 
( an d p f.? i' h a p s I n ,::: o 1· 1· e c t J. y ) , a i:J o o d d e a J. a b o u t o u r· ,c1 b I l i t y t o c r 12 a t E· 

materials for informal settings and other ages. We know a good deal 
about training educators to use materials and about working with 
i;:.ch ool env 11·onmen ts. 1 n int i'oduc Ing ne1.1.1 cui·r I i::ul um Ideas,. ( i . t:~. t hi~re 
1s considerable research 1n the general education field, some of 

1.1.1 h I c h I s;;. 1· e 1 e v c:1. n t + o ,J e 1.,.1 1 s h e d u c a t i o n ; ,.:':l. n d t h e l' 1:.~ 1 s ,: o n s , d '=' r a b J. E• 

p r· cl. t I c a. 1 1.1.1 o r k , m o s t o 'f 1.,.1 h i c h I s ,:: u r r e n t 1 y n o t 1.,.1 r i t t e n up , C:-\ t, o u t t h (·? 

1molementat1on of curriculum 1n Jewish education) and we know some­
thing about tra1n1ng people as curriculum writers and trainers. 

WHAT ARE ALTERNATIVES FOR REACHING THESE OUTCOMES~ 

Some have argued that training teachers and helping them become 
thE•li' 01.1.1n ''c u.r·r1i:::uJ.um de\,'elopers,.'' miqht bt,• pr·efei·able to 1.,.1orking on 
curr1,:ulum matE1 r1.:::1.J.s per se or 1n 1.,.1ork1n9 in la.r(Jer 1nst1tut1ons in 
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a ''top do1,.1n'' tas;hron. (E.r;;,:. perh,:1p<::i th(,~ local ,.JCC or :::;choo1 or 
i::.ync,\goque ~c-hould bt? producinq its 01.1.1n ''m,,~_teir·ial~-::.'' Eind these eithr1r 
may or may not be made available for larger drsseminatron.) 

r h i !;;:. i:\ l t f..• r· n ,o\ t i \/ e !_r_l i 1 1 r e q u I i' f.i r f.'! l I e V j n (J t <::I 1 fi n t (~ d t €·' D. C h f2 r s f j"• 0 m i:l. 

good part of their work and making consultants available to help 
them 1n thr:" curr·icu..l.um pr·o_j,:.::ct. 

DO WE HAVE THE KNOW-HOW? 

In some areas, such as forma.l. education, yes. In infor·m,':il t?,duc;:.::ifion 
1 T 1 <:, u n c 1 e .::.,. ·r· 1.,.1 h i::\ t s. u c h c 1.1 r r I c u l um 1::; h o u l d 1 o o k }. i k E· an d h o '-'·' i t 
E::.houl d bE• produced. 

IS THE PERSONNEL AVAILABLE? 

I' .,. n (1ni::J.1..1.dinq 1.1.1 r· 1 i: i n q , producinq r,nd i rnpl emE.'n t Ing 
r1r:::ulurn): no. 

But this differs among settings and even among the denom1nat1ons-­
e.g. there 1s a shortage of teachers who could implement Hebrew lan­
quaqe curriculum in ,::\1mo':'.t all s=.ett1n~1s; ther•f.~ 1s ,::1 ,,::.hortagi? of 
youth group leaders who could implement curriculum ,n almost all 
settings; in Jewish museums there seem to be excellent personnel for 
, mp 1 e m P n t "'' t i D n o f p r· o q r .::.:i m ·=· , b 'J t 1 1 t t l e p r:, r i:; o n n f? I f o r· c l' P <:?I t i n g c u r ..... 
r·ir:::i..t.lum m2-.ti:~r·12\J.s.; for th£:1 m to 1mplem0:,nt; there is a qri::.•at f::.hcrt.:::1.gP 
i n t h e n o n ..... D r t h o d o x 1.u o r l d o f d a y' s c h o o J. t e i::i c h f.:' r ~c• f o r· 1' i."'. b b , n I c 1 1 t E.' 1' ..... 

'"'lture (Talmud, l'-'1idi"•E1~-::.h, etc .. >; there ~":.f.:'E•m to be ,,~.dequc:i.1:£~ nu.mbers:. in 
<;; up p 1 e m e r, t E:1 r y s c h o o J. ·::::. e t t i n q ~==. ·f' o r t £! 6. ,: h i n q ,J e 1;.1 1 s h h o J. i d <='1. y '5 , b u t n o t 
prayer or synagogue skills, etc. 

There is a shortaqe of personnel for creat,nq new materials or for 
tra1n1ng others ,n use of materials tn almost all settings. At the 
very top of the training ladder there are same people available in 
Jewish education academic settings who could train future curriculum 
writers and planners and there are resources in secular education 
schools that could be put into play here as well. 

ARE MATERIALS AVAILABLE? 

This entire option 
.:::1bove , t is ,=<.1 most 
thu;nbn,,-;.il s/.::i=.•tch: 

,s connected to this question and as mentioned 
1 mp o s s i bl (? t o add l' e :=:. s , n gr· eat d f::• t 21 i l . But a 

a> In supplementary school arena~ a good deal available both from 
the nationE11 orq,,1ri1:::.,,~11c,n)c.: E,nd throu.1;:ih ''cur·riculum cle,::1rinq hou•::;;e<:,,'' 
such as NERC at JESNA and CAJE curriculum bank and from the commer-
c i a I p u b I i i::, h e r ·;;; ( ·::;; u. c h as E•: e h r man , ... , o u <::; c::., ) . '.;:; o m E.1 ,:\ r ~,· ,,~ i:; v e l' ·/ !5 t r o n CJ 
(Jewish hol ,days); some areas very weak (teaching Israel); some 
areas materials are available but for various reasons have not been 
i:~ f f ,::• r:: t i v e ( t f.~ c:1. c h r n g H r1 b 1' ,2 1.,.1 ) ,. 
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b } I n iJ a y s c h o o l i::l. r i:0 a : m u c h l 1? s '"'· Et v ,:.'\ 1 1 a b 1 e t'1 e r e i n -::t 1 m o s t ,.,,1 l 1 ~=:; u b ··-
__i e ct ar·e21.!::- ex,:::ept l·--Jebre1.1.1 language. Often ''curr·1culum 11 in dayschoo.1.s 
simply means handing out a classical text for the class to study. 
V •? r ·/ l I t t l e rn a t f' r i a J. o f 21. n y s e r· 1 o 1.1 !::- n •? s =· , h o ,.,_, e v e r· , av ,:1. 1 J. a. b l e t o h £~ J. p 
teach!-?rs teBc.h r.:':l.bb1n1c 11ter2tture 1n gr,,~df~d f,:.'lSh1on,, tor example. 
Y e s,. ,, t h f? r· E• 2,. r e ma t e r I a 1 s I n m o d e r n He b r E' 1.,.1 ; c:\ n d t h e r· ,,~ 21. r ,.'= J. i t e r 21 t u. r f:.' 

books 1mportE1 d fi'om J,;rael, b 1Jt thes!-:i tend to presf~nt p1'oblern~, 1n 
the non···J.s,.r·a.eli <::-ett1ng. Tht?rf.:> may be qre<:1.tE•r potent1cil hi::>re for· 
·:::-UCt'1 exchancJes. 

cJ For informal sett1nqs: r ecently some materials are starting to 
become available in adult education domain. Otherwise very little 
1n the way of materials, but potential based on programming experi­
ence and successes over many years (1n youth groups, camps, JCCs, 
E:' t c ) . '.::; om e m 21. t e r ! c':1.1 ~c- ~? x i s t f o r s. p e c i f I c 1 o c c:1. l i t i e s. an d may n o t b E· 

relevant beyond that setting ,e.g. Jewish museums.) 

d) Earl/ childhood a.ge: vei~y little available, althouc1h the1'e 1s 

potE:1 nt16.l 1n us1ng/ada.pt1n1:;:i ,:h1ldren''s litE'l'',,~ture. 

E•) f-~duJ.t: -..,ies;.,, much ma.ter121 . .1. (books; on hie.tory, Isrt:1.el, t1'anr:: . .lat1ons. 
and commentaries on trad1t1onal sources, etc.> tor the adult stu­
dent, but Vl:"!i'Y j_ ittJ.1:,, done as. f.!::!f .. C...L~:10!L!-:.\!T.! per s,.e (1 .,2. heJ.p fo1~ thf:> 
J .s§.fti.§'..12§: of adult!:: . .l, plus ver·y little 1.,.1r·itt1=.·n m,::\i:f.~r1t:1.l be\/Ond -1-his 
formal domain. That 11:::., 1natei'1aJ.s. for pl"ogr,,1ms. on adult 1df?nt1ty, 
growth, etc. Even though some programs have been successful 1 i ttle 
has been preserved to help others implement such programs. 

t> Familv education: some material available, some programs have 
been succesS:.ful in ~''-Pf?c1fic localities;. but hav1:::• not bf.•en i:urnE·'d into 
curriculum. However, this whole area suffers from vagueness. The 
term 1s used loosely, w i thout def1n1tion and the goals for such cur­
riculum are unclear. Therefore 1t is hard at present to evaluate 
what exists and what can exist. 

g) Computer and video mate r ials both appropriate for children and of 
q1.taJ.1ty arE• lE1.ck1nc1 in c~imor.-:-t aJ.J. subjt:~ct 21.rei::l.!:',. '.:::;ome vid£·'0 
matPr1al:o ,,,.Vc-\ilable for ,~dult education, but fr..tl :1. potE•ntial c:1s .'..~:l:!r­
!lfl:!!Yrn has not yet been tapped. 

PHYSICAL INFRASTRUCTURE: Not relevant 

INSTITUTIONS: Yes 

ANSWERS NEED : Yes 

AVAILABLE FUNDS~ Generally, not at present 

COMMUNAL AND POLITICAL SUPPORT: Unclear; depends on setting 
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QUALITATIVE IMPROVEMENT: Yes 

QUANTITATIVE IMPROVEMENT: Yes 

COSl: Wide range; This includes personnel for researching, writing 
,::,.nd de\lelopin(J ff1,::1.t,?rialc;::.,: pE•r·<::.onnel for t1·ain1nn te-:::,.cher,:; in usf:.' of 
the new materials. Al s o costs for the actual production, testing 
and distribution of materials. In areas 1n which existing materials 
could serve as the basis of curriculum (e.g. adult educat i on), cost 
of producing curriculum would be lower than areas 1n which few 
m E:\ t E• ·e I E, 1 ic:• e x I s t ( E• • g . f.:' c:i r l y c h I l d h o o d ) . T h e r f? E:1 r E' a r r,,. c"t ,:; i n '·'·' h i c h 
there is debate currently over about how to achieve our goals 
\Hebrew language) or even what t hose goals should be (family educa­
tion) and planning and research in those areas would also entail ad­
dit1ona.J. cost. 

TIME: This 1s an ongoing activity and some materials could be creat­
ed f airly rapidly; others would take much longer. All materials 
would need revision and continuing update. 

IS THIS A NECESSARY CONDilION: NO 

lHIS AN ENABLING CONDITION: 



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 Dani8l Elazar's couunity 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 choose to handle their options 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: 

COMM][§§KO 
ON JEWlI§H EDUC.AJrXON 

KN NORTH AMERJlCA 
4500 Euclid Avenue 

Cleveland, Ohio 44103 
216/391-8300 

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. Cla i r 
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 d a te. 
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, 

Mark Gurvis 
Commission staff 

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



'fvl"c'/q I: /s/ J <e sf'" s , .U•) an~ /,1-1/e facJ..ef 

- rr,~ri,q/ ~q.,, Aft,ed e~'/(q-1, •• ~I -<rise, s-!0 [[,n;1 r""'~/..,,,.,,, 
+-~:~rr i1q , >1 ' VI! I ,~1ff'lto{, r 1 cj t'oE el_ 

fa~~;.'.:" i~vJ,d ,c/e -le. ~ f 1r pt,~r-rJ 'lf'fclq-/4 r,wH s{,.,,~ J-
':JJ ~11../L ,; {"(j~j/!, 0c -la.J/! feq,n£/ •vi Sr~'7o} 

/ 'l ~ t I f V\ r w .s -\-(e --k«-~, ~ i ,r;;-(.1}- a q ~ 1 '.s 
~~evl,,.,r~I ,e~•-<(/'e'., - I [qsJi .C~ts vvys -fo --irr)e.. 
t'~'/(CA.1,.~q ! ,)15/ 0"' <f"1 ~ vrw.les ''f f"' 1 ,f -)>1':JoJ ~ ,,_ 

. - ("'tr~,, Y) ('a Y\ (,i/5o ,, e ~'I ( i~e '' 1'-,e {er i .l. i' 

.. . 

.5~,tt ~ /,Vlf. Hw" 5.J~J,1:c_ ,. c,vnm~.~,5 lf,;7 rfr.lif,--t,,,.-led 
j,,,f S)n;JJ'--e- •s f')-4{,"'/ ,hd - <A/( 4cwe- flie_ /dcJs_; 
l'{ J1<>(e. -w Ju e~'<.ca.-l,/4 ✓•"'- <-($.,,: 0( •'-r,(1/_;, r,,!r ,, 

fv ,'"r,,q/ 5- v1lee1 
, "--/ f I Jen, 'Yi,~ q kn / / , ,,-/.,,r ->Jno/( ~ <L qc-/...,, -L.s. 

' Ciro~!"' '7 
_, Joc~vif5 5 ,• 

_.,,, ('dse - m ot1f'A~, 



1.sa 1-1ro,,, Pi,.O. 
December, 1989 

SOME GENERALIZATIONS WHICH CAN BE MAOEFROM 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 
dif[8rence 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 10). An additional: 

20% work full time elsewhere 
251 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 48): 

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 
4 J) . 

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 
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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 t~achers 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): 

6) 

75-80% in day schools 
40% in Conservative supplementary schools 
20% in Reform supplementary schools 

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: 

* 

8) 

In suplementary schools L.A. has fewer teachers teaching 
under 10 hours per week (69%) than Miami (89%) and 
Pittsburgh (BB%) 
In day schools L.A. has fe~er teachers teaching over 30 
hours per week (30%) than Miami (53%) or Pittsburgh. 

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 schooi teachers in 
Philadelphia (28%) (Table 40). 

9) Income from Teaching 

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

The full range of salaries can be found in Table 1K 
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In Miami: 
23% of teachers make over $20,ooa 
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 t~e 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 Ptttsburgh 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, the~e 
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) 
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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 oui 
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. We 
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. Sine~ 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. 

1 2) 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: 

1 3 ) 

they have a significantly higher percentage (55% compared to 
18-33%) of teachers aged 40 or older (Table 38) 
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 35) 

Career and Orthodox Teachers Compared to Others 

career and Orthodox teachers are nearly twice 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 300 
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. 
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3T: How Appealing is the Rate of Pay 
3U: How Appealing is the Benefits "Package" 
3V: How Appealing is the Part-Time Nature of Employment 
3W: How Appealing is the Opportunity to Work with Children 
3X: How Appealing is the Opportunity to Teach about Judaism 
3Y: How Appealing is the Recognition You Get as a Jewish 

Teacher 
3Z: How Appealing are the Opportunities for Career 

Advancement 
3M: How Appealing are the Attitudes of Students to Jewish 

Studies 
3BB: How Appealing is the Opportunity to Make a Contribution 
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3CC: Curricular Assistance Teachers Receive 
3DD: Percentage of Teachers Receiving Guidance from 
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3EE: Likelihood of Remaining in Jewish Education Five Years 

Hence 
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U.S. and Canada 
Israel 
Other 

N=638 (11 missing cases) 

Male 
Female 

N=641 (8 missing cases) 

17-24 
25-29 
30-34 
35-39 
40+ 

N=601 (48 missing cases) 

Table lA 
PLACE OF BIRTH 

TOTAL 

Table 1B 
GENDER 

62% 
25% 
13% 

100% 

23% 
77% 

TOTAL 100% 

Table lC 
AGE 

TOTAL 
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December, 1989 
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16% 
19% 
19% 
18% 
28% 

100% 



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% 

N=636 

Never Married 
Married 
Separated 
Divorced 
Widowed 

N=629 

Table lE 
MARITAL STATUS 

Table lF 

TOTAL 100% 

TOTAL 

27% 
63% 
2% 
6% 
2% 

100% 

PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS WHO TEACH IN MORE THAN ONE SCHOOL 

One School Only 
Two or More Schools 

N=608 
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TOTAL 

83% 
17% 

100% 



Table lG 
TYPE OF SCHOOL* 

Reform Day School 
Reform Supplementary School 
Conservative Day School 
Conservative Supplementary School 
Orthodox Day School 
Orthodox_ Supplementary School 
Community Day School 

TOTAL 

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

Table lH 

5% 
38% 
8% 

27% 
14% 
1% 
6% 

99%** 

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

Judaica Hebrew 

0 30 43 
1-3 17 17 
3-7 13 14 
over 7 40 26 

TOTAL . 100% 100% 

N=649 
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 

. 
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Education 

29 
14 
11 
47 

101%* 



Table lI 
HOW TEACHERS SEE JEWISH TEACHING 

(% IN EACH CATEGORY) 

"My Career" 

"A Way of Earning 
Supplementary Income" 

"Something I Do 
Because it Gives me 
Satisfaction" 

39% 

36% 

25% 

TOTAL 100% 
N=629 

Table lJ 
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% 

N=586 

TOTAL 100% 
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Table lK 
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 lL 
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) 
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Table lM 
DEGREE OF SATISFACTION WITH TEACHING 

"Satisfactions far outweigh 
dissatisfactions" 

"More satisfactions than 
dissatisfactions" 

"As many satisfactions as 
dissatisfactions" 

"More dissatisfactions than 
satisfactions" 

"Dissatisfactions far 
outweigh satisfactions" 

N=623 

Table lN 

TOTAL 

27% 

48% 

19% 

5% 

1% 

100% 

LIKLIHOOD OF REMAINING IN JEWISH EDUCATION FIVE YEARS HENCE 

Very likely 
Somewhat likely 
Not likely 
Not at all likely 

N=607 

TOTAL 

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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46% 
35% 
17% 
3% 

101%* 



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

1-3 4-6 7-15 

REFORM 6 11 8 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

REFORM 50 33 16 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 5 12 64 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 23 46 29 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 1 5 20 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 10 70 20 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

COMMUNITY 11 8 19 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

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

16+ TOTAL 

74 99%** 

1 100% 

19 100% 

2 100% 

74 100% 

100% 

62 100% 



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

BY SCHOOL TYPE 

$12- $300- $570-
299 569 694 

REFORM 13 25 9 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

REFORM 28 18 23 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 16 16 11 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 20 21 24 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 8 16 18 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 40 20 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

COMMUNITY 6 11 37 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

*per teacher slot 
**Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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$695 $1,000-
999 1,350 

38 16 

8 23 

33 25 

9 26 

45 14 

10 30 

34 11 

TOTAL 

101%** 

100% 

101%** 

100% 

101%** 

100% 

99%** 



Table 2C 
YEARS OF EXPERIENCE* IN SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL 

(% IN EACH CATEGORY), BY TYPE OF SCHOOL 

None 1-3 4-9 10+ 

REFORM 7 35 34 25 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 4 25 37 34 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 20 20 40 20 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

REFORM 34 23 14 29 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 7 18 25 51 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 63 25 11 1 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

COMMUNITY 11 30 30 30 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

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

101%** 

100% 

100% 

100% 

101%** 

100% 

101%** 



Table 2D 
YEARS OF EXPERIENCE* IN DAY SCHOOL 

(% IN EACH CATEGORY), BY TYPE OF SCHOOL 

None 1-3 4-9 10+ 

REFORM 6 31 37 26 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 3 21 43 33 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 9 16 39 36 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

COMMUNITY 11 43 22 24 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

REFORM 75 14 8 3 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 58 15 17 11 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 70 10 10 10 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

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

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

101%** 

100% 



Table 2E 
CURRICULAR ASSISTANCE TEACHERS* RECEIVE 

(% IN EACH CATEGORY) BY TYPE OF SCHOOL 

Lesson CUrriculum Textbook Guidance None 
Plans but no Only from of the 

Lesson Principal Above 
Plans Only 

REFORM 11 44 17 11 17 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

REFORM 15 43 19 14 8 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 9 42 21 8 21 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 16 37 22 12 13 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 2 46 15 19 17 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 12 38 38 12 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

COMMUNITY 6 61 12 9 12 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

*per slot (N=648) 
**Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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TOTAL 

100% 

99%** 

101%** 

100% 

99%** 

100% 

100% 



Table 2F 
GUIDANCE FROM PRINCIPALS* (% IN EACH CATEGORY), 

BY TYPE OF SCHOOL 

Do Not Receive 
Receive Guidance 

Guidance and 
find it: 

very somewhat 
helpful helpful 

REFORM 28 42 31 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

REFORM 20 41 37 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 33 39 28 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 35 30 32 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 33 28 38 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 25 50 25 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

COMMUNITY 21 56 21 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

*by teacher slot (N=655) 
**Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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not 
helpful 

3 

3 

1 

3 

TOTAL 

101 %** 

101 %** 

100 % 

100% 

100 % 

100 % 

101 %** 



Table 2G 
EXTENT OF TEACHERS' INPUT INTO SCHOOL POLICY 

(% IN EACH CATEGORY)*, BY SCHOOL TYPE 

"A lot of "Some "Little 
input" input" or no 

input" 

REFORM 14 36 50 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

REFORM 10 39 50 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 17 36 43 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 14 37 47 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 10 52 34 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 20 50 20 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

COMMUNITY 21 34 34 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

*by teacher slot (N=691) 
**Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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No 
answer 

1 

3 

2 

4 

10 

11 

TOTAL 

100% 

100% 

99%** 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 



Table 2H 
SATISFACTION WITH JEWISH TEACHING* (% IN EACH CATEGORY), 

BY SCHOOL TYPE 

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

outweigh than as than outweigh 
diss. diss. diss. satis. satis. 

TOTAL 

REFORM 17 49 34 100% 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

REFORM 28 49 16 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 23 47 25 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 25 44 23 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 28 48 15 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 10 60 30 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

COMMUNITY 25 44 22 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

*per slot (N=664) 
**Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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6 2 101%** 

4 2 101 %** 

7 2 101 %** 

7 1 99%** 

100% 

6 3 100% 



Table 21 
LIKELIHOOD OF REMAINING IN JEWISH EDUCATION* FIVE YEARS HENCE 

(% IN EACH CATEGORY) BY SCHOOL TYPE 

Very Somewhat Not 
likely likely likely 

REFORM 38 32 21 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

REFORM 37 39 21 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 51 44 6 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 47 34 17 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 63 29 8 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 56 33 11 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

COMMUNITY 68 29 3 
DAY 
SCHOOL 

*per teacher slot (N=654) 
**Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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Not at all TOTAL 
likely 

9 100% 

4 101%** 

101%** 

2 100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 



Table 3A 
DEFINITION OF TYPES OF TEACHERS 

AND PERCENTAGES OF TEACHERS* IN EACH TYPE 

ORTHODOX 
Teachers in Orthodox settings. 

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

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

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

SUPPLEMENTARY INCOME 

AVOCATIONAL 

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. 

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 
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. 

STUDENTS W/OUT FUTURE IN JEWISH EDUCATION 
Full-time high school, college or 

*N=622 

graduate students who indicate that 
it is "somewhat likely" or "not likely" 
that they will be involved in Jewish 
education five years hence. 

TOTAL 

17% 

12% 

17% 

24% 

20 % 

3% 

7 % 

100 % 

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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Table 3B: 
AGE(% BY CATEGORY) BY TEACHER TYPE 

17-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 

ORTHODOX 9 13 30 23 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 12 30 15 25 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 4 14 27 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 18 21 21 17 

AVOCATIONAL 16 18 18 15 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED 20 60 15 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 68 17 5 5 

N=583 
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 

, 
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40+ TOTAL 

25 100% 

18 100% 

55 100% 

24 101%* 

33 100% 

5 100% 

5 100% 



TABLE 3C: 
GENDER( %), BY TEACHER TYPE 

Male Female 

ORTHODOX . 41 59 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 33 67 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 5 95 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 16 84 

AVOCATIONAL 22 78 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 35 65 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 26 74 

N=618 
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding . 
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TOTAL 

100% 

100 % 

100% 

100% 

100 % 

100 % 

100% 



Table 30: 
PLACE OF BIRTH ( % ) BY TEACHER TYPE 

U.S. or Canada Israel Other 

ORTHODOX 56 25 18 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 100 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 66 34 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 76 17 7 

AVOCATIONAL 80 12 7 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 90 10 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 69 20 11 

N=619 
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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TOTAL 

99%* 

100% 

100% 

100% 

99%* 

100% 

100% 



Table JE: 
PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS TEACHING IN MORE THAN ONE SCHOOL, 

BY TEACHER TYPE 

ORTHODOX 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 

AVOCATIONAL 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 

STUDENT W/O 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 

N=586 

One School Only Two Schools 

88 

79 

70 

86 

90 

90 

92 

or More 

12 

21 

30 

14 

10 

10 

8 
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TOTAL 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 



Table 3F: 
TOTAL NUMBER OF HOURS TAUGHT (PERCENTAGE IN EACH CATEGORY) 

BY TEACHER TYPE 

1-3 4-9 10-20 
hours hours hours 

ORTHODOX 9 47 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 12 34 22 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 5 14 45 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 34 42 23 

AVOCATIONAL 53 37. 7 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 37 53 11 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 42 42 13 

N=569 
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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21+ TOTAL 
hours 

45 101%* 

32 100% 

36 100% 

1 100% 

3 100% 

101%* 

3 100% 



Orthodox 

REFORM -
DAY 
SCHOOL 

REFORM ( . 4 ) 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE -
DAY SCHOOL 

CONSERVATIVE 
SUPPLEMENTARY 3 
SCHOOL 

ORTHODOX 
DAY SCHOOL 100 

ORTHODOX 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 100 

COMMUNITY 
DAY 
SCHOOL 9 

Table 3G: 
PERCENTAGE OF TEACHER TYPES IN DIFFERENT SETTINGS 

Career 
U.S. 
Born 

39 

7 

26 

17 

26 

Career 
Foreign 

Born 

39 

13 

50 

20 

54 

Suppl. 
Income 

14 

33 

20 

31 

9 

Avoc­
ational 

6 

31 

4 

19 

Student 
with 

Future .. 

-

5 

-

4 

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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Student 
without 
Future .. 

3 

11 

-

6 

3 

Tal'AL 

101%* 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

101%* 



Table 3H: 

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

Pre-Kand 
K Only 

ORTHODOX 4 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 1 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 5 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 1 

AVOCATIONAL 3 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 5 

N=672 
*This calculation is by teacher slot. 
**Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding . 

1-6 
Only 

46 

46 

67 

54 

53 

43 

55 

7-12 K-6 
Only 

33 1 

27 6 

13 4 

26 4 

22 3 

19 

15 3 
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1-12 K-12 

15 2 

17 3 

10 1 

13 3 

16 2 

33 5 

13 10 

TOTAL 

101%** 

100% 

100% 

101%** 

99%* 

100% 

101%** 



Table 31: 

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

$500- $1000-
999 2999 

ORTHODOX 2 3 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 7 10 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 7 12 

SUPPL. 
INCOME ;I.5 41 

AVOCATIONAL 40 38 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 5 58 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 26 50 

N=569 
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 

$3000- $10,000-
9999 14,999 

28 21 

32 15 

28 24 

37 7 

18 4 

32 5 

16 
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$15,000- $19,000+ TOTAL 
18,999 

11 35 100% 

10 27 101%* 

9 20 100% 

1 101%* 

1 101%* 

100% - -

3 5 100% 



Table 3J: 
SALARY PER ANNUAL HOUR*(% FOR EACH CATEGORY), 

BY TEACHER TYPE 

$12- $300- $571- $695-
299 570 694 999 

ORTHODOX 8 19 20 38 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 5 20 21 23 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 18 15 18 27 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 18 17 29 11 

AVOCATIONAL 41 24 14 3 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 10 29 33 5 

STUDENT W/O 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 29 20 15 10 

*by slot (N=651) 
**Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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$1000-
1350 

15 

31 

23 

25 

17 

24 

27 

TOTAL 

100% 

100% 

101%** 

100% 

99%** 

101%** 

101%** 



Table 3K 

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

ORTHODOX 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 

AVOCATIONAL 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 

*N=691 

Medical Pension 

32 

22 

38 

11 

5 

5 

13 

6 

27 

7 

2 

2 
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Disability 

11 

18 

28 

7 

7 



Table 3L: 
PERCENTAGE OF TEACHING SLOTS* WHICH CARRY OTHER BENEFITS, BY TEACHER TYPE 

ORTHOOOX 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 1 
tuition 
for 
children 

Day care 17 6 34 32 4 6 
for 
children 

Free or 
reduced 5 12 33 30 16 3 1 
membership 
in synagogue 
or 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 
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Table 3M: 

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

None 1-3 3-7 Over 7 

ORTHODOX 19 10 14 58 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 16 11 14 59 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 32 5 7 56 

SUPPL.INCOME 38 24 15 23 

AVOCATIONAL 32 30 12 27 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 10 30 60 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 36 33 13 18 

N=622 
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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TOTAL 

101%* 

100 % 

100% 

100 % 

101% 

100 % 

100 % 



Table 3N: 

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

None 1-3 3-7 

ORTHODOX 40 18 16 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 26 19 19 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 42 5 5 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 45 21 15 

AVOCATIONAL 53 20 12 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 10 25 35 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 53 22 18 

N=622 
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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Over 7 TOTAL 

25 99%* 

36 100% 

49 101%* 

20 101%* 

15 100% 

30 100% 

7 100% 



Table 30: 

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

None 1-3 3-7 

ORTHODOX 25 13 13 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 14 14 19 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 21 6 7 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 26 20 11 

AVOCATIONAL 40 11 8 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 15 15 35 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 53 29 

N=622 
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 

. 
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Over 7 TOTAL 

50 101%* 

53 100% 

66 100% 

43 100% 

41 100% 

35 100 % 

18 100 % 



Table 3P 
OTHER EMPLOYMENT (% IN EACH CATEGORY), 

BY TEACHER TYPE 

Other Other Full- Home- "Jewish 
full- part- time maker education 
time time student is my 
work work full-

time 
occupation" 

ORTHODOX 5 12 1 25 57 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 7 29 14 51 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 3 5 12 81 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 40 42 18 

AVOCATIONAL 42 38 21 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 100 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 100 

N=619 
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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TOTAL 

100% 

101%* 

101%* 

100% 

101%* 

100% 

100% 



Table 3Q 
IMPORTANCE OF INCOME EARNED BY JEWISH TEACHING 

(% IN EACH CATEGORY) 

ORTHODOX 

.CAREER 
U.S. BORN 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 

AVOCATIONAL 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 

N=622 

Main 
source 

of 

BY TEACHER TYPE 

One 
of the 
main 

An 
important 
addition 

income sources 

39 23 27 

38 16 24 

15 27 37 

3 19 47 

7 17 

20 10 50 

11 20 31 

An un­
important 
addition 

9 

14 

20 

27 

72 

15 

31 

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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No 
answer 

2 

7 

1 

5 

4 

5 

7 

TOTAL 

100% 

99%* 

100% 

101%* 

100% 

100% 

100% 



ORTHODOX 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 

AVOCATIONAL 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 

N=622 

Table JR 
JEWISH OBSERVANCE 

(% ANSWERING "YES" IN EACH CATEGORY) 
BY TEACHER TYPE 

"Light candles 
on Friday 
evening" 

"Attend 
synagogue 
at least 
twice a 
month on 
Shabbat" 

99 

78 

86 

74 

69 

85 

56 

68 

59 

37 

37 

39 

55 

29 
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"Attend 
synagogue 

on 
holidays 
such as 
Sukkot, 

Passover, or 
Shabbat" 

91 

73 

75 

63 

67 

85 

60 



Table JS 
DEGREE OF COMMUNAL AFFILIATION 

(% ANSWERING "YES" IN EACH CATEGORY) 
BY TEACHER TYPE 

"Belong to Jewish "Contribute to any 
organization other Jewish charities 
than a synagogue" 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. 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 

N=622 

55 

40 
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85 

56 



• 

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 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 IN 
JEWISH ED. 13 60 18 7 2 100% 

N=622 
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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Table JU 
HOW APPEALING IS THE BENEFITS "PACKAGE" (% IN EACH CATEGORY), BY TEACHER TYPE 

Very Appealing Neither Unappealing Very Not No Tal'AL 
appealing appealing unappealing applicable answer 

nor 
unappealing 

ORTHODOX 3 6 13 13 35 22 8 100% 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 1 11 12 12 33 27 3 99%* 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 1 12 9 13 38 22 5 100% 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 1 8 10 6 17 56 2 100% 

AVOCATIONAL 8 19 6 16 49 3 101%* -

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 5 10 20 60 5 100% - -

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
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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ORTHODOX 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 

AVOCATIONAL 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 

N=622 

Table 3V 
HOW APPEALING IS THE PART-TIME NATURE OF EMPLOYMENT(% IN EACH CATEGORY) 

BY TEACHER TYPE 

Very Appealing Neither Unappealing Very Not No 
appealing appealing unappealing applicable answer 

nor 
unappealing 

21 17 11 9 3 24 15 

14 33 14 10 7 22 1 

14 27 17 11 15 10 7 

33 45 13 3 3 3 -
30 47 13 3 3 3 2 

25 40 15 5 5 10 

27 47 13 4 4 2 2 

*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
Los Angeles Jewish Teacher Census 

Dr. Isa Aron and Dr . Bruce Phillips 
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>-

TarAL 

100% 

101%* 

101%* 

100% 

101%* 

100% 

99%* 



Table 3W 
HOW APPEALING IS THE OPPORTUNITY TO WORK WITH CHILDREN(% IN EACH CATEGORY) 

BY TEACHER TYPE 

Very Appealing Neither Unappealing Very No 'MAL 
appealing appealing unappealing answer 

nor 
unappealing 

ORTHODOX 57 33 2 1 8 101%* 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN • 67 32 1 100% - - -
CAREER 
FOR. BORN 71 25 1 3 100% 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 57 40 1 1 1 100% -

AVOCATIONAL 72 24 1 1 1 2 101%* 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 80 15 5 100% 

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 1 6 100% 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN , 82 10 3 - - 6 101%* 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 69 28 - - - 3 100% 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 64 31 3 1 1 1 101%* 

AVOCATIONAL 72 21 3 1 4 101%* 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 95 5 - - - - 100% 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 53 31 13 2 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 7 100% 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 23 27 26 15 6 4 101%* 

SUPPL. 
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 5 100% 

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 3Z 
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 18 11 16 4 99%* 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 10 20 23 23 14 10 1 101%* 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 7 16 28 27 14 6 3 101%* 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 1 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 10 100% 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 2 16 47 4 11 20 100% 

N=622 
*Totals 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 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 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 Appealing Neither Unappealing Very No TOTAL 
appealing appealing unappealing answer 

nor 
unappealing 

ORTHODOX 48 36 4 1 1 11 101%* 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 69 22 7 1 - 1 100% 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 51 44 2 2 - 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 2 100% -

N=622 
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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Lesson 
Plans 

ORTHODOX 3 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 12 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 12 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 16 

AVOCATIONAL 12 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 5 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE 
IN JEWISH ED. 12 

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

Table 3CC 

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

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

40 13 19 15 

28 20 21 15 

46 17 10 12 

40 16 10 10 

44 22 9 10 

43 19 29 5 

34 22 7 15 
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No TOI'AL 
Answer 

11 101%** 

4 100% 

4 101%** 

9 101%** 

4 101%** 

101%** 

10 100% 

'S 

..., . 
,. 



Table 3DD 
PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS* RECEIVING GUIDANCE FROM PRINCIPAL, 

BY TEACHER TYPE 

Do not Receive Guidance TOTAL 
Receive and find it: 

Guidance 
very somewhat 

helpful helpful 

ORTHODOX 31 30 38 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 19 48 31 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 34 39 25 

SUPPL. 
INCOME 28 37 32 

AVOCATIONAL 27 39 32 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 14 38 48 

STUDENT W/O 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 28 28 43 

*by slot (N=653) 
**Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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not 
helpful 

1 100% 

2 100% 

2 100% 

3 100% 

2 100% 

100% 

2 101%** 



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

(% IN EACH CATEGORY), BY TEACHER TYPE 

Very Somewhat Not Not 
likely likely likely at all 

likely 

ORTHODOX 61 26 7 

CAREER 
U.S. BORN 55 23 14 3 

CAREER 
FOR. BORN 57 29 4 1 

SUPPL . 
INCOME 28 45 19 3 

AVOCATIONAL 32 34 20 7 

STUDENT W/ 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 100 

STUDENT W/OUT 
FUTURE IN 
JEWISH ED. 49 44 2 

N=622 
*Totals of 99% or 101% are due to rounding. 
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No TOTAL 
answer 

7 101%* 

6 101%* 

9 100% 

5 100% 

7 100% 

100% 

4 99%* 

.... 
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4C: Place of Birth 
4D: Percentage of Teachers Who Teach in More than One School 
4E: Hours Taught in Supplementary School 
4F: Hours Taught in Day School 
4G: Percentage of New Teachers 
4H: Likelihood of Remaining in Jewish Education Five Years Hence 
4I: Percentage of Teachers Receiving Medical and Pension Benefits 
4J: Percentage 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 

33 

37 

11 (actual) 

Supplementary School 

13 ( survey sample) 

66 

63 

89 
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 32.3 23 

10-14 20.2 3.6 8 

15-19 3.3 

20-24 2.7 1.8 2 

25-29 1.1 

30-34 .9 .6 

35-39 1.3 

40+ 1.1 5.4 . 
TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 

Table 4F 
HOURS TAUGHT (% IN EACH CATEGORY), IN DAY SCHOOL 

Los Angeles Miami Pittsburgh 

1-4 2.7 1 3 

5-9 6.6 6.5 23 

10-14 11.5 6.5 5 

15-19 17.3 10.9 

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 

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 

LOS 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 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 
LOS 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 Kajor TOTAL 
or 

degree 
fro11 

Jewish 
College 

MIAMI 
DAY SCHOOL 11 16 4 69 100% 

MIAMI 
SUPPLEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 45 17 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 

Denver In process 100%(?) 
(Day School 
Teachers, 
through 
schools) 

Cleveland 
(through 
schools) 

1987-88 100% 
(now outdated) 

Houston In process 

Los Angeles 1987-88 78% 

Miami 1987-88 80% 

Midwest 
Day Schools 1981 40% 

Philadelphia 1987-88 54% 

Pittsburgh 1985-86 100%(?) 
(through schools) 

Syracuse In process 39% 

TYPE OF INFO GIVEN 

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 

CITY RECEIVED NOT YET DAY SUPPL. DO SCHOOLS 
RECEIVED SCHOOL SCHOOL ADHERE TO THE 

SCALE? 

Baltimore X X X No. info. 

Buffalo X 

Chicago X 

Los Angeles X X X Questionable. 
Notes from 
extensive 
interview 
available. 

Miami X X Agency-funded 
schools adhere. 
In general, all 
Conservative and 
Orthodox 
Community schools 
are funded. They 
represent 
2/3 of all Miami 
Day Schools. 

Montreal X X Probably can 
assume that all 
schools adhere. 

s. New Jersey X (No info.) No info. 

Providence X (No info.) No info. 

Toledo X (No info.) No info. Scale 
requires 
extensive 
clarification. 

Tuscon X X No info. 
(Heb. 
High) 



SENIOR LEVEL PERSONNEL 

PLACE/ORG. DATE 

Cleveland 1987-88 

HUC Alumni 1988-89 
survey 

Los Angeles 1989 
Report on Survey 
of Jewish Youth 

RESPONSE RATE 

100% 

87% for 
full-time 

58% 

TYPE OF INFO. GIVEN 

#, full-time/part 
time, salary ranges, 
benefits. 

Salary, benefits, 
crosstabulation with 
years of experience 
and size of school. 

Salary, benefits, 
median length of stay 
in field, 
"opportunity 
ratings" by persbnnel 
for creativity and 
growth. 



PRE-SCHOOLS 

J\JS 1989 Annual 
Survey and Report 
(Precise response 
rate unavailable.) 

LA BUREAU OF 
JEUISH EDUCATION 
1988 · 89 Early 
Childhood 
Salary Schedule 
Rationale (15/70 
pre-schools adhere 
to this schedule . ) 

THE 1988 MIAMI 
JEUISH EDUCATOR 
STLOY 
Early Childhood 
Education Sunmary 
(Response Rate: 
87%, based on 
surveys.) 

SALARIES 

Data on full time 
(20 h.p.w. or 
more) di rectors 
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 
a s s i s t a n t s , 
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 
nunbers 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 
- c u r r e n t 
e d u c a t i o n a l 
enrollment 
- measures of 
Jewishness (Jewish 
ID) 

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

RECRUITMENT/ 
RETENTION 

According to Dr. 
Kagan, JUB pre­
s ch o o ls 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: 
-enrollment in 
CAJE workshops 
over past three 
years (83%) 
-other Judaic 
workshops (19% 
-Teaching Methods 
courses (30%) 

NEU CONFIQJRATIONS 
OF TEACHING 



ASSISTANTS/ 
SPEC I All STS 

LOS ANGELES BUREAU 
OF JEIJISH 
EDUCATION 
1988-89 Early 
Childhood Salary 
Schedule Rationale 

MIAMI 
EDUCATOR 
(1988) 
Childhood 
included 

JEIJISH 
STUDY 

Early 
Aides 

in 87% 
response rate of 
ECE SLmn8ry. 

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 
nunber of hours 
per week aides are 
paid to work. 

BENEFITS 

Medical-10% 
Pension- 7"1. 

TURNOVER RATE 

Info. on 
probability of 
remaining in field 
in five years and 
expected position 
in five years. 

QUALi Fl CATIONS 

Percentages on: 
-highest level of 
education 
- c u r r e n t 
e du c a·•t i on a l 
enrollment 
-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%) 

NEIJ 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 



The Pr·e □ aration of Jewish e ducat ors in Nnyth Ameri c~: 
1\ ·::; t ,et t U -:,; t"" <:::·· p ,::;; "( t 

b'/ 
;'\r--yeh D.,J.V i d ·::,on 

This Yesearch was commission ed in order to pYovide the 
Commi ss ion with an in ventory and desc ription concerning the 
preparation of peYsonne l for Jewish education in NoYth AmeYica. 
The study was designed to answer the following questions: 

1. ~-Jhdt in':::i tit ution'.::; of hi iJh •?·r- l<,::-,,,."r-ninc:;1 at·e pr-epa ·r-incJ p•? ·r-·:,-onn f.-1. 
for Jewish education? 

a. How many students are enroll e d in these programs and who 
are they (s t udent pr ofile)? 

b. Wh o are the facu lty ( faculty profile)? 
c. What are the goals and 3tructures o f thes e programs (p r ogram 

p ,, .-::, f i 1 <:': ) -~:• 

d. v4i·--, <:1t a.r· 'i:i the cc,,::;t\', ,c\nd ft..tnd:i.n(J p<:1tter··n\::i foi··· th,::.-·::;;~,~ pr or,;i r·ari,,:,, 
e. What a r- e- the vi <,,i on \:; of th,::;- <::_; ,? in'c,titution·,:; 1...Ji.tt·, 

respect to the future training of Jewish educators? 
~- Wha t is the natuYe of in-ser vice training for Jewish 

educators serving in formal and infor mal educational 
c.:; •2 t t i n iJ s ·-::· 

3. What aye the issues and problems facing these institutions? 

Each institution of higher leaYning in NoYth America 
pYeparin g Jewish educators was identified and then examined in 
the following ways: 

1. Bulleti ns, program descriptions, courses syllabi published and 
unpublished y epoYts of these institutions were gatheYed and 
revie-wed. 
2. Site visits were mad e to each institution, where feasibl e 1 n 
order to observe classes, inteYview administYation, 
faculty,peYsons associat ed with these instit utions and meet wi th 
students enrolled in the education pYograms. A total of 58 
interviews were conducted by the investigator. He also conduct ed 
gyoup discussions with 57 students. 
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All data wera col lected bet ween September 15 and Nov e mbe r 20 , 
l '38"3. 
Site v isits Wt""re conducted at 11 of the 15 trainin g i nstitution s 
in North Amt"rica. Seventy indi viduals associated with these 
instituti ons were interviewed from 1 /2 to 2 1 / 2 hours each. 
Group meeintgs were also h eld with students from many of these 
~chools . A t o tal of 73 students participated in these meetings. 

Wh ,?t: foll,:,1,.; ·:;:; i ·;; an ,:,ver·viei,.,• ,:,f the r·esul t s and init:i..::i.l find in(;_:is 
p ~- i ,.::, \'" t ,:, a t h c, r Ou g h a. n -:":":i 1 y 1

::i i '::i O f t h e f i t l d i n (J s; . I n p 1r e p d "( a. t :i. I : , n f ,.::, "( I_; i· l ,,:_; 

meeting , mu c h of this document addresses th e quanti tati v e 
aspects of the results. The fin al r eport will also focus 
extens ivel y on qual i t at i ve aspects of the results. 

Inventory o f Programs 

Table 1 shows the distribution of students enrolled in 15 
institutions of higher learning in the United States and Canad a 
preparing persons for careers in Jewi s h education. These 
pr o grams consist of three types: denominational, independent, and 
university based. Each o f the denominations ( Conservative, 
Orthodox and Reform) sponsor schools or departments of Jewish 
education designed to prepared re ligious educators. The 
institutions are: Hebrew Union College ( Rhea Hirsch Schoo l of 
Education, Los Angeles; The School of Education, New Yor k) Jewi sh 
Theologi c al Seminary of America, New Yo rk ( Department of Educ ation); 
University of Judaism, Los Angeles ( Fingerhut School of 
Education); 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, Philadelphia; Baltimore 
Hebrew University, Hebrew College, Boston; Cleveland College of 
Jewish Studies and Spertus College, Chicago. University-based 
programs that were examined include: Brandeis University, 
Hornstein Program for Jewish Communal Service; George Washingt on 
University, School of Education in association with the College 
of Jewish Studies, Washington, D.C.; York University, Depart ment 
of Jewi Studies, Toronto; McGill Un iversity, Department of 
Judaic udies, Montreal . In addition the Bureau of Jewish 
Educati.~ · in Toronti::i sp,:,nsors a Midrasha (Teacher Training 
Institut,,· that pYepares certi fi t.•d teachers. 

1. Part-time /full-time students The majority of matriculatin g 
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 bi::ith move up 
the ladder professionally and increase one's earnings. There is 
considerable variation among the part-timers with respect to age, 
natic,nal ,:,rigit1, and e '.,; perience. ( Much ,:,f the data needed to do 
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t h e ind ep en d ent sc h ools a nd two of the deno mina ti onal sc hool~. 
Ov e r a 11 the Uni v er si t y - ba ·::;ed pr og r ari-1s .3n d den om i nation a 1 •.:.;,: h ,.:11:,l ,,, 

r eq uir e student s t o b e f u l l time stud ents . Th e stude n t s i n full 
t i ri-, e p r o gr am st u d en t s t end t o b 2 w i t h i n t h I? 2 5 - 3 2 a g e r an g e . 
They c o me fr o m d i ver se bac kgro un d s a n d many vi ew Jewish ed u cat i o n 
a s a career change. ( Addi t i o n a l da t a i s n eeded t o de v elop a full 
p r o fi le of these studen ts . ) 

2 . B . A. / M.A. programs Mos t o f t he inst itut i on s are p hasi ng out 
the i r B.A . p rogr a ms i n J ew i s h e d u ca ti on an d e mphasizing their 
M. A. p rog rams. Th i s p h eno men on a p pea rs to b e t h e r esult o f thr~ 0 
factors: 1) th e re are d e creasin g numbers of Am e ri c a n c o llege-age 
5tud~n ts who c hoose to major i n e duc ation pr·o g rams. 2 ) 8. A. 
prog -i ·· -::1rHs in ..J e wi ·:3h educ a t ion t1:tnd to be dominated b y I s r·aeJ. i,,,

1 

wh o a r e i n ter e s ted i n e a rning a B.A . wh i le in t he Uni t ed States. 
Tr-::-LLni ng ins t ituti ons tend t o di ,3c o ur·c1 ge Israelis fr·o m maj oring 
i n e ducation on the u ndergraduat e l ev el , but d o en c ourag e them 
to enroll in Jewish studies pr o g r ams 3 ) Since t h e early 1980s 
there i i a trend among U.S. schools programs to encourage 
sutudents to pursue an M.A. in Jewish educ ation versus the B.A. 
degree. 

In contrast, Canadian sch o ols encourage students to matriculate 
i n B.A. level programs in education. 

3. Doctoral programs The 67 students who are enrolled i n 
doct o ral programs are c o mprised of three types of studen ts. 
Appr o ximately 70% are pursuing a doctorate on a part - time bas i s 
while holding positions in Jewish education. These student s v i ew 
the doctorate as a way to develop e xpertise, gain a credenti a l 
and move up the professional ladder. A smaller percentage (20 %) 
view doct o ral studies as a fo r m of continuing professional 
education and therefore enroll in c o urses year after year unti l 
they are at the point of writing the dissertation. At that time 
many of these students become non-matriculating students. 
Approximately 10 % of the doctoral students in Jewish education 
intend to pursue careers in research and· academia in Jewish 
education. 

4. Program approaches Those programs which offer degree programs 
fall inw • three categories, those which prepare teachers, 
educati6ibal change ager,ts and ci:irMi-,unal/edu,:ati ,:,nal professi 1:1nals. 
Nine of ; • • 15 programs ennumerated purport to prepare thei r 
st udent•·:;to assume r ,:,1 es as ,: 1 as ·::;r oom t e ,a,:her s ( 3 pr ogr ari-,s for 
the day · ~~hool •nd 7 for supplementary schools). These p r ogr ams 
currently have an enrollment of 171 students. The second 
category - educational change agent, is c haracteristic of 
programs that are designed to prepare Jewish professiona l s wh o 
will assume educational leadership roles in the Jewish communit y . 
Of the 15 programs listed in Table 1, two, comprised of 21 
students, have programs which prepare educational change ag e nt s . 
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to p repa r e students for assuming either teacher or administr at1ve 
roles in Jewish education a l institutions an d includes two 
departments of Jewish education co mp r ised of 26 students. 
Differences among these categories are reflected primaril y wi th 
r espect to their course offerings, prerequisites, student 
populations,curricular training models, internships/practica and 
relationship to standard s of the NBL ( Nati o nal Board of Li cense) . 
(These issues a re examined in Table 3 . ) 

5.rerti fication prngr ams In addition to degree p rogr a ms f ou r 
programs offer a sequence of courses that will enable student s to 
me et the requirements for NBL or local licensin g ag encies . The 
cou rse sequence gener ally consists of 4-6 course s in education 
an d an inte r nship or student teaching e xperience. As indicat ed 1n 
Table 1, 43 students are enrolled in these progr ams leading 
towards certification. Student s in certification prog rams a re 
e xpected to have strong Judaica bac kgr ounds and demonstrate 
Hebrew l _anguage profi ci ency. 

In recent years three institutions have also introduced principal 
certification programs, non-degree programs that prepare 
e xperienced educat o rs in the field. They enroll in administration an d 
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 

B.A. M.A. (p.t.) M.A. (f.t.) Doc. T.C. P.C. 
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Faculty As shown in Table 2, ins t ituti o n s rely heav i ly on p ar t ­
time and adjunct fa c ul t y. Howe ver, as indicated in Ta ble 4, th e 
u s e of adjuncts varies depending on the app roach of the prog r a m. 
Am o n g all th e i n dep e n dent co l leg e s there i s on l y o ne f u ll t ime 
pr o fessor. The denominati o nal inst i t uti on s have larger facul t ies 
and mo re full-time per s onnel. 

All 14 of the 19 full-ti me facult y member s h ave doctorat es in 
e d uc ati on o r an allied fi e ld. Nint y pe r cent r e c ei ved th e i r 
deg r ee fr o m a genera l u n v ersi ty . Most d i d not wr ite their 
di ssertations on a topic rel a ted t o Jewish educ ati o n . Alth ough 
ther e is c onsi derable v ariation in the c areer paths of facul ty , 
the majorit y have held positons i n J ew ish educat ion prior to 
becomi n g 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 t o teaching 
and research (asimilar phenomenon exits on the school level 
with teachers who get pushed up.) The mean age of full and part­
ti~e 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 le r ning, 
Independen~ colleges, in contrast, have salary scales 
considerably below c omparable local private institutions. 

Table 2 
Full-time, part-time and adjunct faculty 

teaching in departments of Jewish education 

Full - time 

part-time 

adjunct 

13 * (E,) 

44 *** 

* denol•• faculty wt,o assume full-time tead1it1g resp,::,nsibilities 
Six f'.aculty members listed a s full-time dev,:,te at least 2/5ths of 
their time to administrative or other responsibilities 

** denotes faculty who teach at least 215th of a full teaching 
1 1::iad *** denotes faculty are generally employed by another institution 

and teach only one course per year. 
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They rely primarily on fun d ra i si ng f o r bal ancinq thei r budqets . 
Independent schools to a large e xtent are depenaent on com~uni ty 
funding. H,:,wever, in r· e,:ent yeat .. '5 theY- 1:.• is a tendency ari"1ong 
these schools seek outs ide fu nds and become less dependent and 
also less accountable to the federations. Additional data is 
requ iY-ed in this area to do a complete analysis . 

Per c entage of budget covered by va Y-ious fundinq souY- c es 
for independent and denominati o nal sc hool s -

FedeY-ation Tuition Other 

Independent schools 50-80 15-30 10-20 

Denominational schools 15-25 85-75 

Tuition costs The Jewish educational institutions of higher 
leaY-ning examined in this study have been subject to many of 
the sa~e 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 
AckeY-man noted that fees in most Hebrew Teachers College we r e 
nominal," ... it is safe tc, say that no student will b€- denit"d 
the opportunity of studying because of his inability to pay the 
required tuition. " (p. 51) ( From: The Education . of American 
Jewis ►, Ti!-achers, O. Jan,:,wsky, (Ed.) New York: Beacon Press, 
1967.) The current situation is quite different. 

In the denomination and university-based schools tuition ranges 
between $200-325 per credit or between $5400-7800 C:24 credits ) 
per year for full-tim€' study. The independent colleges charges 
~ary 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 o11· the denominatic,nal schools have fellowships available to 
student,i. Among indt?pendent s,:h,:11:,ls their are s,:h,:,larships 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. Thes~ programs to a large 
extent, follow the criteria for teacher standards set by the NBL, 
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s tr o ng Juda ic a bac kg round, p ro fi c iency i n Hebrew langu a g e , a nd a 
liberal arts background ( a t the gr aduate leve l ) . The y ten d t o 
attract students who either h a ve fa i r l y s t r ong J u dai ca trai n in g 
o r who are willing to de vo te consid er a ble time to stud y i n these 
a reas prior to taking grad u ate wo r k . Although programs incl uded 
in this category differ substantially in their specific 
educational approaches and co u rse o fferings, they all emphas i ze 
t hr e e t y p es o f c our s es : t h e pr a,: t i c a 1 ( met hods and t e a c h i n g 
course s) , Judai c a and foundation c o u rses ( phil o s o phy o f 
education, educational psyc hol o gy, hist o ry of education ) . Eac h o f 
t hese progr a ms have practica whi c h a r e l i nked to the s tudent' s 
pl a ce of employment ( these student s teac h in a ftern oon schoo ls ) , 

The practi cu m gen erall y i s o n e s emester in duration an d invo l v e s 
sup erv i s ion by c ollege personnel. Fr o m the perspec ti ve of 
s tudent s i nter v iewed in these programs the prac ti c um does not 
a ssume a large role in the conte xt of the overall program. Th ese 
progr ams tend to to rely on a few core faculty and several 
as adjunct faculty to instruct in their particular areas of 
e xpertise. 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 commun i ty 
and its needs. Consistent with this approach is considerable 
empahsis on developing a sense of belonging to a community. 
Program experiences are designed to meet these goals. Both f rom 
the perspective of faculty and students the practicum experien c e 
plays a very large role in their graduate training. Depending o n 
the particular institution the role of Judaica courses varies. 
Given the personalistic philosophies of the~e programs the number 
of adjunct f~culty is kept to a minimum to ensure that core 
facult ~ . - t ter~ct extensively with students. 

Studen 
in cat 
backgrd · 
leading to 
st at1dar ds, 
irrelevant 
educ at i o:m. 

these programs tend to be slightly older than th o se 
1 programs. They also come from a variety of 
and professions. They view the opportunity to study 

a diffferent career. With respect to national 
programs in this category tend to view the NBL as 
to their mission in producing change agents in Jewi s h 

Category three, education/administration programs also place e mphasis 
on the field placement. In fact students enroll in two practi c a. 
One in teaching and one in administration. However, in most o t h er 
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also attracts many i ndi v iduals from different wal ks of l if2 wh o 
view . the pr,:,gram as a means to maki ng some impact on the Jt:'w i sh 
educational community. Students in this program have 
considerable course work in Jud~ica and intensive Hebrew learning 
experiences including a summer Ul pan. 

A significant issue not re flected in the table relates to the 
role and vision of religious education in the program. 
Denominational school s tend to be open about their mission to 
pr o duce r eligious educators. Yet, interviews and an examination 
of their literature does not clearly articulate thei r vis ion of a 
r eligious educator. Independent colleges, on th e other hand , 
refl,2:- c t rather· ambivalent att itudes towards rel i gi ous educa.tion . 
Often r e ligious is confused with denominational. The 
relationship between ideology, religious education and category 
of program will be discussed at length in the final report. 

Table 4 

Typology of approaches to preparation programs in Jewish education 

pre-requisites 

,: ,::iur se off er i ngs 

training m,:,dels 

practicum/intern 

Student .:goals 

Faculty 

NBL 

teacher training 

ma :,; i mum Judai ,:a 

Hebrew 
liberal arts 

5 Judai ,:a 
3 rnethc,ds 
2 Found at i ,::,ns 

a,: aderni ,:: /met hod 

rninirnal 
school 

tead,ers 

full/pt/adj. 

i mp,:,r t ant 

educ at i m1al 
agent 

change educator/ 
ad mi n i st r at ivi 

minimal Judaica mod. Judai c~ 

mod. Hebrew 
liberal arts 

2 Judai ,:a 
2 F,::,undat i ,:ms 
s,::,,: i ,:,l ,::,gy 

a,:ademi c /gr_oup 

extensive 
instituti,::,n 

mod. Hebre •..., 
liberal art s 

4 Judaica 
4 meth,:,ds 
2 admin. 

a,: adem i c / 
methods 

e :,;t ensi ve 
s,:hool /inst 

change agents teach/admin 

full full/adj 

irrelevant varies 

Programs for avocational teachers In recent years several 
programs have been initiated by local communities -
BJE/Federation to address the teaching sh,::,rtage df qualified 



teachers for Sunday and a ft er no on schoo l programs. These 
programs are designed to attract Jewishl y committed adults, 
living in the community who enjoy working with children but have 
gaps in content and skill ar e a s with r e s pect 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 parti c ipant is also linked to a mentor or master 
teacher. Other programs hav e retreats and intensive wo rkshops. 
There are probably l ess than a dozen such program funct i oning 
tod ay which pr o duce between 30-70 teachers per year . Th e final 
report will furthe r describe these p rograms and discuss the i r 
implications within the total conte xt o f teacher prepar a tion. 

In-service prog ramming 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 
spe-cifically designed to pre-pare- personnel for roles in informal 
JeQish education ( e.g., camping, youth work, JCC, adult 
education). Many of those involved with the training 
institutions noted the nee-d 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 JWB personnel indicate that within the 
",:enter w,::,rld" a great deal of training is oc,:uring. Mud, of this 
in-service training focuses on maximizing Jewish content within 
informal education settings. Most of programming in this area 
has be-en done in conjunction with Israel education programs, 
including extended study session in Israel. Relatively little 
has been d6ne to make use of the resources within the training 
institutions for puposes of maximizing Jewish education in the 
",:enter. world." This area will be further e:,;amined in the final 
report .. -: .. \ 

11 e. ') M'' \it~5 l,Ji r, Issues and Topics 

In addition to answering the research questions which led to this 
study,the final research re-port 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 65 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 appro x imately 350. What do these differences among 
the various studies reflect? Aside from differences in 
methodology what can be said to e xplain 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 is a profession, in numbers reflect differences in 
sampling technique, methodology and a vari ety other issues which 
will be addressed. Do the findings of this study suggest renewed 
interest in Jewish education? 

2.With the exception of two Hebrew teacher colleges all 1.1 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 ser ve . 
What are the implications of their changing roles for Jewish 
edu,:at i cm? 

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 
th~se issues. However, all agree that recruitment may be an area 
where ins~itutions 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 
import an,:e. 

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. Th•.;ai•ta on teacher preparati,:,n indi,:ate a recurrent parad,::,'.,; 
emerges -in training institutions. Those students who are 
preparir19, from the least senior p,::,sitio::ms ( B.A., certi fi,:ation 
programs) have stronger Judaica backgrounds than those preparing 
form more senior positions CM. 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 
York, Pittsburgh, Washington,D.C.). Those establishng these 
programs often see no need to involve e x isting 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. 
Others 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 
trainit1g. 

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 JCC 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 
i t1st i tut i ,::it1s. 

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 ,:::,f the programs e:,;amined purp,::irt t,:::i train for 
religiolla education, there d,::, not e:dst among these it1stitutions 
an articulation of what it means to be a religious Jewish 
educ at ion. 

18. Many of those interviewed mentioned the need to develop 
closed ties and joint programs with general schools an~ programs 
of education. On the other hand there were those who 1nd1cated 
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 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 ______ ? 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? Please 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 

Need 
school of education 
funding for students 
joint research projects 
research center(s) 
faculty retreats 
funding for risky ventures 
curriculum development 

learning 

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 J.e. within the community 
honoring those in J.e. 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 

Frequency 
1 
5 
2 
3 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
2 
7 
6 
1 
8 
3 

2 
2 
2 
4 

1 
5 
2 

Frequency refers ta the number of schools that mentioned this 
particular need . 



,-
...;.. 

.::Y, 

·..r. 

. , ... ,.,,~ 
-::.:: ....... 

r.. 

-~,j•• 

1· :," 

X ...... 
0 
z 
w 
0.. 
0.. 
c:x:: 

q) 

Training Institutions 1n 

Jewish & Estimated 

L.A. 

~'"':~ 

t> 

" ;,b O> 

the United 
Population 

States 
1987 

Philadelphia 

Poeulation 

• Training Institutions 

~ Up to 19,999 
mi 20,000 to 149,999 
~ 150,000 to 499,999 
- 500,000 Up 

Source fo, Population.· Al77er/con Jewish Yearbook 1988 



0 
u 
0 

0 
0 
0 

..... 

0 
C ~ 
On u 
C 
•-

CJ) 

C 
•-

C 
·-
0 
L 

I-

11 

=:J 
Q_ 

0 
Q_ 

0 
+-J 
0 
I-

~ 

0 
0 
.D 
L 

0 
Q) 

>-
..c 
(j) 

5 
Q) 
J 

C 
0 
(J 

L 
Q) 

t 
<t: 
.. 
C 
0 

+-' 
0 

::J 
Q_ 

0 
o_ 

Q) 

u 
L 

::J 
0 

(/) 



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: 

1 



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". In 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. 

3 



References 

1. 

2 . 

3. 

Board of Jewish Education of Greater New York, Jewish 
Supplementary Schooling: An Educat i onal System in Need 
of Change. New York, 1988. 

Lightfoot, Sara Lawrence. 
of Character and Culture. 

The Good High School: Portraits 
New York; Basic Books, 1983 . 

Schoem, David L. Ethnic Survival in America : An Ethno­
graphy of a Jewish Afternoon School. Unpublished Doctoral 
Dissertation, University of California, Berkeley, 1979 . 

4 



THE COMMISSION ON JEWISH EDUCATION IN NORTH AMERICA 

MEETING OF RESEARCHERS 

Cleveland -- December 4 and 5, 1989 
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1750 Euclid Avenue 216/566-9200 

6:00 - 7:00 p.m. 
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* Dr. Isa Aron: Issues 
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Teaching 

Session II: 
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The preparation of Jewish 
educators in North America 

* Lunch 

Session III: 

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

Break 

Dinner 

Room B. Van 
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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 ... 
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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 
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Research presentation #4 
Bond Court Hotel 

Nov. 14, 1989 



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. lngall 
Ludwig Jesselson 
Henry Koschitzky 
Mark Lainer 
Norman Lamm 
Sara S. Lee 
Seymour Martin Upset 
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 Format ion 
Senior Policy Advisors 

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

Director 

Henry L. Zucker 

Staff 

MarkGurvis 
Virginia F. Levi 
Joseph Reimer 

TO: Barry Holtz 

FROM: Mark Gurvis 

DATE: 11/22/89 

COMMITSSITON 
ON JEWITSH EDUCXI'ITON 

ITN NOR17H AM:ERJIO\ 
4500 Euclid Avenue 

Cleveland, Ohio 44103 
216/391-8300 

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 
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November 8 . 1989 

Dr. Barry Holtz 
Melton Research Center 
The Jewish Theological Seminary 
3080 Broadway 
New York, NY 10027 

Dear Dr. Holtz: 

COMMISSITO 
ON JEWlSH EDUCMITON 

IN NOR17H AMEIDC 

4500 Euclid Avenue 
Cleveland, Ohio 44103 

216/391-8300 

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. 

s ~7rely, ; } . 

'"b' • ~ 
V • r F L. 1.rg1.n1.a . ev1. 
Commission staff 

Enclosure 

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