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O V E R V I E W

W h at can be do n e  to  im prove Jew ish  ed u ca tio n  in  N orth  A m erica? A ccording to  th e  C om m ission 

o n  Jew ish  E ducation  in N orth  A m erica (1988-1990), o n e  essential co n d ition  for revitalizing 

Jew ish  ed u ca tio n  is to  build  th e  profession  of Jew ish  education .

The C ouncil for In itia tives in  Jew ish  E ducation  (CIJE), a no t-fo r-p ro fit o rgan iza tion  w hose mis- 

sion  is to  he lp  tran sfo rm  N orth  A m erican  Jew ish  life th ro u g h  Jew ish  education , w as established 

to  im p lem en t th e  C om m ission 's reco m m en d atio n s. To em bark  on  this task, CIJE first posed the  

question : W hat are  th e  characteristics of teachers in  Jew ish  schools? In co llaboration  w ith  its 

th re e  Lead C o m m unities of A tlan ta , B altim ore, an d  M ilw aukee, CIJE carried  o u t a study  of 

ed u ca to rs  in  all th e  Jew ish  day schools, su p p lem en ta ry  schools, and  pre-schoo l program s.

Key findings of th is study— th e  strong  co m m itm en t of teachers, coup led  w ith  th e ir  lim ited  tra in - 

ing  a n d  m in im al o p p o rtu n itie s  for professional d ev e lo p m en t— h av e  already  in fluenced  the  

co n tin en ta l deba te  ab o u t revitalizing Jew ish  educa tion . This rep o rt p rov ides th e  full details of th e  

s tu d y  of teach ers  in Jew ish  schools, inc lud ing  in fo rm atio n  from  surveys an d  in terv iew s. W here 

possible, resu lts from  th e  study  a re  com pared  to  tho se  of earlier surveys from  Boston, 

Los A ngeles, an d  M iam i.

A m ong  th e  critical findings are  these: In A tlan ta , B altim ore, an d  M ilw aukee, ab o u t half of th e  

teach ers  h av e  com pleted  fo rm al tra in in g  in  th e  field of education , b u t far few er have  degrees or
W1|| c a\־  s ’ v\A»rK

\rQ '1־ cer t i f i cat i on in Jew ish  co n ten t areas. Jew ish  ed uca tion  d u rin g  ch ildhood  does little to  com pensate  

. . fo r th e  lack of la te r tra in in g  in  Jew ish  studies; a lm ost o n e  th ird  of th e  teachers received no

Jew ish  ed u ca tio n  a fte r age 13. Similarly, in -serv ice professional d ev e lo p m en t fails to  m ake up 

<K o f  |jm jtecj fo rm a ! tra in ing . M ost teachers a tten d  a ro u n d  tw o w orkshops p er year, o r few er. The

q u a lity  of w o rkshops is also problem atic; in-service ed u ca tio n  is no t aim ed at teach e rs ' specific 

Ca A  e\ needs, and  in m ost schools it is n o t p art of a co h e ren t plan for p rofessional g row th .

G enerally, w ork  cond itions are  no t professionalized. M ost teachers w ork  p a rt-tim e  in Jew ish  

edu ca tio n . O nly  20%  of teachers say th e ir  earn ings from  Jew ish  ed u ca tio n  are  th e ir  m ain  source 

of fam ily incom e, a lth o u g h  th is figure is m u ch  h ig h er in  O rthodox  day schools. B enefits are 

scarce, ev en  for fu ll-tim e teachers. For exam ple, am o n g  fu ll-tim e teach ers in  all th ree  settings, 

o n ly  48 %  rep o rt th a t th e y  a re  offered h ea lth  benefits an d  on ly  45%  have access to  pensions.

D espite th ese  cond itions, th e  teachers are  strong ly  com m itted  to  th e ir  w ork  in  Jew ish  education . 

Close to  60%  describe th e ir  w o rk  in  Jew ish  ed u ca tio n  as a career. Even am o n g  p a rt-tim e  

teachers, over ha lf describe th e ir  w ork  in  Jew ish  ed ucation  as a career.

In light of te ach e rs ' lim ited  tra in ing  b u t strong  co m m itm en t, th e  au th o rs  a rgue  th a t im proving  

th e  q u a lity  an d  q u a n tity  of professional dev e lo p m en t shou ld  be th e  p rim ary  focus of reform  

efforts. Im prov ing  w o rk ing  conditions, inc lud ing  increasing  access to  benefits an d  o p p o rtun ities 

for fu ll-tim e w ork , shou ld  also be p a rt of a com prehensive  p lan  for reform .
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0 V E R V I E w 

What can be done to improve Jewish education in North America? According to the Commission 

on Jewish Education in North America ( I 988-1990), one essential condition for revitalizing 

Jewish education is to build the profession of Jewish edL1cation. 

The Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CIJE), a not-for-profit organization whose mis­

sion is to help transform North American Jewish life through Jewish education, was established 

to implement the Commission's recommendations. To embark on this task, CUE first posed the 

question: WhaL are the characteristics of teachers in Jewish schools? In collaboration with its 

three Lead Communities of Atlanta, Ballimore. and Milwaukee. CUE carried out a study of 

educators in all the Jewish day schools, supplementary schools, and pre-school programs. 

Key findings of this study-the strong commitment of teachers, coupled with their limited train­

ing and minimal opportunities for professional development-have already influenced the 

continental debate about revitalizing Jewish education. This report provides the full details of the 

study of teachers in Jewish schools, including information from surveys and interviews. Where 

possible, results from the study are compared to those of earlier surveys from Boston, 

Los Angeles, and Miami. 

Among the critical findings arc these: In Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee, about half of the 

teachers have completed formal training in the field of education, but far fewer have degrees or 

certification in Jewish content areas. Jewish education during chi ldhood does little to compensate 

for the lack of later training in Jewish studies; almost one third of the teachers received no 

Jewish education after age 13. Similarly, in-service professional development fails to make up 

lor limited formal training. Most teachers attend a round two workshops per year, or fewer. The 

quality of workshops is also problematic; in-service education is not aimed at teachers' specific 

needs. and in most schools it is not part of a coherent plan for professional growth. 

Generally, work conditions are not professionalized. Most teachers work part-t!__me in Jewish 

cd ucation. Only 20% of teachers say their earnings from Jewish education are their main source 

of family income, although this figure is much higher in Orthodox day schools. Benefits are 

scarce, even for full-time teachers. For example, among full-time teachers in all three settings, 

only 48% report that they are offered health benefits and only 45% have access 10 pensions. 

Despite these conditions, the teachers are strongly committed to their work in Jewish education. 

Close to 60% describe their work in Jewish education as a career. Even among part-time 

teachers, over half describe their work in Jewish education as a career. 

In light of teachers' limited training hut strong commitment, the authors argue that improving 

the quality and quantity of professional development should be the primary focus of reform 

efforts. Improving working conditions, including increasing access to benefits and opportunities 

for full-time work. should also be part of a wmprehensive plan for reform. 
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Introduction
would people permit anyone who had not 
received a long and arduous course of 
training followed by a period of practice 
in medicine to minister to their physical 
ailments. Yet those who are entrusted with 
the responsibility of molding the character 
of the young — of developing the Jews of 
tom orrow—are too often people who 
present no other qualification for their task 
than that of availability.

The concerns of Schechter and Gamoran are 

still echoed today. According to A Time to Act, 

the 1990 report of the Commission on Jewish 

Education in North America, building the profes- 

sion of Jewish education is one essential condition 

for improving Jewish education in North America. 

The Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education 

(CIJE) was established to im plem ent the 

Commission's recommendations.

A first step in the process of building the profes- 

sion of Jewish education is to ask the question: 

W hat is the character of the teaching profession 

in today's Jewish schools? To address this ques- 

tion, CIJE carried out a study of teachers and 

leaders in Jewish schools in collaboration w ith its 

three Lead Communities—Atlanta, Baltimore, 

and Milwaukee.

The findings of The CIJE Study of Educators have 

contributed to new local initiatives as well as to 

national programs sponsored by CIJE (CIJE, 1997). 

Findings about the teachers' background and profes- 

sional training were published in 1994 (Gamoran, 

Goldring, Goodman, Robinson, and Tammivaara, 

1994). Findings about the leaders are forthcoming 

(Goldring, Gamoran, and Robinson, in press).

The purpose of this report is to share the findings 

about Jewish teachers w ith the wider Jewish 

community, in hopes of bringing continental 

attention to the problems and prospects of build- 

ing the profession of Jewish education.

The need for well-trained teachers in Jewish edu- 

cation has been recognized since the beginning of 

the m odern American Jewish community. In a 

1907 lecture on the problems of Jewish education, 

Solomon Schechter explained (1915, p. 110):

The first difficulty under which we labor is 
the great dearth of trained teachers.... The 
American teacher, with his knowledge of the 
English language and his familiarity with the 
best educational methods, will thus in the end 
prove to be the only fit person to instruct also 
in religion, but unfortunately he is not always 
sufficiently equipped with a knowledge of 
Hebrew things in general and Hebrew language 
in particular to enable him to accomplish his 
duties in a satisfactory manner.

Schechter recognized the need for modern educa- 

tional methods in the Jewish classroom and, 

simultaneously, the need for educators to be well- 

versed in Jewish studies. In a similar vein, Emanuel 

Gamoran commented in his manual for teacher 

training for the Reform movement (1924, p. 2):

[T]he crux of the problem of Jewish 
education centers about the question of 
the Jewish teacher.... It is therefore of the 
utmost importance that our teachers be 
adequately trained, thoroughly imbued with 
Jewish spirit, possessed of Jewish knowl- 
edge and pedagogically qualified.

For Gamoran, the essential com ponents in the 

background of a Jewish educator were com- 

m itm ent to and knowledge of Judaica and peda- 

gogical training. Yet one or m ore of these were 

usually missing. Gamoran explained that 

teachers lacked training (p. 5):

Training is absolutely essential for the devel- 
opment of adequate Jewish teachers. Very 
few people today would think of entrusting 
their legal affairs to anyone but a lawyer who 
had received special training entitling him to 
engage in his professional activities. Still less
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ings and benefits for teachers in Jewish schools? 

How m any hours do they work? Are teachers 

commonly employed in more than one school? 

W hat are the prospects for full-time work as a 

Jewish teacher?

A third set of issues concerns Jewish education 

as a career. How are teachers recruited to Jewish 

education? How experienced are they? Do they 

view their work as a career? W hat are their 

future plans? Addressing these questions may 

provide guidance about com m unal investment 

in our current teaching force.

One of the central questions of the CIJE study 

was to learn about the professional background 

of teachers who work in Jewish schools. How 

adequate is their training in the field of educa- 

tion? How extensive is their background in 

Jewish studies? Do they engage in activities that 

continually enhance their preparation for teach- 

ing? Answers to these questions are essential 

for policy decisions.

If professional preparation and growth for teach- 

ers are im portant, professional conditions for 

work may be closely related. W hat are the earn-

Questions 
for Research 

and Policy

A bout th e  Study and its Participants

This study was carried out by the Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CIJE), in collabora- 

tion with the three Lead Communities of Atlanta, Baltimore, and M ilwaukee. Data sources includ- 

ed surveys of nearly 1000 teachers and interviews w ith over 100 educators. Further information 

on the data and methodology of the study may be found in the Appendix.

The survey indicated that teachers in the three com m unities are predom inantly female (84%) and 

m arried (80% ). A large majority are Am erican-born (86%), while 7% percent were born in Israel. 

Surveys from other cities have indicated much higher proportions of Israeli-born teachers: 17% in 

Boston (Frank, Margolis, and Weisner, 1992); 25% in Los Angeles (Aron and Phillips, 1988); and 

in Miami, 15% of synagogue school teachers and 29% of Judaic studies day school teachers 

(Sheskin, 1988).

Our respondents represent a variety of religious affiliations. Thirty-two percent are Orthodox, and 

8% define themselves as traditional. Thirty-one percent identify w ith the Reform movement; 25% 

see them selves as Conservative. (The rem aining 4% list o ther affiliations, including 1% 

Reconstructionist.) Sixty-three percent of the teachers h ave visited Israel, and 51% of those have 

lived in Israel for three m onths or more. Twenty-one percent of the teachers in our survey 

W ■  described themselves as fluent Hebrew speakers.
----------------------------- --------------------------------- ------------
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over half the teachers have worked in general 

education. W hereas day, supplementary, and 

pre-school teachers are about equally likely to 

have degrees and experience in general educa- 

tion, these comparisons mask im portant denomi- 

national differences within settings: Teachers in 

day and pre-schools under Orthodox sponsorship 

have less formal training and experience in 

general education compared to those in day and 

pre-schools under o ther sponsorships.

Thirty-seven percent of the day school teachers 

reported a college m ajor or seminary degree in 

Jewish studies, and slightly m ore are certified in 

Jewish education (see Table 2). (Certification is 

typically granted by a local Board of Jewish 

Education; standards for certification may vary 

across communities.) Again, these figures differ- 

ed w ithin the day school setting: Teachers in 

Orthodox day schools are substantially more 

likely to have training or certification in Jewish 

education or studies.

Teachers in other settings, w hether Orthodox or 

not, have far less formal preparation in Jewish 

studies. Table 2 indicates that only 12% of sup- 

plem entary school teachers, 16% of teachers in 

Orthodox pre-schools, and 3% of teachers in

To w hat extent are teachers in Jewish schools 

trained as educators? Are they prepared in areas 

of Jewish content? W hat standards are maintained 

for their ongoing professional development?

Our first task is to examine the background and 

training of teachers in Jewish schools.

EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND

Teachers in the Jewish schools of Atlanta, 

Baltimore, and Milwaukee are highly educated. 

Table 1 shows that 74% have college degrees, 

and 29% have graduate or professional degrees. 

Compared to the national Jewish population, the 

teachers are more likely to have college degrees, 

and about equally likely to have post-collegiate 

degrees. According to the 1990 National Jewish 

Population Survey, around 50% of both m en and 

w om en who identify as Jews have college degrees, 

and 24% of w om en and 32% of m en have gradu- 

ate degrees (Kosmin, Goldstein, Waksberg,

Lerer, Keysar, and Scheckner, 1993).

More im portant for our interests is the finding 

that as m any as 43%  of the teachers in the Jewish 

schools of the three com m unities have university 

degrees in education, and another 11 % have 

education degrees from teachers institutes. Just

Table 1. G e n e ra l E d u c a tio n a l B a c k g ro u n d s  o f  Tea che rs in Je w is h  S chools

S E TTIN G C o lle g e
D e g re e

G rad./P rof.
D e g re e

Fro m
U n iv e rs ity

F ro m  Teachers  
In s titu te

W o rk e d  in 
G e n e ra l E d u c a tio n

D a y Schools 76% 40% 43% 17% 48%

O rth o d o x 69% 42% 32% 26% 36%

86% 38% 58% 5% 64%

Supplem entary
Schools 80% 33% 41% 5% 55%

Pre-Schools 63% 13% 46% 15% 50%

O rth o d o x 38% 8% 28% 31% 32%

O th e r 66% 14% 48% 12% 53%

74% 29% 43% 11% 51%
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To what extent are teachers in Jewish schools 

trained as educators? Are they prepared in areas 

of Jewish content? What standards are maintained 

for their ongoing professional development? 

Our [irst task is 10 examine the background and 

training of teachers in Jewish schools. 

EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND 

Teachers in the Jewish schools of Atlanta, 

Baltimore, and Milwaukee are highly educated. 

Table 1 shows that 74% have college degrees, 

and 29% have graduate or professional degrees. 

Compared to 1he national Jewish population, the 

teachers are more likely to have college degrees, 

and about equally likely to have pos1-collegia1e 

degrees. According to the 1990 National Jewish 

Population Survey, around SO% of hoth men and 

women who identify as Jews have college degrees, 

and 24% of women and 32% of men have gradu­

ate degrees (Kosmin, Goldstein, Waksherg, 

Lerer, Keysar, and Scheckner, 1993). 

More important for our interests is the finding 

that as many as 43% of the teachers in the Jewish 

schools of the three communities have university 

degrees in education, and another 11 % have 

education degrees from teachers ins1i1u1es. Jus1 

over half 1he teachers have worked in general 

education. Whereas day, supplementary, and 

pre-school teachers are ab(lut equally likely to 

have degrees and experience in general educa­

tion, these comparisons mask important denomi­

national differences within settings: Teachers in 

day and pre-schools under Orthodox sponsorship 

have less formal training and experience in 

general education compared to those in day and 

pre-schools under other sponsorships. 

Thirty-sevt:n percent of the day school teachers 

reported a college major or seminary degree in 

Jewish studies, and slightly more are certified in 

Jewish educa1ion (see Table 2). (Ccn ification is 

typically granted by a local Board of Jewish , 1 ~ 
Education; standards for certification may vary 

across communities.) Again, these figures differ-

ed within the day school stiling: Teachers in 

Orthodox day schools are substantially more 

likely to have training or certification in Jewish 

education or studies. 

Teachers in other se11ings, whether Orthodox or 

llOl, have far less forma l preparation in Jewish 

swdies. Table 2 indicates tha1 only 12% of sup­

plementary school teachen, 16% of teachers in 

Orthodox pre-schools, and 3% of teachers in 

Table 1. Ge neral Educational Backgrounds of Teachers in Jewish Schools 

SETTING College Grad./Prof. From From Teachers Worked in 
Degree Degree University Institute General Education 

76% 40% 43% 17% 48% 

Orthodox 69% 42% 32% 26% 36% 

Other 86% 38% 58% 5% 64% 

80% 33% 41% 5% 55% 

63% 13% 46% 15% 50% 

Orthodox 38% 8% 28% 31% 32% 

Other 66% 14% 48% 12% 53% 

74% 29% 43% 11 % 51 % 

5 



Jewish schools in the three communities lack 

collegiate or professional degrees in both areas.

F ig u re  1 provides a graphic display of this pattern 

for all teachers. The pattern differs somewhat across 

settings and sponsorships: Among day school teach- 

ers, only 10% in Orthodox schools and 23% in 

non-Orthodox schools lack degrees in both areas, 

whereas the figure is 38% for pre-school teachers 

and 44% for supplementary school teachers.

This analysis views teachers w ho are certified 

in Jewish education but who lack a degree in 

general education as partially trained, because 

certification in Jewish education typically does 

not require the same level of training in educa- 

tion as a secular degree. To count those with 

certificates in Jewish education as trained in 

general education would lead to the conclusion 

that about 25% instead of 19% are formally 

trained in education and in Jewish studies— still 

only a quarter of all teachers in Jewish settings.

Figure 1. E x te n t o f  P ro fe ssio n a l T ra in in g  in G e n e ra l 
E d u c a tio n  a n d  Je w is h  S tu d ie s

T ra in e d  in 
G e n e ra l 

E d u c a tio n  
O n ly

Tra in e d  
Je w is h  Stu 

O n ly

An im portant qualification to these findings is 

that they emphasize formal schooling. Jewish 

content, however, is learned not only in school 

but in informal settings, such as the home, the 

synagogue, sum m er camp, and Israel experiences, 

among others. To focus only on formal education 

thus underestim ates the extent of Jewish knowl- 

edge among teachers in Jewish schools. Still, it is

Table 2. C o lle g ia te  a n d  P ro fe ssio n a l Je w is h  
E d u c a tio n a l B a c k g ro u n d  o f  Tea che rs in
Je w is h  S ch o o ls

S E T T IN G  C e rtif ic a t io n  D e g re e  in
in  Je w is h  Je w is h
E d u c a tio n  S tu d ie s

40%  37%

O rth o d o x  47%  49%

O th e r  8% 3%

22% 17%

other pre-schools m ajored in Jewish studies; the 

percentages are m oderately higher but follow the 

same pattern for certification in Jewish education 

(These figures are for post-secondary degrees and 

certifications; yeshiva study is represented only 

w hen it resulted in ordination, degrees, or other 

formal certification.) Similar contrasts in Judaic 

studies training betw een day school and other 

teachers were reported in Miami (Sheskin, 1988).

Teachers in supplem entary schools and pre- 

schools have relatively little formal preparation 

to be Jewish educators (see Table 2). Even in 

day schools, w here formal preparation is most 

extensive, only half the teachers are trained in 

education, and half are prepared in Jewish 

studies at the collegiate or professional level.

(This includes both Jewish studies majors and 

Jewish education certification.)

Overall, 19% of the teachers we surveyed have 

collegiate or professional training in both Jewish 

studies and education (this includes teachers 

institutes). A nother 47%  have formal training 

in one field or the o ther but not both, including 

35% with backgrounds in education and 12%

 certified in Jewish subjects (including Jewish ן

I education). The rem aining 34% of teachers in

Background 
and Training 
of Teachers in 
Jewish Schools

6

--------------
Background 

and Training 
of Teachers in 
Jewish Schools 

Table 2. Collegiate and Professional Jewish 
Educational Background of Teachers in 
Jewish Schools 

SETTING 

Orthodox 

Orher 

Orthodox 

Other 

Certification 
in Jewish 
Education 

40% 

47% 

30 'Mi 

18'Mi 

10% 

24% 

8% 

22% 

Degree in 
Jewish 
Studies 

37% 

49% 

24% 

12% 

4 % 

16'9 

3% 

17% 

other pre-schools ma1orl'd in .ll'wish studil's; thl' 

percentages arc moderately higher hut follow the 

same pattern £or certification in Jewish education 

(These figures are for post-secondary degrees and 

certifications; y<:shiva study is represented only 

when it resulted in ordination. degrees, or other 

forma l certification.) Similar contrasts in Judaic 

studies training betwel'n day school and other 

teachers were reported in Miami (Sheskin, 1988). 

Teachers in supplementary schools and pre­

schools have relatively little fonnal preparation 

to he Jewish educators (see Table 2). Even in 

day schools, where formal preparation is most 

extensive. only half the teachers are trained in 

education. and half are prepared in Jewish 

swdies at the collegiate or professional level. 

(This includes both Jewish studies majors and 

Jewish education Ct'rtirication ) 

Overall. 19% of the teachers we surveyed have 

\ collegiate or professional training in both Jewish 

studies and education (this includes teachers 

I institutes). Another 47% have formal training 

in one field or the other hut not both, induding 

35% with backgrounds in educat ion and 12% 

certified in Jewish subjects (including Jewish 

education). The remain ing 34% of teachers in 
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Jewish schools in the rhrl'e communities lack 

colkg1a1e or professional degrees in both areas. 

Figure l provides a graphic display of 1his pattern 

for all teachers. The pat1ern differs somewhat across 

set1ings and sponsorships: Among day school teach­

ers, only I 0% in Orthodox schools and 23% in 

non-Orthodox schools lack degrel'S in both areas, 

wh<:reas the figure is 38% for pre-school teachers 

and 44% for supplementary school tea,hers. 

This analysis views teachers who are certified 

in Jewish education but who lack a degree in 

general education as pania lly trained, hecauSt' 

certification in Jt'wish t'ducalion typic.ally dol's 

not require the samt' lt'vel of training in t'duca­

tion as a secular degre<:. To count those wit h 

Ct'rtificates in J<:wish education as trained in 

general education would lead to th<: conclusion 

that about 25% instead or 19% art' formally 

trained in education and in Jewish studies-still 

on ly a quarter of all teachers in Jewish se11ings. 

Figure 1 Extent of Professional Training in General 
Education and Jewish Studies 

Trained In 
Both 

350/o 

Trained in 
General 

Education 
Only 

Trained on 
Ne ither 

An important qualification to these findings is 

that they emphasize for-na l schooling. Jewish 

content, however. is learned not only in school 

but in informal settings, such as 1he home, the 

synagogue, summer camp, and Israel experiences. 

among others. To focus only on formal education 

1hus underestimates the extent of Jewish knowl­

edge among teachers in Jewish schools. Still, it is 



1990 National Jewish Population Survey 

(Kosmin et al.2 2  of males and 38% ׳ 1993), %

of females w ho identify as Jews received no 

Jewish education as children; the comparable 

figure is only 8% for the teachers in our survey 

w hen childhood education both before and 

after age 13 is considered.

T a b le  3 indicates that among teachers in Ortho- 

dox day schools and pre-schools, a majority 

attended day schools (or schools in Israel), and 

nearly all teachers in Orthodox day schools and 

over two thirds of those in Orthodox pre-schools 

attended a Jewish school at least 2 days a week 

both before and after age 13. Among teachers in

widely recognized in the field of education that 

full preparation for teaching includes formal 

training in one's subject m atter as well as in peda- 

gogy (e.g., Darling-Hammond, 1994), so that the 

lack of formal training in Jewish studies among 

m any of the teachers is a m atter of concern.

PRE-COLLEGIATE JEWISH  
E D UCATIO NAL BA CK G R O U ND

W hat sort of Jewish education did the teachers 

receive w hen they were children?

On the whole, teachers in Jewish schools are 

m uch better educated Jewishly than  the typical 

American Jew. For example, according to the

Table 3. P re -C o lle g ia te  Je w is h  E d u c a tio n a l B a c k g ro u n d  o f  Tea che rs in  Je w is h  S chools

S chool in Israel 
o r  D a y  S chool

S ch o o l in Israel 
Yeshiva , o r  
D a y  S chool

2 D a ys  o r  M o re  
S u p p le m e n ta ry

B E F O R E  A G E  13
1 D a y  Per 

W eek  O n lyN o n e

6% 11% 21% 62%

2% 2% 16% 79%

11% 24% 28% 37%

11% 25% 40% 24%

22% 40% 23% 15%

20% 3% 23% 54%

22% 45% 23% 9%

12% 25% 29% 33%

2 D a ys  o r  M o re  
S u p p le m e n ta ry

A F T E R  A G E  13

1 D a y  Per 
W eek  O n lyN o n e

14% 8% 11% 67%
7% 1% 7% 86%

25% 20% 17% 38%

29% 25% 17% 29%

55% 23% 8% 14%

22% 3% 11% 64%

60% 27% 8% 5%

32% 20% 13% 36%

S E T T IN G

S E TTIN G

S u p p le m e n ta ry  Schools 

Pre-Schools

O rth o d o x

O th e r

N o te : Figures om it a small num ber of responses marked "other." Rows m ay not sum to  100%.
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widely recognized in the field of education that 

lull preparation for teaching includes formal 

training in one's subject matter as well as in peda­

gogy (e.g., Darling-Hammond. 1994), so that the 

lack of formal training in Jewish studies among 

many of the teachers is a matter of concern. 

PRE-COLLEGIATE JEWISH 
EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND 

What son of Jewish education did the teachers 

receive when they wer~ children? 

On the whole. teachers in Jewish schools are 

much better educated Jewishly than the typical 

American Jew. For example, according to 1he 

1990 National Jewish Population Survey 

(Kosmin ct al., 1993 ). 22 % of males and 38% 

of females who identify as Jews received no 

Jewish education as children; the comparable 

figure is only 8 % for the teachers in our survey 

when childhood education both before and 

aher age 13 is considered. 

Table 3 indicates that among teachers in Ortho­

dox day schools and pre-schools, a majority 

a1tendcd day schools (or schools in Israel), and 

nearly all teachers in Orthodox day schools and 

over rwo thirds of those in Ortho<.iox pre-schools 

a1tended a .Jewish school at lcasr 2 days a week 

both before and after age 13. Among teachers in 

Table 3. Pre-Collegiate J~wl5h EdY~ational 8;:u;kground of Teachers in Jewish Schools 

BEFORE AGE 1 3 
1 Day Per 2 Days or More 

SETTING None Week Only Supplementary 

6% 11 % 21% 

OrthodoJC 2% 2% 16% 

Other 11% 24% 28% 

11% 25% 40% 

22% 40% 23% 
Orthodox 20% 3% 23% 

Other 22% 45% 23% 

12% 25% 29% 

AFTER AGE 1 ~ 

1 Day Per 2 Days or More 
SETTING None Week Only Supplementary 

14% 8% 11% 

Orrhod0IC 7% 1% 7% 

Other 25% 20% 17% 

29% 25% 17% 

55% 23% 8% 

Orthodox 22% 3% 11% 

Other 60% 27% 8% 

32% 20% 13% 

Note: Figures omit a small number of responses marked "other." Rows may not sum to 100%. 
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School in Israel 
or Day School 

62% 

79% 

37% 

24% 

15% 

54% 

9% 

33% 

School in Israel 
Yeshiva, or 
Day School 

67% 

86% 

38% 

29% 

14% 

64% 

5% 

36% 



Day school teachers a ttend  substantially fewer 

workshops. Almost 80% said w orkshops were 

required, but the num ber required averaged 

only 3.8 workshops over a tw o-year period 

(see Figure 2). This level of staff developm ent is 

far below norm al standards in public education. 

For example, teachers in Wisconsin are required 

to com plete 180 hours of w orkshops over a 

five-year period in order to m aintain their 

teaching license. On the assum ption that a 

typical workshop lasts 3 hours, day school teach- 

ers in our study averaged about 29 hours of 

workshops over a five-year period, less than 

one sixth of w hat is required for state-licensed 

teachers in Wisconsin.

Figure 2. A v e ra g e  N u m b e r  o f  R e q u ire d  W o rk s h o p s  
O v e r  a T w o -Y e a r  P e rio d

D a y  S ch o o l S u p p le m e n ta ry  P re -S ch o o l

Wisconsin teachers can also maintain their licenses 

by earning six college or university credits over 

a five-year period. About 32% of the day school 

teachers reported taking a course in Judaica or 

Hebrew at a university, community center, or 

synagogue during the previous 12 months. 

Although we did not ask more specific questions 

about these courses, it is clear that attendance 

at workshops does not capture the full extent of 

continuing education obtained by day school 

teachers. Furthermore, the survey did not ask 

about university courses in education. W hen these 

courses are counted, day school teachers come

other day schools, about two thirds attended a 

Jewish school at least twice a week before age 

13, and over half attended at least that often after 

age 13. Supplem entary school teachers partici- 

pated less, but still m uch more than the average 

American Jew: Before age 13, 24% of teachers 

attended day schools, and another 40%  attended 

a supplem entary school of 2 days or more a 

week, while 25%  attended only once a week, 

and 11% did not attend at all. After age 13, 29% 

attended day school, 17% attended a Jewish 

school twice a week, and the proportion that 

reported "none" rose to 29% .

Teachers in non-O rthodox pre-schools stand 

out as having received substantially less Jewish 

schooling as children. Fewer than one third 

before age 13 and less than one seventh after age 

13 attended a Jewish school twice or more each 

week. One reason for these low figures is that 11 % 

of teachers in non-Orthodox pre-schools are not 

Jewish. (A survey in Miami also reported that 7% 

of early childhood teachers in Jewish schools were 

not Jewish; see Sheskin, 1988). Even excluding 

the non-Jewish teachers, however, over half of 

teachers in non-Orthodox pre-schools received no 

Jewish schooling after the age of Bat Mitzvah.

PR O FE SSIO N A L  
DEVELO PM ENT

Nearly all pre-school teachers reported that they 

were required to attend in-service workshops. In 

our interviews, we learned that most pre-schools 

were licensed by the states in which they were 

located, and state accreditation requirem ents 

dem anded staff developm ent. On the surveys, 

pre-school teachers reported they were required 

to attend an average of 6.2 in-service workshops 

over a tw o-year period. While these workshops 

generally satisfied state requirem ents, they are 

not sufficient to compensate for the limited Judaic 

backgrounds of most pre-school teachers.
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other day schools. about two thirds a1tended a 

Jewish school at least twice a week before age 

I 3, and over half attended at least that often after 

age I 3. Supplementary school teachers partici­

pated less. hut still much more than the average 

American Jew: Before age I 3, 24% of teachers 

atlended day schools. and another 40% a11ended 

a supplementary school of 2 days or more a 

week, while 25% attended only once a week, 

and 11 % did nor acrend at all. Arter age 13, 29% 

attended day school. 17% anended a Jewish 

school twice a week, and the proportion that 

reported "none" rose IO 29%. 

Teachers in non-Orthodox pre-schools stand 

out as having received substantially less Jewish 

schooling as children. Fewer than one third 

before age 13 and less than one seventh after age 

I 3 attended a Jewish school twice or more each 

week. One reason for these low figures is that 11 % 

of teachers in non-Onhodox pre-schools arc not 

Jewish. (A survi:y in Miami also ri:poni:d that 7% 

of early childhood teachers in Jewish schools were 

not Jewish; see Shcskin, 1988). Even excluding 

the non-Jewish teachers, however, over half of 

teachers in non-Orthodox pre-schools received no 

Jewish schooling after the age of Bat Mitzvah. 

PROFESSIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

Nearly all pre-school teachers reported that they 

were required to attend in-service workshops. In 

our interviews. we learned that most pre-schools 

were licensed by the states in which they were 

located, and state accreditation requirements 

demanded staff development. On the surveys, 

pre-school teachers reported they were required 

to a1tend an average of 6.2 in-service workshops 

over a two-year period. While these work~hops 

generally satisfied state requirements, they a rc 

not sufficient to compensate for the limited Judaic 

backgrounds of most pre-school teachers. 
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Day school teachers attend substantially fewer 

workshops. Almost 80% said workshops were 

required, but the number required averaged 

only 3.8 workshops over a two-year period 

(see Figure 2). This level of staff development is 

far below normal standards in public education. 

For example, teachers in Wisconsin are required 

to complete 180 hours of workshops over a 

five-year period in order to maintain their 

teaching license. On the assumption that a 

typical workshop lasts 3 hours, day school teach­

ers in our study averaged about 29 hours of 

workshops over a five-year period, less than 

one sixth of what is required for state-licensed 

teachers in Wisconsin . 

Figure 2. Average Numbe r of Required Wo rkshops 
Ove r a Two-Year Period 

2 
, 
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Day School Supplementary Pre-Sch ool 

Wisconsin teachers can also maintain their licenses 

by earning six college or university credits over 

a five-year period. About 32% of the day school 

teachers reported taking a course in Judaica or 

Hebrew at a university, community center, or 

synagogue during the previous 12 months. 

Although we did not ask more specific questions 

about these courses, it is clear that attendance 

at workshops does not capture the lull extent of 

continuing education obtained by day school 

teachers. Furthermore, tht· survey did not ask 

about university courses in education. When these 

courses are counted, day school teachers come 
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teaching m ethods on average, and supplem ent- 

ary school teachers averaged 1.1 courses.

Consistent with their diverse backgrounds, the 

teachers varied substantially in the areas in which 

they would like to improve (see Table 4). Among 

the most popular were skills in motivating 

children to learn, creating materials, and content 

knowledge in Hebrew and history. Variation 

across settings followed predictable patterns. For 

example, pre-school teachers were more con- 

cerned with child development, and teachers in 

non-Orthodox pre-schools were especially 

interested in learning about Jewish customs and 

ceremonies. Teachers in Orthodox day schools 

were most concerned with learning more history, 

while teachers in non-O rthodox day schools more 

often perceived a need for improved Bible knowl- 

edge. It is notew orthy that interests in motiva- 

ting students, creating materials, and learning 

Hebrew were uniformly strong across settings.

In-service training is not only infrequent but, 

especially in day and supplem entary schools, it 

tends to be sporadic and not geared to teachers' 

specific needs. On the survey, teachers indicated 

they typically find the workshops "som ewhat

closer to the level of professional development 

required in public education, but they do not 

attain it, nor are they required to do so, even 

though they are less well prepared initially 

compared to their peers in public education.

Supplementary school teachers reported slightly 

more in-service training than day school teachers, 

although not as m uch as pre-school teachers (see 

Figure 2). Also, 44%  of the supplem entary school 

teachers reported taking a Judaica or Hebrew 

course at a university, com m unity center, or 

synagogue (although m any of these courses meet 

for only a few hours). As in the case of day school 

teachers, professional development for supple- 

m entary teachers falls well short of common 

professional standards for public school teachers.

Staff developm ent activities were even less 

frequent in a Miami survey (Sheskin, 1988), 

which found that day school teachers averaged 

3.7 Judaica workshops over a three-year period; 

supplem entary school teachers averaged 3.2 

Judaica workshops; and pre-school teachers 

averaged 3.4 such workshops. During the same 

three-year period, day school and pre-school 

teachers reported having taken 0.8 courses in

Table 4. Te a ch e r W o rk s h o p  A re a s : W h a t w o u ld  te a ch e rs  like t o  im p ro v e ?  W h a t w o rk s h o p s  h a v e  th e y  a tte n d e d ?

Percent desiring im p ro ve m e n t: 
Jew ish content

57%

54%

46%

45%

32%

32%

29%

H e brew  language  

Jewish h is to ry  

Bible

Customs an d  cerem onies  

Synagogue skills /prayer 

Rabbinic lite ra tu re  

Israel a n d  Z ion ism

C urricu lum  de ve lopm e n t 

A rt/d ram a/m usic  41%

H ebrew  language  30%

Percent desiring im p ro ve m e n t: 
Teaching skills

M o tiv a tin g  ch ild ren  67%

C reating  m ateria ls  58%

Classroom m an ag em en t 46%

C urricu lum  d e ve lopm e n t  42%

C h ild  d e ve lopm e n t 37%

Parenta l in vo lve m e n t  37%

C om m unica tion  skills 32%

,s 76%

62%

61%

eaching m־ ethods  

Judaic sub ject m a tte r  

Classroom m an ag em en t
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closer to the level of professional development 

requm:d in puhlic education, l>ut they do 1101 

at1ain it, nor are they rec uired to do so, even 

though they arc less wcdl prepared initially 

compared w their peers in puhlic education. 

Supplementary school teachers reported slightly 

more in-service training than day school teachers, 

although nm as much as pre-school teachers (see 

Figure 2). Also, 44% of ·he supplementary school 

teachers reported taking a Judaica or Hebrew 

course at a university, community center, or 

synagogue (although many of these courses meet 

for only a kw hours). As in the case of day school 

teachers, professional development for supple­

mentary teachers falls well short of common 

professional standards for public school teachers. 

Staff development activities were even less 

frequent in a Miami survey (Sheskin, 1988), 

which found that day school teachers averaged 

3.7 Judaica workshops over a three-year period; 

supplementary school teachers averaged 3.2 

Judaica workshops; and pre-school teachers 

averaged 3.4 such workshops. During the same 

three-year period, day school and pre-school 

teachers reported having taken 0.8 courses in 

teaching methods on average, and supplement­

ary school teachers averaged I. I courses. 

Consistent with their diverse backgrounds, the 

teachers varied substantially in the areas in which 

they would like to improve (see Table 4). Among 

the most popular were skills in motivating 

children to learn, creating materials. and content 

knowledge in Hehrew and history. Variation 

across settings followed predictable patterns. For 

example, pre-school teachers were more con­

cerned with child development, am! teachers in 

non-Orthodox pre-schools were especially 

interested in learning about Jewish customs and 

ceremonies. Teachers in Orthodox day schools 

were most concerned with learning more history, 

while teachers in non-Orthodox day schools more 

often perceived a need for improved Bil>le knowl­

edge. It is noteworthy that interests in motiva­

ting students, creating matt'rials. and learning 

Hebrew were uniformly strong across se11ings. 

In-service training is not only infrequent but, 

espetially in day and supplementary schools. it 

tends to be sporadic and not geared to teachers' 

specific needs. On I he survey, teachers indica1cd 

they typically find 1he workshops #somewhat 

Table 4. Teacher Workshop Are a s: What would t eachers like to improve7 What w orkshops have they attended 7 

Motivating children 

Creating materials 

Classroom managenent 

Curriculum develop'Tlent 

Child development 

Parental involvement 

Communication skiffs 

Teaching methods 

Judaic subject matter 

Classroom management 
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67% 

58% 

46% 

42% 

37% 

37% 

32% 

76 % 

62% 

61 o/o 

Hebrew language 

Jewish history 

Bible 

Customs and ceremonies 

Synagogue ski/ls/prayer 

Rabbinic literature 

Israel and Zionism 

Curriculum development 

Art/drama/music 

Hebrew language 

57% 

54% 

46% 

45% 

32% 

32% 

29% 

49% 

41 % 

30% 



SUMM ARY A N D  
IMPLICATIONS

Compared to o ther settings, day school teachers 

of Judaica are relatively well prepared, both 

Jewishly and pedagogically. Still, fewer than half 

have undergone the level of professional prepara- 

tion that is standard am ong public school teach- 

ers, although day schools generally require their 

teachers of secular subjects to m eet the standard 

requirem ents. In addition, staff developm ent 

dem ands for day school Judaica teachers are 

minimal, and are fewer than  the requirem ents 

for day school teachers of secular subjects, who 

typically m eet state requirem ents for ongoing 

certification to m aintain their teaching licenses. 

Both for pre-service preparation and in-service 

development, Jewish day schools in Atlanta, 

Baltimore, and M ilwaukee typically hold teachers 

of secular subjects to higher standards than 

teachers of Jewish subjects.

Among supplementary and pre-school teachers, 

few are fully prepared as professional Jewish 

educators. That is, only small proportions of teach- 

ers in those settings have extensive training in 

both education and Judaica. In particular, only 

46% of supplementary school teachers are trained 

in education, and most teachers in non-Orthodox 

pre-schools received minimal formal Jewish 

education as children, let alone at the college level. 

Professional growth opportunities are needed to 

advance their levels of knowledge and skills.

Professional development for Jewish educators is 

not only a m atter of remediation, of making up 

for deficiencies. It is also a means of renewal and 

growth, which is imperative for all teachers. Even 

those who are well prepared for their positions 

must have opportunities to keep abreast of the 

field, to learn exciting new ideas, and to be invigo- 

rated by contact with other educators. (For a 

concise review of current directions in professional 

development, see Dilworth and Imig, 1995.)

helpful." Aside from Hebrew language, m any 

teachers had in fact attended a w orkshop in 

an area in which they desired to improve. Yet 

our interviews indicated several concerns about 

the workshops. Particularly in day and supple- 

m entary  schools, there is rarely any overall 

coordination am ong offerings or programs of 

professional developm ent: Teachers feel that a 

w orkshop is an event unto itself, w ithout any 

apparent connection to previous staff develop- 

m en t activities or follow-up afterwards!

Teachers w ho learn something practical and 

concrete see the w orkshop as useful. One 

pre-school teacher com m ented about workshops:

[S]ome of them are wonderful and really do 
address just the issues you need to hear about, 
very practical things.... I went to a wonderful 
one that covered several of the major Jewish 
holidays. She showed us some very useful 
things we could take back to our classroom.

Conversely, another teacher who found nothing of 

practical value dismissed the workshop experience 

as "dreadfully boring and non-helpful to me." 

Moreover, in-service training tends to be provided 

uniformly for all teachers, rather than offering 

different programs designed to m eet the varied 

needs of teachers w ith diverse backgrounds in 

pedagogy and Jewish content. Given the wide 

range of training, experience, subject matter, and 

grade levels among teachers in Jewish schools, it 

is unlikely that a given workshop will be appro- 

priate for m any teachers, even w ithin the same 

school. As one day school teacher remarked,

A lot of times, I guess because Jewish education 
is so small, you end up in a [workshop] class 
with a range of people teaching all the way 
from pre-school to tenth grade. You can't 
teach a [workshop] class like that. The way you 
approach the material depends entirely on 
the age that the children are. Developmentally 
what works for an eighth grader does not 
work for a kindergartner and vice versa.
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hdpful." Aside from Hebrew language. many 

teachers had in fact attended a workshop in 

an area in which they desired to improve. Yet 

our interviews indicated several concerns about 

the workshops. Particularly in day and supple­

mentary schools, there is rarely any overall 

coordination among offerings or programs of 

professional development: Teachers feel that a 

workshop is an evem u nto itself. without any 

apparent connection to previous staff develop-

ment activities or follow-lip afterwards. 

Teachers who learn something practical and 

concrete see the workshop as useful. One 

pre-school teacher commented about workshops: 

ISJome of them arc wonderful and really do 

address just the issues you need to hear about, 

very practical things .... I went to a wonderful 

one that covered several of the major Jewish 

h()Jidays. She showed us some very useful 

things we could take back to our classroom. 

Conversely, another teacher who found nothing of 

practical value dismissed the workshop experience 

as "dreadfully boring and non-helpful to mt:." 

Moreover. in-st:rvice training tends 10 be provided 

uniformly for all teachers, rather than offering 

different programs designed to meet the varied 

needs of teachers with diverse backgrounds in 

pedagogy and Jewish content. Given the wide 

range of training, experience, subject mauer, and 

grade levels among t~achers in Jewish schools, it 

is unlikely that a given workshop will be appro­

priate for many teachers, even within the same 

school. As one day school teacher remarked. 

A lot of times. I gue,s because Jewish education 

is so small. you end up in a [workshop] class 

with a range of people teaching all the way 

from pre-school to iemh grade. You can't 

teach a jworkshopJ class like that. The way you 

ap[Proach the material depends entirely on 

the age that the children are. Developmentally 

what works for an eighth grader does not 

work for a kindcrgar111er and vice versa. 
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SUMMARY AND 
IMPLICATIONS 

Compared to other settings, day school teachers 

of Judaica arc relatively well prepared, hoth 

Jewishly and pedagogically. Still, fewer than half 

have undergone the level of professional prepara­

tion that is standard among public school teach­

ers, a lthough day schools generally require their 

teachers of secular subjects to meet the standard 

requirements. In addition, staff development 

demands for day school Judaica teachers are 

minimal, and are fewer than the requirements 

for day school teachers of secular subjects, who 

typically meet state requirements for ongoing 

certification to maintain their teaching licenses. 

Both for pre-service preparation and in-service 

developmem. Jewish day schools in Atlanta, 

Baltimore, and Milwaukee typically hold teachers 

of sewlar subjects to higher standards than 

teachers of Jewish subjects. 

Among supplementary and pre-school teachers, 

kw are fully prepared as professional Jewish 

educa1ors. That is, only small proportions of teach­

ers in those settings have extensive training in 

both education and Judaica. In particular, only 

46% of supplementary school teachers arc trained 

in education, and most teachers in non-Orthodox 

pre-schools received minimal formal Jewish 

education as children, let alone at the college level. 

Professional growth opportunities are needed to 

advance their levels of knowledge and skills. 

Professional development for Jewish educators is 

1101 only a matter of remediation, of making up 

for deficiencies. It is a ho a means of renewal and 

growth, which is impe~ative for all teachers. Even 

those who are well pr~pared for their positions 

must have opportunit ies to keep abreast of the 

field, to learn exciting ,ew ideas, and to be invigo­

rated by contact with l'ther educators. (For a 

concise review of curnnt directions in professional 

development, see Dilvvorth and Imig, 1995.) 



students. Although students do not always 

respond to instruction in predictable ways, a 

teacher w ho possesses pedagogic content 

knowledge has the  pow er to find new  ways of 

enabling students to learn the m aterial at hand. 

In thinking and planning professional develop- 

m ent for Jew ish teachers in the future, then, 

we m ust consider not only pedagogy and not 

only Judaica but their integration—the 

teaching of Jew ish subject matter.

W hat m ust teachers know  in order to teach? 

Beyond pedagogic and content knowledge is the 

notion of "pedagogic con ten t know ledge"—that 

is, the  know ledge of w hat it is about the content 

tha t is m ost essential for successfully im parting 

it to a student (Shulm an, 1986). This is the 

know ledge of how  to create bridges betw een 

subject m atter and student. Teachers need a 

rich and deep knowledge of the  subject m atter 

to place it in a m eaningful context for their

approximately 35% of positions are held by 

teachers w ho teach in more than one school.

There is no agreed-upon definition of full-time 

work in the field of Jewish education. W hen we 

define full-time teaching as 25 hours per week 

or more, we find that 28% work full-time in 

one school, and 32% work full-time w hen all 

their positions in Jewish education are taken into 

account. W hen asked on the survey, 31 % of 

the teachers described themselves as a "full-time 

Jewish educator." Thus, alternative definitions 

give similar results, on average.

Teaching in supplem entary schools is overwhelm- 

ingly a part-tim e occupation; 96% teach 12 

hours or less in their prim ary setting, and almost 

two thirds teach fewer than 5 hours per week 

(see Table 5). By contrast, day school teachers 

are about evenly split betw een those who work 

25 hours per week or m ore in their primary set- 

ting and those who work less. Among pre-school 

teachers, 43% work full-time, 37% work 13 to

24 hours per week, and 20% work 12 hours 

per week or less. Similar differences appeared in 

Miami, w here 55% of day school teachers and 

50% of pre-school teachers reported working

Having identified a need for the professional 

preparation and developm ent of teachers, we 

m ust also consider w hether work conditions for 

teachers in Jewish schools make it reasonable 

to th ink about a profession of Jewish education. 

How m any hours do teachers work each week? 

How m any teachers work full-time? W hat are 

their earnings and benefits? W hat incentives 

m ight stimulate m ore teachers to work full-time 

if positions were available?

SETTINGS A N D  HOURS
OF WORK

Most of the teachers we surveyed reported that 

they work in one school. Specifically, 80% teach 

in one school, 17% teach in two schools, and 3% 

teach in m ore than two schools. Thirty-one per- 

cent of the respondents teach in day schools as 

their prim ary setting (the setting in which they 

work the most hours), including 18% under 

Orthodox sponsorship and 13% under other 

sponsorships. Forty percent work in supplemen- 

tary schools. The rem aining 29%  teach in pre- 

schools, including 4%  under Orthodox sponsor- 

ship and 25% under o ther sponsorships. W hereas 

20% of teachers work in m ore than  one school.
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What must teachers kn<•w in order to teach? 

Beyond pedagogic and content knowledge is the 

notion of ~edagogic content knowledge#-that 

is. the knowledge of what it is about the content 

that is most essential for successful ly imparting 

it to a student (Shulman. 1986). This is the 

knowledge of how to create bridges between 

subject matter and student. Teachers need a 

rich and deep knowledge of the subject ma11er 

to place it in a meaningful context for their 

Having identified a need for the professional 

preparation and development of teachers, we 

must also consider whether work conditions for 

teachers in Jewish schools make it reasonable 

l<l think about a profession of Jewish education. 

How many hours do teachers work each week? 

How many 1eachers work full-time? What are 

their earnings and benefits? What incentives 

might stimulate more teachers to work full-time 

if positions were available? 

SETTINGS AND HOURS 
OF WORK 

Most of the teachers we surveyed reported that 

they work in one school Specifica lly. 80% teach 

in one school. 17% teach in two schools, and 3% 

teach in more than two schools. Thirty-one per­

cent of the respondents teach in day schools as 

their primary setting (the selling in which they 

work the most hours). including 18% under 

Orthodox sponsor~hip and 13% under other 

sponsorships. Forty percent work in supplemen­

tary schools. The remaining 29% teach in pre­

schools, including 4% under Orthodox sponsor­

ship and 25% under other sponsorships. Whereas 

20% of tea<hcrs work in more than on<· school. 

ll 

students. Although studt·nts do not always 

respond to instruction in predictable ways, a 

teacher who possesses pedagogic content 

knowledge has the power to find new ways or 

enabling students to learn the material at hand. 

In thinking and planning professional develop­

ment for Jewish teachers in the future, then. 

we must consider not only pedagogy and n<H 

only Judaica but their integration-the 

teaching of Jewish subject matter. 

approximately 15% of positions are held by 

teachers who teach in more than one school. 

There is no agreed-upon definition or full-time 

work in the field of Jewish education. When we 

define full-t ime teaching as 25 hours per week 

or more. we find that 28% work full-time in 

one school. and 32% work full-time wh<·n all 

their positions in Jewish education arc taken into 

account. When asked on the survey, 31 % of 

the teachers described themselves as a #full-time 

Jewish educator." Thus. alternative definitions 

give similar results, on average. 

Teaching in supplementary schools is overwhelm­

ingly a pan-time occupation; 96% teach 12 

hours or less in their primary selling, and almost 

two thirds tearh fewer than 5 hours per week 

(.~ee Table 5). By contrast, day school teachers 

arc about evenly split between those who worl-

25 hours per week or more in their primary set­

ting and those who work less. Among pre-srhool 

teachers, 43% work full-time. 17% work 13 w 

24 hours per week, and 20% work 12 hours 

per week or less. Similar d ifferences appeared in 

Miami, where 55% of day school teachers and 

50°'o of pre-school teachers reported working 



Table 5. W e e k ly  H o u rs  o f  W o rk  a m o n g  Tea che rs in Je w is h  S ch o o ls  (P rim ary S etting)

SETTING

H O U R S

1-4 5-12 13-24 25+

D ay Schools 5 % 1 1 % 3 7 % 4 7 %

S u p p lem e n tary  Schools 6 4 % 3 2 % 2 % 2 %

Pre-Schools 1 % 1 9 % 3 6 % 4 3 %

TO TA L 2 7 % 2 2 % 2 % 2 8 %

Note: Rows m ay not sum to  100%  due to  rounding.

One pre-school teacher who presently teaches 

part-time exemplifies the struggle of putting 

together a full-time position. Looking ahead at her 

career plans, she expressed a desire to work full- 

time as a Judaic pre-school teacher. But her school, 

like most others in her community, offers Judaic 

programs only in the morning. She could become 

full-time only by teaching non-Judaic subjects in 

the afternoon, by working with older students in 

a day school in the afternoon, or by the school's 

reorganization of the timing of curricular offerings. 

Typically, the Jewish educational "marketplace" 

does not provide an opportunity for a teacher like 

this one to specialize (teaching a particular subject 

to a specific age group) and to work full-time.

SALARY

Earnings from Jewish education m ust be viewed 

in the context of the part-tim e nature of the 

work. Table 6 shows that 58% of the teachers 

we surveyed reported earning less than  $10,000 

from their work in Jewish education in one 

school, while 43%  reported earning less than 

$5,000. (In Los Angeles, 69% of teachers earned 

less than $10,000 per year, according to Aron 

and Phillips, 1988, but their sample was two 

thirds supplem entary teachers.) Fifteen percent 

of the teachers in our survey said they earned 

between $10,000 and $15,000; 18% reported 

wages between $15,000 and $30,000; while 9% 

reported earnings of over $30,000 annually. As

25 hours per week or more, compared with 

5% of supplem entary school teachers (Sheskin, 

1988). In Los Angeles, only 16% of teachers 

reported 25 hours of teaching per week or more 

(Aron and Phillips, 1988). This figure was not 

broken down by setting, but two thirds of the 

respondents were supplem entary school teachers, 

and one third were day school teachers. (Pre- 

school teachers were not included in the Los 

Angeles survey.) In Atlanta, Baltimore, and 

Milwaukee, about two thirds of the teachers who 

work in m ore than one school teach in supple- 

m entary schools as their second school.

In our interviews with teachers, we discovered 

that teachers and principals work together to 

assemble "em ploym ent packages" to provide 

some teachers with more paid work. Rabbis in 

Orthodox day school settings are commonly 

recruited to take responsibility for worship and 

extracurricular activities to fill out their work 

week. Teachers in o ther settings assume responsi- 

bility lor a variety of additional activities, includ- 

ing working in the library, tutoring students at 

the school, engaging in family education, leading 

worship services, directing grant-related projects, 

and so forth. Even with these additional responsi- 

bilities, few are able to put together an employ- 

m ent package that is considered full-time, 

although m any find they devote more than 40 

hours per week to their institutions.
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SETTING 1-4 

HOU RS 

5 -12 13-24 25+ 

5% 

64% 

1 o/o 

27% 

Note: Rows may not sum to 100% d~ to rounding. 

25 hours per week or more, compared witti1 

5% or supplememary school teachers (Sheskin, 

1988). In Los Angeles, only 16% of teachers 

reported 25 hours or teaching per week or more 

( Aron and Phillips, I 988). This figure was not 

hroken down by setting, but two thirds of the 

n~spondents were supplementary school teachers, 

and one third were day school teachers. (Pre­

school teachers were not included in the Los 

Angeles survey.) In Atlanta, Baltimore, and 

Milwaukee, about two thirds or the teachers who 

work in more than one school teach in supple­

mentary schools as their second school. 

In our interviews with teachers, we discovered 

that teachers and principals work together to 

assemble "employment packages" to provide 

some teachers with more paid work. Rabbis in 

Orthodox day school settings arc commonly 

recruited to take responsibility for worship and 

extracurricular activities to fill out their work 

week. Teachers in other settings assume responsi­

bility for a variety or additional activi ties, includ­

ing working in the library, tutoring students at 

the school, engaging in family education, leading 

worship services, directing grant-related projects, 

and so forth. Even with these additional responsi­

bilities, few are able to put together an employ­

ment package that is considered full-time, 

although many find they devote more than 40 

hours per week to their insti tutions. 
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11 % 

32% 

19% 

22% 

37% 

2% 

36% 

2% 

47% 

2% 

43% 

28% 

One pre-school teacher who presently teaches 

part-time exemplifies the struggle of putting 

together a fu ll-time position. Looking ahead at her 

career plans, she expressed a desire to work full ­

time as a Judaic pre-school teacher. But her school, 

like most others in her ,community, offers Judaic 

programs only in the morning. She cou ld become 

full-time only by teaching non-Judaic subjects in 

the afternoon, by working with older students in 

a day school in the afternoon, or by the school's 

reorganization of the timing of curricular offerings. 

Typically, the Jewish educational ·marketplace" 

does not provide an opportunity for a teacher like 

this om: to specialize (teaching a particular subject 

to a spt"cific age group) and to work fu ll-time. 

SALARY 

Earnings from Jewish e:lucation must be viewed 

in the context of the pan-time nature of the 

work. Table 6 shows tr.at 58% of the teachers 

we surveyed reported earning less than $10,000 

from their work in Jewish education in one 

school, while 43% repuTted earning less than 

$5,000. (In Los Angeles, 69% or teachers earned 

less than $ I 0,000 per y~ar, according to Aron 

and Phillips, I 988, hut their sample was two 

thirds supplementary teachers.) Fifteen percent 

of the teachers in our survey said they earned 

between $ I 0,000 and $ I 5,000; 18% reported 

wages between $ I 5.000 and $30,000; while 9 % 

reported earnings of ov:::r $30,000 annually. As 



income. Responses to a similar question in Los 

Angeles were more evenly distributed: 32% said 

their income from Jewish education was the main 

source of household income; 34% called it an 

im portant supplement; and 32% said it was unim- 

portant (Aron and Phillips, 1988). In Miami, 57% 

of day school teachers reported that more than 

half their household income came from Jewish 

teaching, but only 24% of pre-school teachers and 

18% of supplementary school teachers reported 

that level of importance (Sheskin, 1988).

An exception to the general pattern in Atlanta, 

Baltimore, and Milwaukee, and more consistent 

w ith Miami's, is that income from teaching for 

teachers in Orthodox day schools is typically not 

only an im portant source of additional pay but 

the m ain source of income. Fifty-nine percent 

of teachers in Orthodox day schools reported that 

their wages from Jewish education were the main 

source of income, compared to 35% who indicat- 

ed their wages were an im portant source of addi- 

tional income; only 6% of teachers in Orthodox 

schools reported their income from Jewish educa- 

tion was insignificant. Moreover, among those 

w ho work full-time in Orthodox day schools (that 

is, those who work 25 hours per week or more, 

or about four fifths of teachers in Orthodox day 

schools), 79% said their wages from Jewish 

education were their main source of income.

For m any teachers the additional income, how- 

ever small, is very meaningful. As one educator 

stated: "The salary is extrem ely im portant. That's 

how  I pay for my kid's education. I have to be 

working. I w ant to be working, but also that 

salary is essential." Overall, teachers were more 

satisfied than  dissatisfied with their salaries, but 

the level of satisfaction varied substantially by 

setting. As T able 7 illustrates, a substantial 

m ajority of supplem entary school teachers were 

som ewhat or very satisfied w ith their salaries. 

However, just under half the day school teachers

0 f  W o r k  one educational director of a day school lam ent- 

ed: "We certainly lose the best teachers to princi- 

palships, assistant principalships, administrative 

roles, because that is w hat day schools are willing 

to pay for. They are not willing to pay the same 

thing for teachers."

This is a problem w ith which all education sys- 

tems (not only Jewish education) m ust contend: 

Because there are few opportunities for job 

prom otion w ithin teaching, often a teacher m ust 

leave the classroom to advance professionally.

Teaching at m ore than one school provides 

m odest gains to teachers' incomes; the gains are 

limited because teachers rarely work more than 

10 hours per w eek at the second school. Seventy- 

four percent of those w ho teach in more than 

one school reported they receive less than $5,000 

for the additional work, while 19% receive 

betw een $5,000 and $10,000.

Ta b le  6. Te a ch e rs ' E a rn in g s  f r o m  O n e  S ch o o l 

E A R N IN G S  P erce nt

3%

Conditions

$1000-$4999 40%

$5000-$9999 15%
$ 10000-$14999 15%
$15000-$19999 9%

$20000-$24999 5%

4%

9%

We asked the teachers: "How important to your 

household is the income you receive from Jewish 

education?" Only 20% of teachers surveyed 

reported that their income from Jewish education 

is the main source of income for their household. 

Fifty-one percent indicated that their income from 

Jewish education is an im portant source of addi- 

tional income, while 29% said their wages from 

teaching were insignificant to their household

Less th a n  $1000
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of Work one educational director of a day school lament­

ed: "We certainly lose the best teachers 10 princi­

palships, assistant principalships, administrative 

roles, because that is what day schools are willing 

to pay for. They are not willing to pay the same 

thing for teachers." 

This is a problem with which all education sys­

tems (not only Jewish education) must comend: 

Because there are few opportunities for job 

promotion within teaching, often a teacher must 

leave the classroom to advance professionally. 

Teaching an more than one school provides 

modest gains to teachers' incomes; the gains are 

limited because teachers rarely work more than 

IO hours per week at the second school. Seventy­

four percent of those who teach in more than 

one school reported they receive less than $5,000 

for the additional work, while 19% receive 

between $ 5,000 and $ 10,000. 

Table 6. Teachers' Earnings from One School 

EARNINGS Percent 

3% 

$1000-$4999 40% 

$5000-$9999 15% 

$1~$14999 15% 

$15000-$19999 9% 

$20000-$24999 5% 

'25000--"0000 4% 

9% 

We asked the teachers: "How important to your 

household is the income you receive from Jewish 

education?" Only 20% of teachers surveyed 

reported that their income from Jewish education 

is the main source of income for their household. 

Fifty-one percent indicated that their income from 

Jewish education is an important source of addi­

tional income, while 29% said their wages from 

teaching were insignificant to their household 
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income. Responses to a similar question in Los 

Angeles were more evenly distributed: 32% said 

their income from Jewish education was the main 

source of household income; 34% called it an 

important supplement; and 32% said it was unim­

portant (Aron and Phillips, 1988). In Miami, 57% 

of day school teachers reported that more 1han 

half their household income came from Jewish 

teaching, but only 24% of pre-school teachers and 

18% of supplememary school teachers reported 

that level of importance (Sheskin, 1988). 

An exception to the genera I pattern in Atlanta, 

Baltimore, and Milwaukee, and more consistent 

with Miami's, is that incorr.e from teaching for 

teachers in Orthodox day schools is typically not 

only an important source of additional pay but 

the main source of income. Fifty-nine percent 

of teachers in Orthodox day schools reported that 

their wages from Jewish ec.ucation were the main 

source of income, compare::! to 35% who indicat­

ed their wages were an important source of addi­

tional income; only 6% of teachers in Orthodox 

schools reported their inco:ne from Jewish educa• 

tion was insignificant. Moreover, among those 

who work full-time in Orthodox day schools (that 

is, those who work 25 hours per week or more, 

or about four fifths of teachers in Orthodox day 

schools). 79% said their wages from Jewish 

education were their main source of income. 

For many teachers the additional income, how­

ever small, is very meaningful. As one educator 

stated: "The salary is extremely important. That's 

how I pay for my kid's education. I have to he 

working. I want to be working, but also that 

salary is essential." Overall. teachers were more 

satisfied than dissatisfied with their salaries, hut 

the level of satisfaction var.ed substantially by 

setting. As Table 7 illustrates, a substantial 

majority of supplementary school teachers were 

somewhat or very satisfied with their salaries. 

However, just under half the day school teachers 



Table 7. Te a c h e rs ' S a t is fa c t io n  w it h  S a la rie s

V e ry  S o m e w h a t  S o m e w h a t  V e ry
S E T T IN G  S a tis fie d  S a tis fie d  D issa tisfie d  D issa tisfie d

Today a health plan for a family is about $5500 
a year. A full-time teacher may get $900 from 
the school; the rest they have to pay for. They 
get a small allocation. It's a token, but it's not 
that much. The same thing with pension plans.
The pension plan until now was a fair plan. It 
was little, but it was fair. That's been suspended 
because of the financial crisis, so there is none 
at all. That's all the benefits there are.

Benefits differ som ew hat across settings, mainly 

as a function of the percentage of teachers in that 

setting w ho work full-time. Forty-seven percent 

of teachers in day schools reported that health 

benefits are available to them . Only 29% of

Table 8. A v a ila b ility  o f  B e n e fits  fo r  F u ll-T im e  a n d 
P a rt -T im e  Tea che rs: P erce nta ges o f  te a ch e rs  w h o  
are o ffe re d  v a rio u s  b e n e fits

BENEFIT
Full -T ime
Teachers

Part-Time
Teachers

All
Teachers

Tuition
subsidies 7 5 % 4 2 % 5 2 %

Day care 2 8 % 1 5 % 1 9 %

M em bersh ip
subsidies 4 6 % 3 3 % 3 7 %

Synagogue
p riv ileges 1 7 % 1 9 % 1 9 %

Conferences 6 6 % 5 5 % 5 8 %

Sabbaticals 1 4 % 6 % 9 %

D isab ility 2 8 % 9 % 1 5 %

H ealth 4 8 % 1 5 % 2 6 %

Pension 4 5 % 1 6 % 2 5 %

and only 37% of pre-school teachers reported 

satisfaction with their salaries. A comparison 

betw een full-time and part-tim e teachers revealed 

som ew hat less satisfaction among full-time 

teachers, but the main differences in satisfaction 

occurred across the three settings, as exhibited in 

Table 7. O ur interviews confirmed a general 

pattern of greater satisfaction with salaries among 

supplem entary school teachers, and the most 

dissatisfaction am ong pre-school teachers.

BENEFITS

Few benefits are available to teachers in Jewish 

schools. Given the part-time nature of teaching, the 

scarcity of benefits may not be surprising. However, 

most full-time Jewish educators (those teaching 

more than 25 hours per week) reported that they 

are not offered many benefits (see Table 8). Full- 

time teachers are most likely to be offered tuition 

subsidies (75%) (i.e., reduced tuition for their 

children at their school) and money to attend con- 

ferences (66%). Of those who teach full-time, only 

28% are offered disability benefits, 48% are offered 

health benefits, and 45% have pension plans.

W hen teachers put together "job packages" that 

include part-time positions in a num ber of settings, 

they are not eligible for health, pension, or disab- 

ility benefits from any one institution. Even when 

benefits are offered, the size of the benefits may 

be negligible. One day school principal indicated:
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SETTING 
Very 

Satisfied 

33% 

20% 

Note: ltOWI may not sum to 100% du~ to rounding 

and only 37% or pre-school teachers reported 

satisfaction with their salaries. A comparison 

be1ween full- time and pan-time teachers revealed 

somewhat less satisfaction among full-time 

teachers. but the main differences in satisfaction 

occurred across the three se11ings. as exhibited in 

Table 7. Our interviews confirmed a general 

pa11ern of greater satisfaction with salaries among 

supplementary school teachers. and the most 

dissatisfac1ion among pre-school teachers. 

BENEFITS 

Few benefits are available 10 teachers in Jewish 

schools. Given the part-time nature of teaching. the 

scarcity of benefits may not be surprising. However, 

most full-time Jewish educators (those teaching 

more than 25 hours per week) reported that they 

are not olrcred many benefits (see Table 8). Full­

time teachers are most likely to be offered tuition 

subsidies (75% ) (i.e., reduced tuiti<m for their 

children at their school) and money to a11end con­

ferences (66% ). Of those who teach full-lime. only 

28% are offered disability benefits. 48% are offered 

health benefits, and 45 % have pension plans. 

When teachers put together "job packages" that 

include part-lime positions in a number of settings, 

1hey an: not eligible for health, pension, or disab­

ility benefits from any one ins1i1ution. Even when 

benefits are offered. the size of 1he benefits may 

be negligible. One day school principal indicated: 
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Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied 

35% 28% 23% 

42% 19% 7% 

30% 30" 32" 

36% 25% 19% 

Today a health plan for a family is about $5500 

a year. A lull-time tencher may get $900 from 

the school; the resl 1hey have lO pay for. They 

get a small allocation. It's a wken, but it 's not 

tha1 much. The same 1hing with pension plans. 

The pension plan until now was a lair plan. It 

was liulc. but it was lair. That's been suspended 

because of lhe financial crisis, so there is none 

at a ll. Tha1's all the benefits I here tire. 

Benefits differ somewhat across settings. mainly 

as a fu nction of the percentage of teachers in that 

setting who work full-1imc. Forty-seven percent 

of teachers in day sclrnols reported that hcahh 

benefits are available 10 them. Only 29% of 

Table 8. Availability of Benefits for Full-Time and 
Part-Time Teachers: Percentages of teachers who 
are offered various benefits 

Full-Time Part-Time All 

BENEFIT Teachers Teachers Teachers 

Tuition 
subsidies 75% 42% 52% 

Day care 28% 15% 19% 

Membership 
subsidies 46% 33% 37% 

Synagogue 
privileges 17Vo 19% 19% 

Conferences 66% 55% 58% 

Sabbaticals 14Yo 6% 9% 

Disability 28% 9% 15% 

Health 48Yo 15% 26% 

Pension 45% 16% 25% 



Conditions
of Work

Table 9. P e rce n ta g e s  o f  P a rt -T im e  Tea che rs W h o  In d ic a te d  th a t  a P a rtic u la r In c e n tive  W o u ld  E n c o u ra g e  
T h e m  t o  W o rk  F u ll -T im e  (First, Second, a n d  Th ird  M ost Im p o rta n t Incentives )

IN C E N T IV E First Se co n d T h ird

Increased salary 33% 18% 7%

A v a ila b ility  o f bene fits 3% 22% 13%

Job secu rity /tenure 4% 6% 14%

A cq u irin g  a b e tte r Judaica background 6% 4% 5%

A cq u irin g  a b e tte r educa tion  background 3% 3% 2%

O p p o rtu n itie s  fo r  career advancem ent 6% 6% 9%

A v a ila b ility  o f  a d d itio n a l jo b  o p p o rtu n it ie s 4% 3% 4%

A v a ila b ility  o f  a ffo rd a b le  tra in in g  
op p o rtu n it ie s 1% 1% 2%

Change in fa m ily  status 9% 3% 5%

A d d itio n a l resources in w o rk  e n v iro nm en t — 1% 2%

O p p o rtu n itie s  to  w o rk  w ith  and 
learn fro m  colleagues 1% 2% 4%

I don't think any of the synagogues really pay 
that well. We have no benefits. I've worked
26 years without any benefits whatsoever. 
Nothing. When I retire, it is: 'Good-bye. It was 
nice knowing you.' You really have to love 
what you are doing, let's face it.

Similarly, another teacher explained that the oppor• 

tunity to teach Judaism to children was key for her:

When I go into any position, it's not how much 
are you going pay me, it's what kind of job am 
I going to do. Am I really going to reach the 
children, am I going to have the support of 
the administration, am I going to impart what 
I know?

A synagogue educator w ho formerly taught in a 

public high school emphasized her com m itm ent 

to the Jewish people in explaining her reason 

for working in Jewish education:

[W]hile I was teaching in a public school set- 
ting...I decided [that] if I was putting this much 
energy into working with teens and was doing 
a good job with it, I really felt strongly that I 
wanted to make a commitment to doing it 
with Jewish teenagers.

those in pre-schools and a m ere 7% of supple- 

m entary school teachers are offered health bene- 

fits. About 46%  of teachers in day schools and 

27%  of those in pre-schools are offered pensions, 

as com pared w ith just 7% of supplem entary 

school teachers.

WORK CONDITIONS A N D  
MOTIVATION FOR TEACHING

Although earnings and benefits are meager com- 

pared to most professions, they are still important 

to m any teachers in Jewish schools. W hen we 

surveyed part-time teachers about what possible 

incentives would encourage them  to work full-time 

in Jewish education, salary, benefits, and job securi- 

ty/tenure were the most important incentives 

(see Table 9). At the same time, it is not extrinsic 

motivators such as salary and benefits that attract 

people to this work. Instead, those who have 

chosen the field of Jewish education typically find 

their greatest rewards in the intangibles. As one 

supplementary school teacher commented:

[Financially, no, this is not the best job in the
world. The reward is watching children grow.
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of Work those in rre-schools and a mere 7% of suprle­

mentary school teachers are offered health bene• 

lits. About 46% of teachers in day schools and 

27% or those in pre-schools are offered rensions, 

as com rared with just 7% or supplementary 

school teachers. 

WORK CONDITIONS AND 
MOTIVATION FOR TEACHING 

Although earnings and benefits are meager com­

pared 10 most professions. they are still important 

to many teachers in Jewish schools. When we 

surveyed pan-time teachers about what possible 

incentives would encourage them to work full-time 

in Jewish education. salary, benefits, and job securi­

ty/tenure were the most important incentives 

(see Table 9). At the same tim e, it is not extrinsic 

motivators such as salary and benefits that attract 

people to th is work. Instead, those who have 

chosen the field of Jewish education typically find 

their greatest rewards in the intangibles. As o ne 

supplementary school teacher commented: 

IF]inancially, no, this is nm thc bcst job in thc 

world. The reward is watching childrcn grow. 

I don't think any of the synagogues really pay 

that well. We have no bcnefits. I've: worked 

26 ycars without any benefits whatsocvcr. 

Nothing. When I rctire, it is: 'Good-bye. It was 

nice knowing you.' You really have to love 

what you are doing, let's face il. 

Similarly, another teacher explained that the oppor· 

tun ity IO teach .Judaism to childten was key for her: 

When I go into any position. it's not how much 

an: you going pay me, it's what kind of job am 

I going to do. Am .I really going to reach the 

children. am I going Ill have the support of 

the administration, am I going to impan what 

I know? 

A synagogt1e educator who formerly taught in a 

public high school em phasized her commitment 

to th e Jew ish people in explaining her reason 

for working in Jewish education: 

[W]hile I was teaching in a public school set­

ting .. .! decided !that] if I was pulling this much 

energy imo working with teens and was doing 

a good Joh with it. I really felt strongly that I 

wanted to make a commitment Ill doing it 

with Jewish teenagcrs. 

Table 9. Percentages of Part-Time Teachers Who Indicated that a Particular Incentive Would Encourage 
Them to Work Full-Time (First, Second, and Third Most Important Incentives) 

INCENTIVE 

Increased salary 

Availability of benefits 

Job security/tenure 

Acquiring a better Judaica background 

Acquiring a better education background 

Opportunities for career advancement 

Availability of additional job opportunities 

Availability of affordable training 
opportunities 

Change in family status 

Additional resources in work environment 

Opportunities to work w ith and 
learn from colleagues 
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First 

33% 

3% 

4% 

6% 

3% 

6% 

4% 

1% 

9% 

1% 

Second Third 

18% 7% 

22% 13% 

6% 14% 

4% 5% 

3% 2% 

6% 9% 

3% 4% 

1% 2% 

3% So/o 

1 o/o 2% 

2% 4% 



tion people who chose not to enter Jewish educa- 

tion, we cannot say w hether these work condi- 

tions discourage people from entering the field at 

all, but our results are consistent with 

that speculation.

W hat do these findings imply for the notion of 

building a profession of Jewish education? The 

working conditions of teachers in Jewish schools, 

particularly the part-tim e nature of work, the 

modest significance of earnings, and the absence 

of benefits for m any teachers, are not typical 

of o ther professional occupations. Moreover, we 

found that m any teachers chose their positions 

because of the availability of part-tim e work.

On the one hand, these conditions may make it 

difficult to build a profession. The scarcity of 

full-time positions w ith substantial salary and 

benefits packages may make it difficult to recruit 

teachers w ho are willing to conform to high 

standards of professional preparation and devel- 

opm ent. On the o ther hand, just because some- 

one chooses to work part-tim e does not mean 

he or she would necessarily resist efforts to raise 

standards. A part-tim e teacher may be experi- 

enced and committed to Jewish teaching, and 

therefore welcome opportunities for professional 

development. To resolve these issues, we need to 

exam ine the career orientation and experiences 

of full-time and part-tim e teachers.

O ther teachers emphasized the w arm th of the 

Jewish com m unity as a reward from Jewish 

teaching. A pre-school educator commented:

I think the reason I am in Jewish education 
is the community.... I feel very comfortable. 
When I first came to the Center, it was 
almost a sense of family. I just always 
enjoyed coming to work, enjoyed the people 
that I was working with.

Our research suggests that the current teaching 

force is largely composed of people who find their 

greatest rewards from teaching in the intangible 

ra ther than tangible benefits. Of course, 

persons for w hom  the tangible benefits would 

be m ore salient may simply not have chosen to 

enter this field. It is interesting to note that 

our findings about the importance of intangible 

rewards m irror the findings of research on general 

education, w here intangible benefits are also high- 

ly salient for teachers (Lortie, 1975).

SUM M ARY A N D  IMPLICATIONS

Most educators work part-time, have few tangible 

benefits, and receive salaries that they consider 

to be an important, supplementary part of their 

household income. For some educators, this 

situation is compatible with their goals and family 

situations. For others, the current situation does 

not m eet their needs, and they are not pleased with 

their salaries and benefits. Since we did not ques-

ENTERING JEWISH EDUCATION

The field of Jewish education offers relatively 

easy access to prospective members, although pre- 

schools are more highly regulated by the state 

than other settings. In interviews, we learned that 

teachers in Jewish schools enter the field as early 

as high school and as late as retirement. This wide 

range, combined with the part-time nature of

To build the profession of Jewish education, it is 

essential to learn about the career patterns of 

today's teachers. How were they recruited into 

Jewish education? How experienced are they?

Do they view Jewish education as a career? W hat 

are their plans for the future? Answering these 

questions will tell us w hether investing in our 

current teachers is a sound strategy.
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Other teachers emphasized the warmth of the 

Jewish community as a reward from Jewish 

teaching. A pre-school educator commented: 

I think the reason I am in Jewish educa1ion 

is the community .... I feel very comfortable. 

When I first came to 1he Cen1er, it was 

almost a sense of family. I just always 

enjoyed coming to work, enjoyed the people 

that I was working with. 

Our research suggests that the current teaching 

force is largely composed of people who find their 

greatest rewards from teaching in the intangible 

rather than tangible benefits. Of course, 

persons for whom the t<rngihle benefits would 

be more salient may simply not have chosen to 

enter this field. It is interesting to note that 

our findings about the importance of intangible 

rewards mirror the findings of research on general 

education, where intangible benefi ts are also high­

ly salient for teachers (Lonie, 1975). 

SUMMARY A ND lMPLICATIONS 

Most educators work pan-time, have few tangible 

benefits, and receive salaries that they consider 

to be an important, supplementary pan of their 

household income. For some educators, this 

situation is compatible with their goals and family 

situations. For others, the current silltation docs 

not meet their needs, and they are not pleased with 

their salaries and benefits. Since we did not {Jues-

To build the profession of Jewish education, it is 

essential to learn about the career patterns of 

today's teachers. How were they recruited into 

Jewish ,education? How experienced are they? 

Do they view Jewish education as a career? What 

are their plans for the future? Answering these 

questions will tell us whether investing in our 

current teachers is a sound strategy. 
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one chooses to work part-time does not mean 
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standards. A part -time teacher may be experi­

enced and commined to Jewish teaching, and 

therefore welcome opportunities for professional 

development. To resolve these issues, we need to 

examine the career orientation and experiences 

of ful l- time and part-time teachers. 
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easy access to prospective members, although pre­

schools arc more h ighly regulated by the state 

than other settings. In interviews, we learned that 

teachers in Jewish sch:JOls enter the field as early 

as high school and as late as retirement. This wide 

range, combined with t he part-time nature of 



I had my third child, and I was feeling like 
I needed to get out and do something, but I 
couldn't do something on a full-time basis. 
[Working as a Jewish educator] seemed to 
coincide with what I needed at the time.

Location was also an im portant factor, cited by 

75% of the teachers, and the reputation of the 

school was listed as im portant by 66% of the 

teachers. Religious affiliation was indicated as 

im portant by 68% of the teachers— 55% percent 

of supplem entary school teachers teach in syna- 

gogues w here they are also m embers — and 51% 

of the teachers m entioned salary as an im portant 

factor in choosing to work at a particular school. 

The most im portant reason for choosing a specific 

second school was the same as that for choosing 

the first: scheduling. In addition, 64% percent 

of those teaching in a second school reported that 

location was a significant factor in their decision 

to teach in a particular school, and 55% listed 

salary as an im portant factor.

EXPERIENCE
There is considerable stability in the field of 

Jewish teaching. The top panel of Table 10 indi- 

cates that 14% of teachers have been in the field 

for more than 20 years; 24% for betw een 10 

and 20; and 29% for 6 to 10 years. A nother 27% 

have worked in Jewish education for 2 to 5 years, 

and only 6% were in their first year at the time 

of our survey.

At the same time, teachers' tenure at their cur- 

rent schools is less extensive than their experi- 

ence in the field. The majority of teachers, 59%, 

have been teaching in their current institutions 

for 5 years or less; 18% have been teaching in 

their current settings for the first time. Others, 

totaling just 18%, have been teaching in their 

current institutions for more than 10 years. 

Twenty-three percent have been teaching 6 to 

10 years in their current schools.

Career
P a t t e r n s  teaching in Jewish settings, allows educators to 

teach while they are pursuing other endeavors, 

such as post-secondary schooling. Since educators 

typically enter the field in an unregulated manner, 

w ithout complete formal preparation or certifica- 

tion, there is a common perception that "anybody 

can do it." Some educators make casual decisions 

to enter the field and expect on-the-job training 

to prepare them  as they teach. Interviews with 

supplem entary school teachers suggest that an 

overwhelming num ber entered the field w ithout 

m uch planning. They became Jewish educators 

because someone, usually a friend, told them 

about an opening at the synagogue. As one 

supplementary teacher recounted:

Well, basically, I got recruited through a friend. I 
have a friend who was teaching here and she 
said it was fun and great and a good thing to do. 
She thought I might like doing that. My first 
reaction, of course, was: "Who am I to be teach- 
ing?" I have no formal education as a teacher 
and certainly not of Judaica or Hebrew. And she 
just said from what she knew that 1 knew, I had 
all the qualifications. I had no experience in 
Jewish education, but my friend persuaded me. 
And so just indirectly, and luckily, I became 
involved in Jewish education.

Teachers most commonly obtained their current 

positions by approaching the school directly 

(29%), through a friend or m entor (30%), or by 

being recruited by the school (24%). Our inter- 

views indicated that it is rare for teachers to be 

recruited for their positions from outside their 

current community.

Factors influencing the decision to w ork at a 

particular school coincide w ith the part-tim e 

natu re  of teaching. On the survey, 87% of 

teachers said the hours and days available for 

w ork w ere an im portant reason for choosing 

to w ork at a particular school. This was the 

most prevalent reason m entioned. As one 

teacher explained,
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Patterns Leaching in Jewish seuings, allows educators to 

Leach while they are pursuing other endeavors, 

such as post-secondary schooling. Since educators 

typically enter the field in an unregulated manner, 

without complete formal preparation or certifica­

tion, there is a common perception that ·anybody 

can do it." Some educators make casual decisions 

to enter the field and expect on-the-job training 

10 prepare them as they teach. Interviews with 

supplementary school teachers suggest that an 

overwhelming number entered the field without 

much planning. They became Jewish educators 

because someone, usually a friend, told them 

about an opening at the synagogue. As one 

supplementary teacher reco11.1111ed: 

Well. basically. I got recruited through a friend. I 

have a friend who was teaching here and she 

said it was fun and great and a good 1hing to do. 

She thought I might like doing that. My first 

reaction, of course, was: "Who a111 I lO he teach­

ing?" I have no formal education as a teacher 

and certainly not or Judaica or Hebrew. And she 

just said from what she knew that I knew, I had 

all the qualifications. I had no experience in 

Jewish education, but my friend persuaded me. 

And so just indirectly, and luckily, I became 

involved in Jewish educatiun. 

Teachers most commonly obtained their current 

positions by approaching the school directly 

(29%), through a friend or mentor (30%), or by 

being recruited by the school (24%). Our inter­

views indicated that it is rare [or teachers to be 

recruited for their positions from outside their 

curre111 community. 

Factors influencing the decision to work at a 

particular school coincide with the part-time 

nature of teaching. On the survey, 87% or 

teachers said the hours and days available for 

work were an important reason for choosing 

to work al a particular school. This was the 

most prevalent reason mentioned. As one 

teacher explained, 

17 

I had my third child, and I was feeling like 

I needed LO get out and do something, bm I 

couldn't do something on a full-time basis. 

]Working as a Jewish educator] seemed to 

coincide with what I needed at the time. 

Location was a lso an important factor, cited by 

75% of the teachers, and the reputation o[ the 

school was listed as important by 66% o[ the 

teachers. Religious arfiliation was indicated as 

important by 68% o[ the teachers-55 % perce111 

of supplementary school teachers teach in syna­

gogues where they are also members-and 51 % 

of the teachers mentioned salary as an important 

factor in choosing to work at a particular school. 

The most important reason [or choosing a specific 

second sch ool was the same as that for choosing 

the first: scheduling. In addilion, 64% percem 

of those teaching in a second school reported that 

location was a significant [actor in their dedsion 

to teach in a ranicular school, and S5% listed 

salary as an important factor. 

EXPERIENCE 

There is considerable stability in the field of 

Jewish teaching. The top panel o[ Table 10 indi­

cates that 14% o[ teachers have been in the field 

for more than 20 years; 24% for between 10 

and 20; and 29% for 6 LO IO years. Another 27% 

have worked in Jewish education for 2 to 5 years, 

and only 6% were irn their first year at the time 

of our survey. 

At the same time, teachers' tenure at their cur­

ren t schools is less extensive than their experi­

ence in the field. The majority of teachers, 59%, 

have been teaching in their current institutions 

[or 5 years or less; 18 % have been teaching in 

1heir current settings [or the fi rst time. Others, 

totaling just 18% , have been teaching in their 

currenL institutions for more than IO years. 

Twenty-three perce111 havt' been Leaching 6 to 

IO years in their current schools. 



positions w hen they become vacant, while others 

are tapped by adm inistrators w ho see promising 

qualities in them . The fact that teachers are 

recruited w ithout benefit of a position's being 

advertised narrow s the perceived range of oppor- 

tunities. Our interviews indicated that many posi- 

tions are filled before it is generally know n that 

they are vacant. Vertical m ovem ent is constrained 

by the small num ber of positions, and top-level 

administrative positions are sometimes filled by 

recruits from outside the community.

CAREER
PERCEPTIONS

Interestingly, although only a minority of teachers 

work full-time in Jewish education (32%), a 

majority, 59% of teachers, describe themselves as 

having a career in Jewish education (see Table 

11). In fact, 54% of those who work part-tim e in 

Jewish education (those who teach fewer than 

25 hours per week) indicate that they have 

careers in Jewish education. At the same time,

31 % of the full-time Jewish educators do not 

view Jewish education as their career.

Teachers in day schools and pre-schools under 

Orthodox sponsorship are the most likely to 

indicate they have a career in Jewish education.

Table 11. Te a che rs ' C a re e r P e rce p tio n s

Table 10. S ta b ility  a n d  C o n t in u it y  o f  Teachers

V ie w  T h e ir  W o rk  
in  Je w is h  E d u c a tio n  

as a C a re e r

79%

88%

66%

S E TTIN G

44% 

60% 

89% 

56% 

59%

Supplementary Schools 

Pre-Schools

Orthodox

Other

6%
27%

29%

24%

14%

Total Years of Experience in 
Jew ish  Education

1 o r less

2 to  5 

6 to  10

11 to  20 

20 o r m ore

Total Years of Teaching Experience 
in th e  C urre n t C o m m u n ity

1 o r less

2 to  5 

6 to  10

11 to  20 

20 o r m ore

Total Years of Teaching Experience 
in th e  Present School

1 o r less 18%

2 to  5 41%

6 to  10 23%

11 to  20 13%

20 o r m ore 5%

N o te : Columns may not sum to  100% 
due to  rounding.

Supplementary schools have the highest proportion 

of novice teachers. Whereas only 9% of supple- 

m entary school teachers were new to Jewish edu- 

cation, 27% were new to their current schools. 

Twelve percent of day school teachers and 13% 

of pre-school teachers were new to their current 

schools. Figures for new teachers reflect new facul- 

ty positions as well as movem ent across schools.

CAREER
OPPORTUNITIES

There are limited career advancement opportunities 

in the three communities. Teachers can make hori- 

zontal moves from one setting to another, although 

their denominational or philosophical orientation 

constrains this movement to a certain degree.

There are two ways teachers move out of their 

regular positions. Some apply for non-teaching
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1 or less 

2 to 5 

6 to 10 

11 to 20 

20 or more 

1 or less 

2 to 5 

6 to 10 

11 to 20 

20 or more 

1 or less 

2 to 5 

6 to 10 

11 to 20 

20 or more 

6% 

27% 

29% 

24% 

14% 

11% 

34% 

27% 

19% 

10% 

18% 

41% 

23% 

13% 

5% 

Note: Columns may not sum to 100% 
due to rounding. 

Supplementary schools have the highest prnponion 

of novice teachers. Whereas only 9% of supple­

mentary school teachers were new to Jewish edu­

cation, 27% were new rn their current schools. 

Twelve percent of day school teachers and 13% 

of pre-school teachers were new to their current 

schools. Figures for new teachers reflect new fanil­

ty positions as well as movement across schools. 

CAREER 
OPPORTUNITIES 

There are limited career advancement opportunities 

in the three communities. Teachers can make hori­

zontal moves from one setting IO another, al though 

their denominational or philosophical orientation 

constrains this movement to a certain degree. 

There are two ways teachers move out of their 

regular positions. Some apply for non-teaching 
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positions when they become vacant, while others 

are tapped by administrators who see promising 

qualities in them. The fact that teachers are 

recruited withou1 benefit of a position's being 

advertised narrows the perceived range of oppor-

1unities. Our interviews indicated that many posi· 

tions arc filled before it is generally known that 

they arc vacant. Vertical movement is constrained 

by the small number of positions, a nd top-level 

administrative positions are sometimes filled by 

recruits from outside the community. 

CAREER 
PERCEPTIONS 

Interestingly, although only a minority of teachers 

work full -time in Jewish education (32 %), a 

majority, 59% of teachers, describe themselves as 

having a career in Jewish education (see Table 

J J). In fact, 54% of those who work pan-time in 

Jewish education (those who leach fewer than 

25 hours per week) indica1e that they have 

careers in Jewish education. Al the same time, 

3 1 % of the full-time Jewish educators do not 

view Jewish education as their career. 

Teachers in day schools and pre -schools under 

Orthodox sponsorship are the most likely to 

indicate they have a career in Jewish education. 

Table 11. Teachers' Career Perceptions 

SETTING 

Orthodox 

Other 

View Their Work 
in Jewish Education 

as a Career 

79% 

88% 

66% 

44% 

60% 

89% 

56% 

59% 
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but this freedom is constrained by set curricula 

and resources. Teachers seldom participate in 

networks beyond their own schools. Moreover, 

teachers have few opportunities to collaborate 

w ith other teachers even w ithin their own 

schools. While the phenom enon of teacher isola- 

tion is not unknow n in general education, it is 

exacerbated in Jewish education because of 

the part-tim e nature of most teachers' work.

By and large, teachers are at their institutions to 

meet their classes and to attend infrequent faculty 

meetings. This is true across all settings. Since their 

agreements with their institutions call for a certain 

am ount of pay for a certain num ber of contact 

hours with students, principals are often reluctant 

to ask them  to be present for professional discus- 

sions and teachers have accepted the "drop-in" 

structure laid out for them. The framing of their 

work agreements and the structure of their work 

settings conspire to discourage teachers from 

collaborating together either in curricular areas or 

on professional matters that extend beyond the 

classroom walls. There are some exceptions, but, 

in general, teachers lead isolated professional lives 

and do not participate in the conversations that 

affect their professional futures.

In these settings, close to 90% describe them - 

selves as having a career in Jewish education. 

Almost two thirds of teachers in o ther day 

schools also describe Jewish education as their 

career, as do 56% of teachers in o ther pre-schools 

and 44%  of supplem entary school teachers.

FUTURE PLANS

The m ajority of teachers we surveyed plan to 

continue working in their present positions (see 

Table 12). Across all settings, 64% of the teachers 

reported that they plan to stay in their present 

positions over the next 3 years, and only 6% 

planned to seek a position outside Jewish educa- 

tion. In day schools, as m any as 76% reported 

that they expected to stay in their current jobs. 

(Teachers in Orthodox and other day schools 

responded similarly to this question.)

TEACHER  
EM POWERMENT

Our interviews with teachers indicated that 

they play little role in developing school policies 

for curriculum  and instruction. In general, the 

teacher's role is not to participate in developing 

the curriculum  but to im plem ent it. Teachers 

generally feel autonom ous in their classrooms,

Career
Patterns

Table 12. F u tu re  P lans o f  Tea che rs  in Je w is h  S chools

FU TU R E  P LA N S D a y S u p p .

SETTINGS

P re- T O T A L

C o ntinue  same position w 7 6 % 5 6 % 6 3 % 6 4 %

Change schools 6 % 4 % 3 % 4 %

C hange positions 3 % 2 % 2 % 2 %

Seek a position  outside 
o f Jew ish  education

3 % 9 % 6 % 6 %

O th e r (e .g., go in g  
back to  school)

Undecided

2 %

1 0 %

7 %

2 2 %

5 %

2 1 %

5 %

1 8 %

N o te : Colum ns may not sum to  100%  due to  rounding.
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Patterns In these settings. close to 90% describe them­

selvcs as having a career in Jewish education. 

Almost two tl1irds of teachers in other day 

schools also descril)(: Jewish education as their 

career, as do 56% of teachers in other pre-schools 

and 44% of supplementary school teachers. 

FUTURE PLANS 

The majority of teachers we surveyed plan to 

contin ue working in their present positions (see 

Table 12). Across all sen\ngs. 64% of the teachers 

reported that they plan to stay in their present 

positions over the next 3 years. and only 6% 

p lanned lO seek a position outside Jewish educa­

tion. In day schools. as many as 76% reported 

that they expected 10 stay in their current jobs. 

(Teachers in Orthodox and other day schools 

responded similarly 10 this question.) 

TEACHER 
EMPOWERMENT 

Our interviews with teachers indica ted that 

they play liule role in developing school policies 

for curriculum and instruction. In general, the 

teacher's rok is nm to participate in developing 

the curriculum but to implement it. Teachers 

generally fed autonomous in their classrooms, 

Table 12. Future Plans of Teachers in Jewish Schools 

FUTURE PLANS Day 

76% 

6% 

3% 

3% 

2% 

10% 

Note: Columns may not sum to 100% due t o rounding 

19 

but this freedom is constrained by set curricula 

and resou rces. Teachers seldom participate in 

networks beyond their own schools. Moreover. ____ ......;.. _____ ----
teachers have few opportunities to collaborate 

with other teachers even within their own 

schools. While the phenomenon of teacher isola­

tion is not unknown in general education. it is 

exacerbated in Jewish education because of 

the part-time nature of most teachers' work. 

By and large. teachers are a1 their institutions to 

mee1 their classes and to attend infrequent faculty 

meetings. This is true across all se11ings. Since their 

agreements with their ins1iwtions call for a certain 

amount of pay for a certain number of contact 

hours with swdents, principals are oflen reluctalll 

to ask 1hem to he pre~ent for professional discus­

sions a nd teachers have accepted the Ndrop-in" 

structure laid oul for them. The framing of their 

work agreemen1s and 1he s1ructure of their work 

sellings conspire LO discourage teachers from 

collaboraling wgether either in curricular areas or 

on professional mauers 1ha1 ex1end beyond the 

classroom walls. There are some exceptions. bu1, 

in general. 1eachers lead isolated professional lives 

and do nm participate in 1he conversations that 

affecl 1heir professional futures. 

Supp. 

56% 

4% 

2% 

9% 

7% 

22% 

SETTINGS 

Pre-

63% 

3% 

2% 

6% 

5% 

21% 

TOTAL 

64% 

4% 

2% 

6% 

5% 

18% 



professional growth, the weaknesses in pre- 

service training may be addressed. Moreover, the 

com m itm ent and stability of teachers in Jewish 

education suggest that investm ent in their profes- 

sional growth would have a long-term payoff.

Only 6% of teachers who responded to our survey 

were in their first year of working in Jewish 

education, but 18% were new to their current 

schools. The finding that 3 times as many teachers 

were new to their schools as were new to the 

field reflects m ovem ent by teachers among Jewish 

schools. Individual schools may therefore question 

w hether they will reap the full benefits of provid- 

ing extensive professional development to their 

teachers. Consequently it seems im portant to view/ 

professional growth for teachers as a responsibility 

of the local and continental Jewish community j 

in addition to being an obligation for schools. /

Career
Patterns s u m m a r y  a n d  

IMPLICATIONS

Most teachers in Jewish schools have substantial 

experience in Jewish education. Most plan to 

continue teaching in their current positions, and 

a majority indicate that they have made Jewish 

education their career. Even among part-time 

teachers, more than half describe themselves as 

having a career in Jewish education. Most strik- 

ingly, 44%  of supplem entary school teachers 

view their work in this way.

The com m itm ent and stability reflected in these 

findings suggest that the notion of a profession 

of Jewish education is not as far-fetched as its 

part-tim e nature might indicate. If teachers 

plan to stay in Jewish education and view it as a 

career, they may respond positively to increased 

opportunities for professional growth. Through

20
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Patterns SUMMARY AND 
IMPLICATIONS 

Most teachers in Jewish schools have substantial 

experience in Jewish education. Most plan to 

continue teaching in their current positions, and 

a majority indicate that they have made Jewish 

education their career. Even among pan-time 

teachers, more than half describe themselves as 

having a eareer in Jewish education. Most strik­

ingly, 44% of supplementary school teachers 

view their work in this way. 

The commitment and stability reflected in these 

findings suggest that the notion of a profession 

of Jewish education is not as far- fetched as its 

pan-time nature might indicate. If teachers 

p lan to stay in Jewish education and view it as a 

career. they may respond positively to increased 

opportunities for professional growth. Through 
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professional growth, the weaknesses in pre­

service training may be addressed. Moreover, the 

commitment and stability of teachers in Jewish 

education suggest that investment in their profes­

sional growth would have a long-term payoff. 

Only 6% of teachers who responded to our survey 

were in their first year of working in Jewish 

education, but 18% were new to their current 

schools. The finding that 3 times as many teachers 

were new to their schools as were new 10 the 

field reflects movement by teachers among Jewish 

schools. Individual schools may therefore question 

whether they will reap the full benefits of provid­

ing extensive professiona l development to their 

teachers. Consequently it seems importan t to view, 

professional growth for teachers as a responsibili tYJ 

of the local and continental Jewish community 

in addition to being an obligation for schools. 



Conclusions
5. Interviews raised questions about the 

quality of in-service education, highlighting 

the isolated and fragm ented character of 

workshops. In-service education is not target- 

ed to m eet teachers' diverse needs, and it is 

not part of a coherent plan for their profes- 

sional growth, particularly in day and supple- 

m entary schools.

6. Coupled with limited formal training is the 

finding that work conditions are not profession- 

alized. The teaching force is largely part-time; 

even in day and pre-schools, around half the 

teachers work part-time. Only 20% of teachers 

say their earnings from Jewish education are 

the main source of family income.

7. Benefits are scarce, even for full-time teach- 

ers. Among full-time teachers in all settings, 

only 48% reported that they are offered health 

benefits, 45% have access to pensions, and 

28% are offered disability coverage.

8. Despite these conditions, most teachers in 

Jewish schools describe their work in Jewish 

education as a career. Even am ong supple- 

m entary school teachers, almost all of whom 

work part-tim e, 44% say they have a career 

in Jewish education. Most teachers have 6 

or m ore years of experience, and most plan 

to stay in the field.

W hat should we make of these findings? Taken as 

a whole, they suggest that improving the quantity 

and quality of professional development for 

teachers, along with enhancing the conditions of 

employment, is the strategy most likely to improve 

the quality of the teaching force in Jewish schools.

IMPROVING OPPORTUNITIES FOR 
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
Why should professional development be the focus

of efforts to respond to these findings? First, many

teachers are limited in their formal training, and

improved and extended in-service education

The findings in this report shed light on the 

characteristics of teachers in Jewish schools in 

North America. The study was restricted to three 

cities, but the findings are similar to data available 

from other cities and most likely reflect patterns 

that are com m on to m any communities.

Although the results show substantial diversity 

am ong teachers, both w ithin and across settings, 

and although the field of Jewish teaching is not 

highly professionalized, the potential exists for 

enhancing the professional standards and condi- 

tions of teaching in Jewish schools.

A num ber o f k ey  findings con trib u te to  

th is conclusion:

1. Roughly half the teachers have completed 

formal training in the field of education.

Far fewer have degrees or certification in 

Jewish content areas; outside of Orthodox day 

schools, such training is especially rare.

2. Overall, 19% of teachers are formally 

trained in both education and Jewish content; 

47%  are trained in one area or the other; and 

34% are not formally trained in either field.

3. Pre-collegiate Jewish education does not 

make up for teachers' limited backgrounds in 

Jewish content. Almost one third of the teach- 

ers received no pre-collegiate Jewish education 

after age 13, including 29% of supplementary 

school teachers and 55% of pre-school teachers. 

Eleven percent of teachers in non-Orthodox 

pre-schools are not Jewish.

4. In-service education also fails to com pen- 

sate for lim ited formal training. Required 

w orkshops averaged 3.8 over 2 years for day 

school teachers, 4.4 for supplem entary school 

teachers, and 6.2 am ong pre-school teachers. 

Particularly in day and  supplem entary 

schools, the  am ount of required in-service 

training was far below com m on standards 

for public school teachers.
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Conclusions 
The findings in this report shed light on the 

characteristics of teachers in Jewish schools in 

North America. The stlldy was restricted to three 

cities, but the findings are similar to data available 

from other cities and most likely reflect patterns 

that are common to many communities. 

Although the results show substan tial diversity 

among teachers. both wi1 hin and across settings. 

and although the field of Jewish teaching is not 

highly professionalized. the potential exists for 

enhancing the professional standards a nd condi­

tions of teaching in Jewish schools. 

A number of key findings contribute to 

this conclusion: 

l. Roughly half the teachers have completed 

formal training in the field of education. 

Far fewer have degrees or certification 111 

Jewish content areas; outside of Orthodox day 

schools, such training is especially rare. 

2. Overall. 19% of teachers are formally 

trained in both education and Jewish content; 

47% are trained in one area or the other; and 

34% are not formally trained in either field. 

3. Pre-collegiate Jewish education does not 

make up for teachers' limited backgrounds in 

Jewish content. Almost one third of the teach­

ers received no pre-collegiate Jewish edU<:ation 

after age 13, including 29% of supplementary 

school teachers and 55% of pre-school teachers. 

Eleven percent of teachers in non-Orthodox 

pre-schools are not Jewish. 

4 . In-service education also fails to compen­

sate for limited formal training. Required 

workshops averaged 3.8 over 2 years for day 

school teachers. 4.4 for supplementary school 

teachers, and 6.2 among pre-school teachers. 

Particularly in day and supplementary 

schools, the amount of required in-service 

training was far below common standards 

for public school teachers. 
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5. Interviews raised questions about the 

quality of in-service education. highligh1111g 

the isolated and fragme,ted character of 

workshops. In-service education is not targl't· 

ed to meet teachers· diverse needs, and it is 

not part of a coherent plan for their profes­

sional growth. particularly in day and supple­

mentary schools. 

6. Coupled with limited formal training is the 

finding that work conditions are not profession­

alized. The teaching force is largely pan-time; 

even in day and pre-schools, around half the 

teachers work part-time. Only 20% of teachers 

say their earnings from Jewish education arc 

the main source of family income. 

7. Benefits are scarce, even for full-time teach­

ers. Among full-time teachers in all se11111gs. 

only 48% reported that they are offered health 

benefits. 45% have access to rensions. and 

28% arc offered disability coverage. 

8. Despite these conditinns, most teachers in 

Jewish schools describe their work in Jewish 

education as a career. Even among supple­

mentary school teachers. almost all of whom 

work part-time. 44% say they have a career 

in Jewish i:ducation. Most teachers have 6 

or more years of experience. and most plan 

to stay in the field. 

What should we make of these findings? Taken as 

a whole, they suggest that improving the quantity 

and quality of professional development for 

teachers. along with enhancing the conditions of 

employment. is the strategy most likely to improve 

the quality of the teaching force in Jewish schools. 

IMPROVING OPPORTUNITIES FOR 
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

Why should professional development he the focus 

of efforts to respond 10 these findings? First. many 

teachers arl' limited in their formal training, and 

improved and extended in-service education 



Conclusions
and schools for attending workshops reported 

significantly higher levels of required in-service 

training. Also, teachers in pre-schools that are 

certified by the state reported more required work- 

shops on average. These findings indicate that 

raising standards is possible, that the community 

as a whole can be a source of standards, and that 

financial inducem ents may help m aintain adher- 

ence to standards.

Raising standards for quantity will be of little avail, 

however, if the quality of professional growth is 

not improved simultaneously. Staff developm ent 

should emphasize the diverse needs of teachers, 

corresponding to their varied training, experience, 

subject-m atter knowledge, and grade levels. New 

professional developm ent should also emphasize 

the need for a coherent, ongoing, tailored program 

for teachers, instead of one-shot, isolated generic 

workshops. In light of teachers' com m itm ent to 

their work, we anticipate that they would be eager 

to participate in high-quality, targeted programs.

IMPROVING CONDITIONS  
OF WORK

Conditions of work must also be shifted towards 

higher standards. This is important for three reasons. 

First, it may encourage more people to train profes- 

sionally as Jewish educators. Our data do not 

address this possibility, but it is plausible. Second, 

improving the conditions of work may encourage 

more teachers to work full-time. Our data do 

address this notion: Part-time teachers indicated 

that salary, benefits, and job security could make 

them  consider full-time work. Standards for profes- 

sional growth can be higher for full-time teachers, 

so the two reforms (more professional growth and 

more professional working conditions) could build 

upon one another. Third, improving work condi- 

tions for teachers is a moral imperative. In this 

day, it is not appropriate that many teachers in

may compensate for the lack of pre-service train- 

ing. Second, the field of Jewish education is largely 

part-time, and m any teachers choose it precisely 

because of that characteristic. Hence, while we 

do not mean to dismiss intensified recruitment 

efforts, the part-time nature of the work means 

it is unlikely that the field will be transformed 

through recruitm ent of a large cadre of teachers 

who are formally trained as Jewish educators.

Third, and most strikingly, enhancem ent of profes- 

sional growth is a powerful strategy for reform 

because teachers are committed, stable, and career- 

oriented. Even among part-time teachers who 

lack formal training as Jewish educators, many 

view their work in Jewish education as a career 

and plan to stay in their positions for some time 

to come. These teachers are a ripe target for higher 

standards for professional growth. While it is 

not realistic to expect Jewish schools to hire only 

trained teachers— because the candidates are sim- 

ply not available— our data suggest that it is realis- 

tic to ask teachers to participate in some degree 

of high-quality ongoing professional training.

Our findings about in-service education point 

to tw o necessary aspects of change. First, the 

quantity  m ust be increased. At present, the 

ex ten t of in-service training is far too meager, 

especially in day and supplem entary schools, 

to com pensate for background deficiencies in 

Judaica and pedagogy. Second, the quality m ust 

be improved. Our interview s indicated that 

in-service experiences are isolated, fragm ented, 

not targeted to m eet diverse needs, and gener- 

ally not part of a coherent program . These 

problem s should be rem edied.

O ther analyses of our data suggest ways of 

addressing these problems. Gamoran, Goldring, 

Robinson, Goodman, and Tamivaara (1997) 

noted that supplem entary teachers in a commu- 

nity that provided financial incentives to teachers
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may compensate for 1he lack of pre-service train­

ing. Second, the field of Jewish education is largely 

part-time, and many teachers choose it precisely 

because of that characteristic. Hence, while we 

do not mean to dismiss intensified recrui1men1 

efforts, the pan-time nature of the work means 

ii is unlikely that tl·e field will be transformed 

through n:cruitment of a large cadre of teachers 

who are formally 11ained as Jewish educators. 

Third. and most strikingly. enhancement of profes­

sional growth is a powerful strategy for reform 

because teachers are commiued, stable, and carea­

oriented. Even among par1-1ime teachers who 

lack formal training as Jewish cducat0rs, many 

view their work in Jewish education as a career 

and plan w stay in their positions for some time 

10 come. These teachers are a ripe target for higher 

stand~rds for professional growth. While it is 

not realistic to i:xpect Jewish schools to hire only 

trained teachers-because 1he candidates are sim­

ply not available-our data suggest that it is realis­

tic to ask teachers 10 participate in some degree 

of high-quality ongoing professional training. 

Our findings about in-service educa tion point 

to two necessary aspects of change. First, the 

quantity must be increased. At present, the 

extern of in-service training is far 100 meager, 

especially in day and supplementary schools, 

to compensate for background deficiencies in 

Judaica and pedagogy. Second, the quality must 

be improved. Our interviews indicated tha1 

in-service experiences are isolated, fragmented, 

1101 targeted lo meet diverse needs, and gener­

ally 1101 pan of a 01heren1 progrnm. These 

problems should be remedied. 

Other analyses of 11ur data suggest ways of 

addressing these problems. Gamoran, Goldring, 

Robinson, Goodman, and Tamivaara ( 1997) 

noted 1hat supplementary teachers in a commu­

nity 1hat provided financial incernives to teachers 
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and schools for a1tending workshops reponed 

significantly higher levels of required in-service 

training. Also, teachers in pre-schools that are 

certified by the stale reponed more required work­

shops on average. These findings indicate that 

raising standards is possible, that the community 

as a whole can be a source of standards, and 1hat 

financial inducements may help maintain adher­

ence to standards. 

Raising standards for quantity will be of li1tle avail, 

however, if the quality of professional growth is 

not improved simultaneously. S1aff development 

should emphasize the diverse needs of teachers, 

corresponding to their varied training, experience, 

subject-matter know:edge, and grade levels. New 

professional developmern should also emphasize 

the need !or a coherent. ongoing, tailored program 

for teachers, instead Jf one-shot, isolated generic 

workshops. In light of teachers' commitment lO 

1hcir work. we anticip.ite th.it they would be eager 

to participate in high-quality, targeted programs. 

IMPROVING CONDITIONS 
OF WORK 

Conditions of work must also be shifted towards 

higher standards. This is important for three reasons. 

First. it may encourage more people to train profes­

sionally as Jewish educators. Our data do nm 

address this possibility, but ii is plausible. Second, 

improving the conditions of work may encourage 

more teachers to work full-time. Our data do 

address 1his notion: P3n-1ime teachers indicated 

that salary, benefits, and job security could make 

them consider full-time work. Standards for profes­

sional growth can be higher for full -time teachers, 

so the two reforms (more professional growth and 

more professional working conditions) could build 

upon one another. Third. improving work condi­

tions for teachers is a moral imperative. In this 

day, it is not appropriate that many teachers in 
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"com m unity educator" can provide an opportu- 

nity to create full-tim e work, w ith appropriate 

salary and benefits, for teachers em ployed at 

m ore than  one school. In addition, these educa- 

tors may take on leadership responsibilities 

w ithin the com m unity, such as m entoring new 

teachers or peer coaching.

Questions about standards and accountability for 

educational personnel might also be addressed 

at the com m unity level. Communities may design 

systems for professional development, which 

include standards for in-service training coupled 

w ith increased salaries and benefits for qualifying 

teachers. Although com m unities cannot set 

binding rules for individual schools, com m unity 

guidelines might provide a moral force that 

would upgrade the quality of personnel. Further, 

because teachers may change schools but remain 

in Jewish education, professional growth for 

teachers m ust be seen as a com m unal responsibil- 

ity in addition to a m andate for schools.

To succeed, a com prehensive plan would have 

to incorporate the  full educational spectrum  

of the community, address the critical needs 

identified in this report, and be adequately 

funded to do so. At the same time, national 

Jew ish organizations can play an im portant role 

in supporting these efforts by setting standards, 

developing program s of in-service education, 

and providing intellectual resources and norm a- 

tive support for change. The task may be 

daunting, but the  stakes are high, and now  is 

the tim e to act.

Jewish schools work full-time in Jewish education 

but are not offered health benefits.

Indeed, perhaps the most im portant reform of 

w orking conditions would be to extend benefit 

packages to teachers w ho work full-time in 

Jewish education. Com m unity agencies could 

create programs to provide benefits to teachers 

w ho work full-time by teaching at more than one 

institution. Such programs could serve as incen- 

tives to increase the proportion of full-time 

teachers and could require of participants 

intensive professional development.

Salaries for pre-school teachers pose a more 

difficult problem. Earnings are low and teachers 

are dissatisfied, but this is a characteristic of the 

field of early childhood education and is not spe- 

cific to Jewish schools. However, if Jewish schools 

could be on the forefront of increasing pay stan- 

dards for early childhood education, they could 

also dem and professional growth in the area of 

Jewish content as well as in child development; 

this would address the most serious shortcoming 

am ong teachers in Jewish pre-schools.

TOW ARD A 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

To some extent, these problem s can be addressed 

on a com m unity-by-com m unity  basis, as each 

com m unity  studies its educators and devises a 

com prehensive plan in response. The need for 

com m unity-w ide planning in education is clear. 

O pportunities for full-tim e work and career 

advancem ent ultim ately rest w ith the com m uni- 

ty as a w hole. For exam ple, the position of
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Jewish schools work full-time in Jewish education 

but are not offered health benefits. 

Indeed, perhaps the most important reform of 

working conditions would be to extend benefit 

packages to teachers who work full-rime in 

Jewish education. Community agencies could 

create programs to provide benefits to teachers 

who work full -time by teaching at more than one 

institution. Such programs could serve as incen­

tives to increase the proportion of full -time 

teachers and could require o( participants 

intensive professional development. 

Salaries for pre-school teachers pose a more 

dimcult problem. Earnings are low and teachers 

arc dissatisfied, but this is a characteristic of the 

field of early childhood education and is not spe­

cific to Jewish schools. However, if Jewish schools 

could be on the forefront of increasing pay stan­

dards for early childhood education, they could 

also demand professional growth in the area of 

Jewish content as well as in child development; 

this would address the most serious shortcoming 

among teachers in Jewish pre-schools. 

TOWARD A 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

To some extent, these problems can be addressed 

on a community-by-community basis, as each 

community studies its educators and devises a 

comprehensive plan in response. The need for 

community-wide planning in education is clear. 

Opportunities for [ull-time work and career 

advancement ul timately rest with the communi­

ty as a whole. For example, the position of 
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"community educator" can provide an opportu ­

nity to create full-time work, with appropriate 

salary and benefits, for teachers employed at 

more than one school. In addition, these educa­

tors may take on leadership responsibilities 

within the community, such as mentoring new 

teachers or peer coaching. 

Questions about standards and accountability for 

educational personnel might also be addressed 

at the community level. Communities may design 

systems for professional development, which 

include standards for in-service training coupled 

with increased salaries and benefits for qualifying 

teachers. Although communities cann01 set 

binding rules for individual schools, community 

guidelines might provide a moral force thilt 

would upgrade the quality of personnel. Fun her, 

hecause teachers may change schools but remain 

in Jewish education. professional growth for 

teachers must be seen as a communal responsibil­

ity in addition IO a mandate for schools. 

To succeed, a comprehensive plan would have 

to incorporate the full ,educational spectrum 

of the community, address the critical needs 

identified in this report, and be adequately 

funded w do so. At the same time, national 

Jewish organizations can play an important role 

in supporting these efforts by selling standards, 

developing programs of in-service education, 

and providing intellectual resources and norma­

tive support for change. The task may be 

daunting, but the stakes are high , and now is 

the time to act. 



except that supplem entary school teachers would 

look more like day school teachers, because 

61 day school teachers also work in supplemen- 

tary schools. In most cases, we report results 

separately by setting (day, supplementary, and 

pre-school); in some cases w here differences were 

salient, we further separate day schools and pre- 

schools under Orthodox sponsorship from 

other day and pre-schools.

Despite differences in the Jewish populations of 

the three communities, results were generally 

comparable across communities for schools of a 

given type; we do not provide separate results by 

com m unity in this report. The broad compara- 

bility of results from the three communities in 

this study suggests that the profile of teachers 

presented here is likely to resemble that of many 

other communities. W here possible, we provide 

results from other surveys carried out in Boston, 

Miami, and Los Angeles, which shed light on the 

generalizability of our results. We also compare 

findings to the 1990 National Jewish Population 

Survey to see how  teachers differ from other 

Jewish adults on some indicators.

Missing responses w ere excluded from calcula- 

tions of percentages. Generally, fewer than  5% 

of responses w ere missing for any one item.

An exception was the question about certifica- 

tion in Jew ish education. In two com m unities, 

m any teachers left this blank, apparently 

because they were not sure w hat it m eant.

On the assum ption tha t teachers w ho did not 

know  w hat certification m eant were not them - 

selves certified, for this item only we calculated 

percentages based on the total w ho returned 

the survey forms, instead of the  total w ho 

responded to the question. A nother question 

w ith substantial missing data asked teachers to 

report their ages. Because 50% of teachers 

did not respond to this question, we have not 

reported this result.

This study draws on tw o sources of data: a 

survey of teachers in Jewish schools, and a series 

of interviews w ith Jewish teachers, principals, 

and other educational leaders in the CIJE 

Lead Com m unities of Atlanta, Baltimore, and 

M ilwaukee. (Educational leaders were also 

surveyed; those results will be reported by 

Goldring, Gamoran, and Robinson, forthcoming.) 

The surveys were adm inistered in the spring and 

fall of 1993 to all Judaica teachers at all Jewish 

day schools, supplem entary schools, and pre- 

school program s in the three communities. 

General studies teachers in day schools w ere not 

included. Non-Jewish pre-school teachers who 

teach Judaica were included. Lead Com m unity 

project directors in each com m unity coordinated 

the survey adm inistration. Teachers completed 

the questionnaires and re turned  them  at their 

schools. (Some teachers w ho did not receive a 

survey form at school were mailed a form and a 

self-addressed envelope and returned their forms 

by mail.) An updated version of the survey and 

the interview  protocols is available from 

CIJE (Gamoran et al., 1996).

Over 80% of the teachers in each com m unity 

filled out and returned the questionnaire, for a 

total of 983 teachers out of 1192 who were 

surveyed. In analyzing the results, we avoided 

sampling inferences (e.g., t  tests) because we־

are analyzing population figures, not samples. 

Respondents include 302 day school teachers,

392 supplem entary school teachers, and 289 

pre-school teachers. Teachers w ho work at more 

than one type of setting were categorized accord- 

ing to the setting (day school, supplem entary 

school, or pre-school) at which they teach the 

most hours (or at the setting they listed first, if 

hours were the same for two types of settings). 

Each teacher was counted only once. If teachers 

were counted in all the settings in which they 

teach, the results would look about the same,
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This study draws on two sources of data: a 

survey of teachers in Jewish schools, and a series 

of interviews with Jewish teachers, principals, 

and other educational leaders in the CUE 

Lead Communities of Atlanta, Baltimore, and 

Milwaukee. (Educational leaders were also 

surveyed; those results will be reported by 

Goldring, C,amoran, and Robinson, forthcoming.) 

The surveys were administered in the spring and 

fall of 1993 to all Judaica teachers at all Jewish 

day schools, supplementary schools, and pre­

school programs in the three communities. 

General studks teachers in day schools were 11ot 

included. Non -Jewish pre-school teachers who 

teach .Judaica were included . Lead Community 

project directors in each community coordinated 

the survey administration. Teachers completed 

the questionnaires and retLJmcd them at their 

schools. (Some teachers who did not receive a 

survey form at school were..· mailed a form and c1 

self-addressed envelope and returned their forms 

by mail.) An updated version of the survey and 

the interview protocols is available from 

CI.JE (Gamoran ct al., 1996). 

Over 80% of the teachers in each community 

filled out and returned the questionnaire, for a 

total of 983 teachers out of I 192 who were 

surveyed. In analyzing the results, we avoided 

sampling inferences (e.g., I-tests) because we 

are analyzing population figures, not samples. 

Respondents include 302 day school teachers, 

392 supplementary school teachers. and 289 

pre-school teachers. Teachers who work at more 

than one tyre of setting were categorized accord­

ing to the setting (day school, supplementary 

school, or pre-school) at which they teach the 

most hours (or at the setting they listed first, if 

hours were the same for two types of settings). 

Ead1 teacher was counted only once. If teachers 

were counted in all the settings in which they 

teach, the results would look about the same, 
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except that supplementary school teachers would 

look more like day school teachers, because 

61 day school teachers also work in supplemen­

tary schools. In most cases, we report results 

separately by setting (day, supplementary, and 

pre-school); in ~ome cases where differences were 

salient. we further seraratc day schools and pre­

schools under Orthodox sponsorship from 

other day and pre-schools. 

Despite differences in the Jewish populations of 

the three communities, results were generally 

comparable across communities for schools of a 

given type; we do not provide separate results by 

community in this report. The broad compara­

bility of results from the three communities in 

this study suggests that the profile of teachers 

rrescnted here is likely to resemble that of many 

other communities. Where possible, we provide 

results from other surveys carried out in Boston, 

Miami, and Los Angeles, which shed light on the 

generalizability of our results. We also com rare 

findings to the J 990 National Jewish Population 

Survey to see how teachers differ from other 

Jewish adults on some indicators. 

Missing responses were excluded from calcula­

tions of percentages. Generally, fewer than 5% 

of responses were missing for any one item. 

An exception was the question about certifica­

tion in .Jewi~h education. In two communities, 

many teachers left this blank. arparently 

beca use they were nm sure what it meant. 

On the assum ption that teachers who did not 

know what certification meant were not them­

selves certified, for this item only we calculated 

r ercentages based on the total who returned 

the survey forms, instead of the total who 

responded to the question. Another question 

with substantial missing data asked teachers to 

report their ages. Because 50% of teachers 

d id not respond to this question, we have not 

reported this result. 



directors and educators at central agencies and 

institutions of Jewish higher learning. In total, 

125 educators were interviewed, generally for 

one to two hours. All quotations in this report 

are from those interviews.

The interviews for our study were designed 

and carried out by Julie Tammivaara, Roberta 

Goodman, and Claire Rottenberg, CIJE field 

researchers. Interviews were conducted with 

teachers in pre-schools, supplem entary schools, 

and day schools, as well as with educational
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and Methods 

The interviews for our study were designed 

and carried out hy Julk Tammivaara. Roberta 

Goodman. and Claire R()ttenberg, CIJE field 

researchers. Interviews were conducted with 

teachers in pre-schools, supplementary schools, 

and day schools, as well as with educational 
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directors and educators at central agencies and 

institutions of Jewish higher learning. I n total, 

125 educators were interviewed. generally for 

one to two hours. All quotations in this report 

are lrom those interviews. 
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