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Background: The original task of the our project was to undertake
monitoring, evaluation, and feedback (MEF} in CIJE’s Lead
Communities. We carried out this work from August 1992 through
December 1994, with a staff of three full-time field researchers
working with the two part-time (3 days/month) project directors.
With the reorganization of CIJE into four domains, one of which
is Research and Evaluation, our assignment has shifted, and now
consists of three major areas: Building a Research Capacity,
Building an Evaluation Capacity, and Evaluating CIJE Initiatives.
We now employ one full-time staff researcher along with the two
project directors.

This document provides an update of our 1995 Work Plan, based on
the earlier revision of March 8, 1995. The end of the document
contains a list of products with notes on their current state of
completion as of July 24, 1995.

I. Building a Research Capacity in North America
A. Conducting high-gquality research

l. Writing the full integrated report on teachers in
the lead communities

2. Writing reports on educational leaders in the Lead
Communities (in each Lead Community, and combined)

3. Possibly additional policy briefs -- to be decided
-- possible topics: leaders, teacher/leader
comparisons, early childhood

4. Research papers on teacher power, teacher
in-service, and levers for change in extent of
in-service

II. Building an Evaluation Capacity in North America
A. The CIJE Manual for the Study of Educators

1. Produce wvia desk-~top publishing a module for
studying Jewish educators in a community
a. Survey instrument
b. Interview protocol
c. Instructions for both
d. List of anchor items to be used in a national
data base
e. Codebook for entering and coding data using
SPSS (commercially available statistical software)



B. Dissemination of the module

1. The preferred design also addresses the broader need
for creating a capacity for evaluation in North
American communities: A three-tiered seminar on
evaluation

2. Prepare a proposal for an Evaluation Institute
organized by CIJE

3. If the Evaluation Institute is approved and a staff
person is hired to coordinate it, work with the staff
person to plan and develop curriculum

III. Evaluating CIJE Initiatives

A.

Evaluation of Teacher-Educator Institute (Cummings

project)

l. Prepare a proposal for evaluation of the Teacher-
Educator Institute

2. Implement the evaluation if the proposal is approved

IV. Planning for the Future

A.

Informal education -- MEF staff will work on

conceptualization for policy research on informal education

B.

1. Consult with CIJE staff
2. Consult with other experts on informal education

Community consultations -- currently we are providing

ongc g advice to Atlanta and Cleveland

C.

Possible seminar on CIJE: What have we learned
from three years of MEF?

~- about mobilizing communities

-- about creating and working as a change agent

-~ about conducting MEF in communities
The purpose of the seminar would be to take a step back
and assess where we have been and what we have learned
over the last three years. It is intended for staff and
close advisors. One product of the seminar wou be a
summary document about what we have learned, for our
internal use and for orienting new advisory committee
members. A research paper might also result from the
seminar, but we are not sure about that.
Running this seminar would take a substantial investment
of planning time from MEF staff
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ABSTRACT

A survey of teachers in day schools, supplementary schools, and pre-schools in three
communities shows that only 19% of teachers have professional training in both Jewish
content areas and in the field ot education. Despite incomplete professional backgrounds,
teachers in Jewish schools engage in relatively few professional development activities: pre-
school teachers reported attending an average of 6.2 workshops over a two-year period,
while supplementary teachers attended an average of 4.4 and day school teachers attended
3.8 workshops over the two year period. What can be done to enhance and expand l
professional growth activities for teachers in Jewish schools? Work in progress will examine
three possible "levers” for change: state licensing requirements tor pre-schools, state {
requirements for continuing education among professionally-trained teachers, and federation- _
led standards for training of supplementary teachers. \ ‘1
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BACKGROUND AND TRAINING OF TEACHERS IN JEWISH SCHOOLS:
CURRENT STATUS AND LEVERS FOR CHANGE

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

Recent research at the Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CIJE) shows that
only a small proportion of teachers in Jewish schools in three communities are professionally
trained in both Jewish studies and in the field of education. This paper presents and extends
selected findings from the CIJE research. In addition, it moves beyond findings that have
been made public thus far by exploring mechanisms that may raise standards for in-service
teacher training in Jewish schools. These fevers include stzte licensing requirements for pre-
schools, state requirements for continuing education among protessionally-trained teachers,
and federation-led standards for training of supplementary tcachers.

Conceptual Framework

In 1991 the Commission on Jewish Education in North America released A Time 10
Act, a report on the status and prospects of Jewish education. The report concluded that
building the profession of Jewish education (along with mobilizing community support for
education) is essential for improving teaching and learning in Jewish schools. This
conclusion rested on the best available assessment of the tield at that time: "well-trained and
dedicated educators a e needed for every area of Jewish education....to motivate and engage

children and their parents [and] to create the necessary educational materials and methods"

(1991, p.49). In response, the Commission created the CIJE, whose mandate includes



establishing three lead communities in North America, and working with these communities
to serve as demonstration sites for improving Jewish education.

What is the current state of the profession of Jewish education in these communities?
What mechanisms are availabie to improve it, and how will we know whether improvement

in the profession training of teachers fosters better teaching and learning? These questions

cannot be addressed fully - in particular, no daé\are available on the links between training
teaching, and learning -- but the current paper makes a start, focusing on the current
situation and potential levers for change.
Data and Methods

Data from this paper are drawn from two data sources: A survey of teachers and a
series of interviews with teachers and other educators. All Judaica teachers in day schools,
supplementary schools, and pre-schools were asked to respond (o the survey, and a response
rate of 82% (983/1192 teachers in total) was obtained. F‘ormal in-depth interviews were
carried out with 125 educators. including teachers and education directors of day schools,
supplementary schools, and pre-schools, as well as central agency staff and Jewish educators
in higher education. The survey and interviews covered a wide variety of issues. such as
teachers’ background and training, earnings and benefits, and careers of Jewish educators.
Only matters of background and formal training are addressed in this paper.

We define training in education as a university or teachers’ institute degree in
education. We defin - training in Jewish studies as a college or seminary degree in
education, or as certification in Jewish education. [nformation on these items were derived

from survey responses. We also relied on survey data to indicate how much in-service
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training teachers had received in the recent past. Information from interviews helped us
understand the survey findings more thoroughly, and helped us frame our analytic questions
more etfectively.

For the most part, we combine data from all three communities for our survey
analyses. Despite some differences between communities, on the whole the results were far
more similar than they were ditferent. Also, our results are largely consistent with surveys
carried out in other communities, where comparablc data are availabic. Moreover, in this
paper we will explicitly examine some of the more salient differences across communities.
Finally, whereas the data will mainly be aggregated across communities. we will generally
break down the data by setting: day schooi, supplementary school, and pre-school.

Results

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

Descriptive Results

What sort of professional training in Jewish educaticn characterizes teachers in the
three communities? Overall, Table 1 shows that only 19% of teachers in Jewish schools are
formally trained in both education and in Jewish studies. Thirty-five percent were trained in
education but not Jewish studies, and another 12% were trained in Jewish studies but not
education. This leav: § a signiticant minority -- 34% -- with no formal preparation in either
tfield. Table 1 further shows, not surprisingly, that day school teachers have more training in

Jewish studies than teachers in other schools, and that day school and pre-school teachers



more often have professional backgrounds in education than teachers in supplementary
schools (combine rows | and 2 in Table 1). However, the greater proportion of teachers
trained in education in day and pre-schools reflects one- and two-year degrees as well as
university degrees in education. If these were excluded, day school and pre-school teachers
would have formal backgrounds in education about as often as supplementary teachers.

Perhaps the dearth of formai training is compensated by extensive in-service
education. We asked teachers how often they had attended in-service workshops during the
last two years. Table 2 shows that {excluding first-year teachers) day school teachers
attended an average of 3.3 workshops during the two-year period, supplementary teachers
aver-~ed 4.4, and pre-school teachers attended just 6.2 workshops over a two-year penod.

Clearly, the infrequency of in-service training is not adequate to make up for
deficiencies, nor even to maintain an adequate level of professional growth among teachers
who are already protessionaily trained. What can be done to increase the level of in-service
training?

Analytic Results

Data are available for this portion of the paper, but the analyses have yet to be carried
out. We will explore three possible mechanisms for raising in-service standards.

(1} State certification for pre-schools. Most of the pre-schools in our study are
certified by the state, and we believe this accounts of the higher rates of in-service

training among pre-school teachers compared to other teachers. This conclusion can /(;f*
be strengthened by comparing in-service training in the pre-schools that are not s
certified to the e that are. If this finding is supported, we will have a basis for \42\.
arguing that state certification in the secular world fosters higher standards in Jewish wﬂ 2
education. This potential finding has imptications for day schools as well as pre- KW‘M
schools. —_— 0@’ -
( Wigwb



(2) State requirements for continuing professional growth. The communities we
studied are located in three different states. Two of the states have set a mandatory
number of hours in workshop training for relicensing of teachers. (These standards far
exceed those obtained by the average teacher in Jewish schools.) The third state has
no such mandate. Are Judaica teachers in Jewish schools responsive to these
mandates? In addition to comparing workshops attended for teachers in states that do
and do not have mandates, we will examine patterns of workshops attended by
teachers who are and are not already professionally trained. One would expect such
teachers to be more sensitive to state mandates. If this finding emerges, we will be in
position to argue that in states with in-service mandates, seeking certified teachers
would raise not only background but in-service standards. In addition, this finding
would strengthen the argument that it is possible to influence teachers in Jewish
schools through secular requirements,

(3) Federation standards for supplementary teachers. in one community, but not the

other two, federation policy requires supplementary school teachers to attend a

minimum of three in-service workshops per year. How does the frequency of in-

service in this community compare to that of the others, in supplementary schools? If

it is higher, one may use this conclusion, admittedly speculative since it is may be

confounded with other between-community differences. to argue that centralized

mandates may stimulate more in-service in certain contexts.

Significance

The CUE’s ultimate hypothesis is that building Jewish education as a profession is
critical for improving teaching and learning in Jewish education. This paper does not answer
that question, but it addresses two crucial concerns along the way: What is the state of the

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

reform, we are turthering the broader endeavor.



Table 1. Professional Training of Teachers in Jewish Schools

Day Supplementary Pre- All
School School School Schools
Trained in Education
and Jewish Studies 35% 13% 9% 19%
Trained in Education Only 24% 2% 50% 35%
Trained in Jewish Studies Only 25% 11% 3% 12%
Trained in Neither Education 16% 14% 3R% 34%

Nor Jewish Studies

Table 2. Average Number of Workshops Attended by Teachers in Jewish Schools

Average Number of Workshops Attended
in the Past Two Years

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

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


















These possibilities are not mutually exXclusive. For instance, atter the
consultation(s), the CIJE could work with interested institutions to develop a
proposal for funding.

7. In general education, change occurred in the content of leadership programs,
because professionals in the field began to demand greater emphasis be placed on
leadership issues in these programs. This would support the argument to focus
efforts toward "seeding the culture” (see issue #5¢). The Institute Model (option
#2), in concert with the creation of Principal Centers (option #3), could assist 10
this effort.

8. If we create an Institute Model (option #2), we could require that teams be sent
(i.e., president of schoals, key community lay people, and the principal).

9. The Institute Model (option #2), alone, is insufficient. There needs to be a
vehicle for translating what is learned in the Institutes into the realities of
institutional and communa! life. The Principal Center Model can provide this
linkage betwecn the Institute Model and the classroom.

10. Following the Harvard Principals' Seminar, many educational leaders began
meeting with their coileagues in their community to share what they learned and
continue learning together. This spontaneous development can be capitalized upon
to create the Principals Center Model (option #3). The CLIE could provide
support for enhancing the effectiveness of community efforts in this area.

11. If we focus our efforts on "seeding the culture", we should proceed along
three avenues:
a. conduct institutes for educational leacers, complemented with follow-up
support for back-home work;
b. bring together leadership of the major institutions as a study group
(using a CIJE Policy Brief as a primary text),
c. bring the heads of major foundations together.

12. What will lead people to buying into our visions of what educational
leadership should be? Perhaps, you could achieve buy-in by creating one
institution that would be a living model of what excellence could be. This could be
a new institution (i.e., The National Institute for Jewish Educational Leadership) or
one already in existence.

13. If we create our own institution, we need to consider whether or not.there will
be a sufficient number of students and enough qualified faculty, as well as its
impact on already existing institutions.
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t4. The Reform movement currently combines a Pre-service Program with an
Institute Model (option #2) - in the torm of the denomirational colleges and
NATE (where professional development experiences occur). Given
encouragement and money, the Reform movement may be inierested in setting up
a Leadership Academy (option #5).

I5. The Leadership Academy Model (option #4) is unlikely 1o be effective
because of the limited capacity which currently exists within BJEs and the
denonunational movements.

16, Engaging in the "Training of Trainers" model (option #3) is a necessary basis
for undertaking any of the other models.

C. CONSIDERING A DECISION

The group was divided about which models to pursue. Some preferred focusing on pre-
service (option #1), There was disagreement, however, over whether our efforts should
initially focus on enhancing the quality of current pre-serv.ce programs or increasing the
number of persons attending these programs: quality versus quantity. Others preferred
focusing on in-service: create continental [nstitutes (option #2) and support the
development of local Principal Centers {option #3) following participation in the Institutes.
There was limited support for the Leadership Academy Model. On the other hand, some
felt that we need to engage in all five models in order to impact substantially upon the
system. It was pointed out that since the CLJE does not have the capacity to engage in all
of them (or even some of them) simultaneously, we would still need to prioritize among
them. Most felt that, no matter upon which of the first four models we focus, we need to
decide how to train the trainers who would (eventually) run the programs (option #5).

In making a decision about which models to pursue, the group raised several questions
that would need to be constdered:

l. What precise steps will be necessary to achieve each of our goals?

2. What type of role will the CIJE have in each process (e.g., mediator versus
service deliverer)?

3. What is our own capacity {(staff) for engaging in any one model or a
combination of models?

4. From where will funding come?
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Given our limited capacity and funding, if wesdecide that we should pursue a combination
ot models, how do we pricritize among them? One way to decide would be to consider
which pieces have to be done no matter what else we did. Or, what things are so big and
complex that we can't do them now? Another way to decide, which was suggested,
concerned the venue under which we would consider the issue: Do we conceive ot our
imtial efforts as primarily community mobilization ("seeding the culture") or as building
the protession? It the tormer, we may want to do as many short-term Principal Institutes
(opticn #2) as possible, which could lead to grassroots spin-ofis {i.e., Principal Centers -
opuion i#3).

Finally, the importance of writing a design document, which details our desired outcomes
(once the CTJE has determined what they are) and the actions we need to take in order to
reach those outcomes, was noted

Iil. Next Steps
A, LOCAL COMMUNITY REPORTS

We briefly discussed the individual community reports. In particular, the group thought
that we should consider in more depth the issue of how best to use the reports {or some
version of them) with the key lay persons and Federation professionals in each community
The staff was requested to have all comments on the Atlanta report sent to

the MEF team by Tuesday. GZD affirmed the need to have all three communty reports
completed in time for the Lead Community consultation on October st and 2nd.

B. DISCUSSION PAPER AND POLICY BRIEF

We discussed the purpose and audience for the Discussion Paper on educational leaders,
which presents a broad view of the data collected by the MEF team in the three Lead
Comnunities. The tollowing purposes/audiences were suggested for the Discussion Paper
or some version of it:

|. a seminar with foundations and experts on leadership in general education,

2. the Research Network in Jewish Education;

3. faculties at institutions of higher Jewish learning and academic departments of

Jewish studies;

4. other CIJE bodies (such as the Steering Committee};

5. local communities that are pursuing studies of their educational leaders {such as

Cleveland).
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Consultations with these groups of people (i.e., key taculty members at institutions of
higher Jewish learning and academic departments of Jewish studies, along with experts on
leadershup in general education), using the Discusston Paper as the primary text, could
assist the CIJE in reaching a decision on which models to pursue, and help “seed the
culture” in preparation for change.

ADH requested that the MEF team have this Discussion Paper and the integrated report
on teachers in the three Lead Communities available in October.

The group decided that the next CIJE Policy Brief will be on educational leaders. v
C. THE MANUAL FOR THE CIIENTUDY Of EDUCATORY

ADIH noted that a letter is being sent out to key professional and lay leadership across
North America informing them, among other things, of the availability of the Manual for
The CIJE Study of Educators. Tinal revisions on the Manual need to be done as soon as
possible.

The importance of having local communities maintain the anchor items in their versions of
the survey was re-aftirmed. \We bnetlv discussed ways that this could be accomplished
The mplementation of the planned Cyaation Insutute, 3s a nweans of accomplishing this
goal, was re-atfirmed. In addition, ADH requested that AG and EG compose a short
letter that will be sent to communities who have requested and received the Manual,
which wll make the case for anchor items on a sophisticazed level in language geared
toward lay persons. The letter also should mention that the CIJE will be holding a
conference or semunar on the anchor items or how to use the CL/L

Educators Survey,
















































Subject: MEF 2/8/95
1. Need to re-position the agenda

2. ISSUES TO BE DEALT WITH

A, RESPCNSE TO HIRSHHORN'S DEMAND THAT EVALUATION GUIDANCE BE GI..Jd
B. CLEVELAND ET AL GUIDANCE AND SERVICE REQUESTS
WHAT HAVE WE LEARNED ABOUT THE FEEDBACK PRCOCESS REGARDING:

what can we learn about CIJE's role
what can we get about these

oo

D. the Module:

1. intro doc to comminuties

2.revised survey instrument

on the merits of a piloted and revised survey
review method

what about leaders?

3. All instruments presented -- they have been revised - if comments -
tell them rapidly

E. Who will do the module?

NO DECISICN WAS TAKEN

X.. possible decisions

* Jerusalem 3-year review meeting.
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BACKGROUND AND TRAINING OF TEACHERS IN JEWISH SCHOOLS:
CURRENT STATUS AND LEVERS FOR CHANGE

ABSTRACT

A survey of teachers in day schools, supplementary schools, and pre-schools in three
communities shows that only 19% of teachers have professional training in both Jewish
content areas and in the fieid of education. Despite incomplete professional backgrounds,
teachers in Jewish schools engage in relatively few professional development activities: pre-
school teachers reported attending an average of 6.2 workshops over a two-year period,
while supplementary teachers attended an average of 4.4 and day school teachers aitended
3.8 workshops over the two year period. What can be done to enhance and expand
professional growth activities for teachers in Jewish schools? This paper examines three
possible "levers" for changing standards for professiona. growth; state licensing requirements
for pre-schools, state requirements for continuing educatton among professionally-trained
teachers, and federation-led standards for training of supplementary teachers. Results
indicate that pre-schocl teachers in state-licensed pre-schools and supplementary school
teachers who were pz-d for meeting a profcssional growth standard reported that they were

required to attend more in-service workshops, compared to other teachers who were not
faced with these stancards.
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establishing three Lead Communities in North America, and working with these communities
to serve as demonstration sites for improving Jewish education.

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

Professional Preparation and Development in Jewish Education

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

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

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









supplementary schools in which at least three-quarters of the teachers meet the in-

service standards receive funds from the federation. Thus, the incentive program

encourages not just individual but school-wide professional growth. If these

incentives are effective, we would expect to find that suppiementary school teachers

reported more workshops in this community than in the other two.

Data and Methods

Data from this paper are drawn from two data sources: A survey of teachers, and
intensive interviews with a sample of teachers and other educators. The surveys and
interviews were conducted in the three CUE Lead Communities; Atlanta, Baltimore, and
Milwaukee, in 1992 and 1993. All Judaica teachers in day schools, supplementary schools,
and pre-schools were asked to respond to the survey, and a response rate of 82% (983/1192
teachers in total) was obtained. Formal in-depth interviews were carried out with 125
educators, including teachers and education directors of day schools, supplementary schools,
and pre-schools, as well as central agency staff and Jewish educators in higher education.
The survey and interviews covered a wide variety of issues, such as teachers’ background
and training, earnings and benefits, and careers of Jewish educators. Only matters of
background and formal training are addressed in this paper.
Statistical Methods

For the most part, we combine data from all three communities for our survey
analyses. Despite some differences between communities, on the whoie the results were far
more similar than they were different. Also, our results are largely consistent with surveys

carried out in other communities, where comparable data are available. Moreover, in this



paper we will explicitly examine some of the more salient differences across communities.
Finally, whereas the data will mainly be aggregated across communities, we will generally
break down the data by setting: day school, supplementary school, and pre-school.

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

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

Variables

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

Workshop attendance. The dependent variable for this study derives from teachers’
responses to the questions, "Were you required to attend in-service workshops during the
past two years? If so, how many?" Only teachers who were required to attend at least one
workshop are included in the analyses, and first year teachers are excluded because of the
two-year time frame implied by the question. This resulted in an effective sample size of
726 teachers. About 15% of teachers who were required to attend workshops failed to

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

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

Background variables. We employed several measures to take account of differences

among teachers in their professional backgrounds. Teachers indicated their years of
expertence in Jewish education, To allow for possible non-linear effects, we divided
experience into four categories: 5 years or less, 6-10 years, 11-20 years, and 21 years or
more. An additional czz2gory indicates persons with missing data on experience. (We used
this strategy of dummy categories for missing data for all independent variables in the
regression analyses.)

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

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

teachers about thetr plans for the future, and from this item we constructed a single indicator



for teachers who said they plan to leave Jewish education in the near future. Presumably it
would be possible to demand more in-service work from teachers who are oriented to Jewish
education as a career, and are not planning on leaving the field.

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

Context and policy variables. Dummy variables are used to distinguish among

teachers in day schools, suppiementary schools, and pre-schools. Teachers who taught in
more than one setting (about 20% of all respondents) are counted in the setting in which they
taught the most hours.

For pre-school teachers only, we created an indicator to distinguish among schools
that are accredized by the state and those that are not (certified = 1, not certified = 0). For
supplementary school teachers only, we created an indicator for the one community with an
incentives program for in-service workshops (incentives program = 1, others = 0). For all
teachers, we created indicators of the amount of in-service required for re-licensing: 180
hours and 100 hours are compared to the reference category of no in-service requirement.

Results

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

Descriptive Results
What sort of professional training in Jewish education characterizes teachers in the

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

Further analysis shows that the dearth of formal training is not compensated by
extensive in-service education. Table 2 shows that {excluding first-year teachers) day school
teachers were required to attend an average of 3.8 workshops during the two-year perniod,
supplementary teachers averaged 4.4, and pre-school teachers were required on average to
attend just 6.2 workshops over a two-year period.

Clearly, the infrequency of in-service training is not adequate to make up for
deficiencies, nor even to maintain an adequate level of professional growth among teachers
who are already professionally trained. What can be done to increase the level of in-service

training?
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Analytic Results

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

The second column presents results for the same model with the additional effects of
pre-service training. Teachers with formal preparation in education did not report more in-
service workshops, but teachers who are trained in Jewish studies reported that they were
required to attend 1.02 workshops more than teachers without such training. The third
column of Table 3 shows that teachers who think of Jewish education as their career reported
more workshops and teachers who plan to leave the field reported fewer workshops than
other teachers. Note also that the initial effects of experience appear to diminish in the
second and third columns of Table 5. This pattern suggests that more experienced teachers
reported more workshops because they tend to be better trained in Jewish studies and more
oriented to a career in Jewish education, two conditions that are obviously connected to
longevity in the profession and apparently related to in-service standards as well.

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

teachers, and which includes an indicator of state-certified pre-schools. As Table 4 shows,
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teachers in certified schools reported 3.35 more workshops, a substantiat difference
considering that the average for pre-school teachers was 6.2 (see Table 2). As in the full-
sample analysis, career-oriented pre-school teachers reported more workshops, and those
planning to leave reported fewer, although the laiter coefficient is not statistically significant
due to the smaller number of cases when the sample is restricted to pre-school teachers.
(Sex is excluded from the pre-school analysis because all but one of the pre-school teachers
are female.)

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

Finally, did the federation-sponsored incentives program encourage higher rates of
required workshops? The regression reported in Table 6, restricted to supplementary
teachers, shows that teachers who encountered the incentives program reported an average of

2.52 more workshops than supplementary schools in the other two communities, where such

federation programs are not in place.
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Discussion

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

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

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

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

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

The CUE’s ultimate hypothesis is that building Jewish education as a profession is
critical for improving teaching and learning in Jewish education. This paper does not answer
that question, but it addresses two crucial concems along the way: What is the state of the
profession? What can be done to improve it? By exploring three potential avenues for
reform, we are furthering the broader endeavor. The results of this study suggest two
mechanisms -- community incentives and certification of schools -~ that can increase the

professional growth activities of teachers in Jewish schools.
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Table 1. Professional Training of Teachers in Jewish Schools

Day Supplementary Pre- All
School School School Schools
Trained in Education
and Jewish Studies 35% 13% 9% 19%
Trained in Education Only 24 % 32% 50% 35%
Trained in Jewish Studies Only 25% 11% 3% 12%
Trained in Netther Education 16% 4% 38% 34%
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Table 2. Average Number of Workshops Teachers in Jewish Schools Were
Required to Attend

Average Number of Workshops
in the Past Two Years

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

Note:  Figures include only thase teachers who said they were required to attend workshops, and exclude first-
year t2achers.



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

Indgpendent Variable

Sex (Male=1) -.61 =74 -.86™
(.39 (.39) (.39)
Experience 6-10 years A48 .45 16
(.39) (.35} (.35)
Experience 11-20 years B1* .67 26
(.37) (.38) (.39)
Experience 21+ years 1.02* .69 .34
(.43) (.45) (.43)
Trained in Education -.02 -.11
(.29) (.29)
Trained in Jewish Studies 1.02** .60
(.33) (.34)
Jewish Education is a Career 1.30==
(.94)
Will Leave Jewish Education -1.00*
(-30)
Pre-school 2.36%* 2.76%* 2.65%*
{.36) (.39) (.38)
Supplementary School .66* 98- [.19**
(.33) (.35) (.35
Constant 3.37*~ 2.89=* 2.54*%~
(.37 (.43) (.44)
R? .09 .10 13

* < .05 **p < .0l

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



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

Independent Variable

Experience 6-10 years -.81
(.82)
Experience 11-20 years -.84
(.99)
Experience 21+ years -.74
(1.18)
Trained in Education .09
(.67
Trained in Jewish Studies .59
(:93)
Jewish Education is a Career 1.53*
(.75)
Will Leave Jewish Education -1.76
(1.18)
Certified Pre-school 3.34»=
(1.00)
Constant 2.74*
(1.17)
Adjusted R? .08

“p < .05 **p < .01

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



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

licensing.

Independent Variable

Sex (Male=1) -1.07* -1.05*
(.45) (.46}
Experience 6-10 years 1.62* Lol
(.64) (.64)
Experience 11-20 years 1.12 111
(.62) (.62}
Experience 21+ years 1.61™ 1.62>
(.67) (.67)
Trained in Education -.32 21
(.42} (.49)
Trained in Jewish Studies 23 -.20
(.49; (.53)
Jewish Education is a Career -.25 -.24
(57 (.58)
Will Leave Jewish Education -.65 -.60
(.94) (.95)
180 Hours Required for Re-License -.08 - 11
(.54) {.32)
100 Hours Required for Re-License -.36 -3
(.48) (.6)
180 Hours X Trained tn Education .03
(1.14)
100 Hours X Trained in Education -.51
.93
Constant 326~ 3.19*%=
{.66) (.68)
Adjusted R? .03 .04
*» < .05 **p < .0l
Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N=176 day

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

education.



Table 6. Number of workshops supplementary school teachers were required to attend
tn a community that offered incentives for attendance, compared 1o other
communities.

Independent Variable

Sex (Male=1)} -.13
(.46)
"~ perience 6-10 years 58
(.42)
Experience [1-20 years L.i1*
(.49)
Experience 21 + years .84
(.57)
Trained in Education -.06
(.37
Trained in Jewish Studies Bl
(.44)
Jewish Education is a Career 1.19**
(.38)
Will Leave Jewish Education -.53
(.57)
Community Incenttves for Workshops 2.52%*
(.35)
Constant 2.17%*
(.35)
Adjusted R? .30

*p < .05 **p < .01

Notes: Me