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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Chapter 1 has yet to be written. It will deal with three topics.

1.
2:

A statement about the mission of Jewish education.

A presentation of divereent views on Jewish continuity —as they were ex-
pressed in the Commission’s deliberations.

A discussidon of the relationship between Jewish education aid Jewish con-

tinuity. This will be based on the paper by Prof. I. Scheffler and Prof. S. Fox

on this topic.



CHAPTER 2: THE CREATION OF THE COMMISSION

The Crucial Impertania 0f Jewish Education

in Contemporary Life

There is a deep and wide-spread concern in the Jewish community today that the
commitment to basic Jewish values, ideals and behavior may be diminishing at an
alarming rate. There is considerable evidence that a high percentage of Jews have
come to feel that Judaism does not address their search for personal fulfillment and
communality. This has grave implications not only for the richness of Jewish life but
for the very continuity of the Jewish people. Throughout history Jews have faced
dangers from without with courage and steadfastness; now a new kind of commit-

ment is required.

The Jews in North America live in an open society which presents an unprecedented
range of opportunities and choices. This extraordinary environment confronts us
with what is proving t¢ be an historic dilemiia; while we cherish our freedom as in-
dividuals to explore new horizons, we recognize that this very freedom poses a
dramatic challenge to the future of the Jewish way of life. There is an urgent need to

find better ways to ensure that Jews maintain and strengthen the commitments that

are central to Judaism.

In our uniquely pluralistic society, where there are so many philosophies and

ideologies competing for attention, and where the pursuit of Judaism increasingly in-



volves a conscious choice, the burden of preparation for such a decision resides with
education. Jewish education must be compelling, emotionally, intellectually and
spiritually, so that young people will say to themselves: “I have decided to remain
engaged, to continue to investigate and grapple with these ideas and to choose an ap-
propriate Jewish way of life.” Jewish education must be vastly improved if it is to
achieve this objective. It must become an experience that inspires Jews to learn, feel

and act in a way that reflects a deep understanding of Jewish values.

The difficulties facing Jewish education bear some resemblance to the problems of
education in general in the U.S. Well known reports have documented the serious
lack of teaching talent as well as other problems facing the educational system. A
severe lack of funds, resources, status and vision is causing the system to strain and

crack. Jewish education is also impoverished in regard to these basic requirements.

In North America today, Jewish education is often limited in scope: at times it is con-
fined simply to facts about Jewish history and holidays and some study of the
Hebrew language. Many additional elements that should be central to the mission of
Jewish education —such as the teaching of Jewish values and ideals, the concern for
the State of Israel and for Jews throughout the world, the meaning of prayer, the
relationship with God and community — are often lacking. It is imperative that at this
moment in history Jewish education again become a transformative rather than
merely an informative experience. Without this change in the educational ex-

perience, it will be increasingly difficult to pass on to future generations a strong

identity with and commitment to Judaism.

The core of Jewish education must be character education. Its goal must be no less

than shaping the inner lives of people. It must find a way to transmit the essence of



what Jewish life is all about, so that future generations of Jews will be impelled to
search for meaning through their own rich traditions and institutions. Judaism must
present itself as a living entity and give the Jews of today the resources to find
answers to the fundamental questions of life as readily as it did for their ancestors
through the centuries. Otherwise it could eventually be overtaken in the minds of

young people by other systems of thought that they feel are more meaningful for the

modern world.

This dangerous state of affairs is in no small measure the result of the historically
low priority that the Jewish community as a whole has given to Jewish education. At
the beginning of the federation movement at the turn of the century, the chief em-
phasis was on financial support for the indigent newcomers and on their
Americanization. Federations generally ignored Jewish education, which was left to
those people who had Jewish education as a special interest. While many outstand-
ing schools, community centers, and summer camps were established by committed
leaders and parents, overall the field met with indifferent support by the leaders of

the community.

In the 20s and the ’30s, the situation began to improve, but federations tended to
give community support priority to the health and social service fields, and to deal-
ing with problems of anti-Semitism. In the immediate post-War period, the highest
community priority was the lifesaving work of Jewish relief, rehabilitation and
reconstruction, and the upbuilding of Israel. At the same time, Jewish education be-
came a higher priority and received increased support from federations and from the

religious denominations. Today federation leaders attach a higher priority to Jewish

education.



Currently, federations are urgently involved with the rescue and resettlement of

Soviet Jewry, and this is emerging as the need which overshadows all other federa-

tion concerns.

In the face of such life-and-death issues, the needs of education seem to be less ur-
gent, less insistent, more diffused; a problem that can be dealt with at some point in
the future when more pressing problems have been solved. This is an illusion. We
may continue to live with emergencies indefinitely, and we can no longer postpone

addressing the needs of Jewish education lest we face an irreversible decline in the

vitality of the Jewish people.

An obvious symptom of the inadequacy of Jewish education is the rise in intermar-
riage and the consequent turning away from Jewish traditions in the search for fulfill-
ment and meaning in life. According to a recent Gallup (Israel) Poll of American
Jews, carried out in December 1989, the number of intermarriages has sharply in-
creased in the past couple of decades, growing from 16% of Jews between the ages
of 40 and 59, to 28% of Jews under the age of 40. These figures are consistent with
studies of individual communities in North America undertaken in rceent years.
Today, nearly one out of every three married Jews under the age of 40 is married to

a non-Jew. A number of studies indicate that Jews who intermarry are significantly
less likely to provide their children with a Jewish education. A study of children of in-

termarriages shows that only 24% of children in dual faith households identify them-

selves as Jews.

Another symptom of the problem is that while a large majority of Jewish children
have at one time or another received some form of Jewish education, it has often

been so sporadic that it has had little impact on their lives. A recent study found that



over half of Jewish school age children in the United States are not currently en-
rolled in any kind of Jewish schooling. Inevitably these children will grow up with a
relatively weak identification with and understanding of Judaism, and have difficulty

passing on to their children an appreciation of the beauty and richness of Jewish life.

This weakening commitment to Jewish life, which can already be seen in the lives of
the current generation of young adult Jews, may become even more apparent among
their children and grandchildren. This painful prospect, which community leaders

can foresee in their own families as well as in the community at large, has brought to

a head concern about the quality and mission of Jewish education.

In the past the Jewish family and the Jewish community had certain bonds that gave
it remarkable inner strength. Jews grew up in Jewish families and Jewish neighbor-
hoods with a strong Jewish ambience. They were constantly surrounded by the sym-
bols and customs of Jewish life. They came into contact with their cultural and
spiritual heritage in a variety of institutions and settings. Thus young people received
a strong sense of Jewish identity through experiences in their everyday life. Today
these neighborhoods and the way of life they represented have all but disappeared

from the modern world, and ways must be found to respond to these new circumstan-

ces.

It was to meet these challenges that the idea of creating the Commission on Jewish

Education in North America was born.

The underlying assumption that guided the Commission was that the North
American Jewish community had the will and capacity to mobilize itself for educa-

tion as it had in the past for the building of the State of Israel, the rescue of Jews in



distress, and the fight against discrimination. This would require that all sectors of
North American Jewry join forces, pool their energies and resources, and launch an
unprecedented undertaking to enlarge the scope, raise the standards and improve
the quality of Jewish education. To accomplish this, the Commission would have to
analyze the current shortcomings of Jewish education, develop a concrete plan of ac-

tion with specific goals, and establish a mechanism to oversee the enactment of that

plan.

How the Commission Was Formed

The idea of forming a Commission to tackle the problems of Jewish education was
first conceived by Morton L. Mandel and his brothers Jack N. Mandel and Joseph C.
Mandel of Cleveland, Ohio, in November, 1986. Morton Mandel has played a
central role in the Jewish world during his long career as a community leader, and
has been responsible for developing new initiatives for education in his local com-
munity, in the Jewish Community Center movement, and in the Jewish Agency for
Israel. In calling for the creation of a Commission, Morton Mandel and his brothers,
Jack and Joseph, decided to commit their personal energies and the financial resour-

ces of the Mandel Associated Foundations to bring about a major change in Jewish

education.

In making this move, Mandel was mindful that commissions and their reports had
played a significant role in the field of general education over the years. In 1910, The
Flexner Report on Medical Education in the U.S. and Canada led to major reform in
this field. More recently, national concern about the crisis in education has been

aroused by such reports as 4 Nation At Risk, published by the National Commission



on Excellence in Education (1984), A Nation Prepared: Teachers for the 21st Century
published by the Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy (1986), and An
Imperiled Generation, published by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement

of Teaching (1988).

Moreover, the Jewish world was not unfamiliar with the activities of national or in-
ternational commissions. They have been used at various times to address different
areas of contemporary life or fields of service and to achieve specific goals. Also,
numerous local communities have begun, in recent years, to organize commissions
on Jewish education or Jewish continuity as a means of studying local problems,
developing appropriate responses and implementing the necessary changes. About a

dozen major communities have such commissions in various stages of maturity.

However, in this generation there has not been a national commission singularly
devoted to the subject of Jewish education in North America as a whole, and it was
clear from the outset that in order to do its job well it would have to incorporate

several unique features.

It was determined that the private and communal sectors would need to establish a
working partnership to create the broadest possible base for the Commission. It
would also be necessary that the Orthodox, Conservative, Reform and Reconstruc-
tionist movements work together; a prerequisite for the success of the Commission
was that it benefit from the power of the various religious persuasions. Moreover,
other sectors of the community involved and concerned about Jewish education and
Jewish continuity needed to be included. Across-the-board changes could only hap-
pen through a process that reflected and respected the diversity of North American

Jewry. Finally, it was critical that the work of the Commission result not only in



recommendations of steps needed to be taken, but in concrete action that could,

over time, actually transform Jewish education.

The Composition of the Commission

At the invitation of Morton L. Mandel, who agreed to chair the Commission, the fol-

lowing central communal organizations joined as co-sponsors:

J.C.C. Association:

The Jewish Community Center Association of North America (formerly, JWB) is the
leadership body for the North American network of JCCs and Ys; JCCA serves the
needs of individual Jewish Community Centers, and it helps to build, strengthen and
sustain the collective Center movement through a broad range of direct and indirect
services, institutes, consultations and Jewish experiences and by identifying and

projecting movement-wide directions, issues and priorities.
JESNA:

The Jewish Education Service of North America is the organized community’s plan-
ning, service and coordinating agency for Jewish education. It works directly with
local federations, the agencies and institutions created and supported by federations,

and other independent education institutions to deliver educational services.

In addition, the Council of Jewish Federations (CJF), the umbrella organization for
Jewish federations in North America, agreed to collaborate with the effort in order

to facilitate communication and cooperation with local communities.
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From the beginning, it was recognized that major Jewish family foundations should
play a leading role in the Commission. With this in mind, the heads or principals of a
number of foundations were approached. They agreed that a Commission in which
they could work together with other segments of the organized Jewish community to
revitalize Jewish education would be the key to achieving success in a significant

common endeavoers.

The joining together of the communal and private sectors would be fundamental to
the success of the Commission. Private foundations could provide the initial funding
to get new programs started, but implementation would ultimately be the respon-
sibility of the federations, together with the religious denominations, the institutions
of higher Jewish learning, the schools, the community centers, the bureaus of Jewish

education, and above all, the educators on the front lines.

The next step was to draw up a list of heads of institutions of higher Jewish learning,

educators, scholars and rabbis who would be invited to join the Commission.

The participation of outstanding community leaders would ensure the ultimate sup-
port of the organized Jewish community and help the Commission have a realistic
understanding of how best to achieve its goals. Leaders from local communities and
of national institutions (including the co-sponsoring organizations) were, therefore,
invited to join the Commission. The following individuals agreed to join the Commis-

sion for Jewish Education in North America:
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Morton L. Mandel
Chairman
Mona Riklis Ackerman
Ronald Appleby
David Arnow
Mandell L. Berman
Jack Bieler
Charles R. Bronfman
John C. Colman
Maurice S. Corson
Lester Crown
David Dubin
Stuart E. Eizenstat
Joshua Elkin
Eli N. Evans
Irwin S. Field
Max M. Fisher
Alfred Gottschalk
Arthur Green
Irving Greenberg
Joseph S. Gruss
Robert I. Hiller
David Hirschhorn
Carol K. Ingall
Ludwig Jesselson
Henry Koschitzky
Mark Lainer
Norman l.amm
Sara S. Lee
Seymour Martin Lipset
Haskel Lookstein
Robert E. Loup
Matthew J. Maryles
Florence Melton
Donald R. Mintz
Lester Pollack
Charles Ratner
Esther Leah Ritz
Harriet L. Rosenthal
Alvin I. Schiff
Lionel H. Schipper
Ismar Schorsch
Harold M. Schulweis
Daniel S. Shapiro
Margaret W, Tishman
Isadore Twersky
Bennett Yanowitz
Isaiah Zeldin

Commissioners

President of the Riklis Family Foundation

A one-sentence description of each commissioner will appear in the text and a fuller description of each member of the

Commission will appear in an Appendix.



To help plan and carry out the work of the Commission, a group of senior policy ad-

visors was established, and a staff was assembled (see overleaf).

Henry L. Zucker accepted the invitation to serve as Director of the Commission,
and Seymour Fox and Annette Hochstein were appointed, respectively, as Director

and Associate Director of Research and Planning.

The forty-seven Jewish leaders and thinkers who agreed to join the Commission
were a remarkable group, with broader representation than had ever been gathered
together to address the problem of Jewish education. The readiness with which
these individuals responded to the invitation was in itself clear evidence that the
time had come to give education the highest priority in planning the future of the
Jewish community. Never before had there been a single group in which heads of
foundations could meet with community leaders, directors of communal organiza-
tions, heads of institutions of higher learning, rabbis, educators and scholars, and

work together towards a common goal.

An Auspicious Beginning

The commissioners felt inspired by the prospect of so diverse and prominent a group
arriving at a consensus about the kinds of intervention that should be undertaken.
They agreed that the Commission provided an ideal means for Jews to join together

to develop a plan of action. As one commission member noted:
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Senior Policy Advisors

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

Director

Henry L. Zucker

Research & Planning

Seymour Fox, Director

Annette Hochstein, Associate Director

Staff

Estelle Albeg
Mark Gurvis
Virginia F. Levi
Debbie Meline
Joseph Reimer
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The problem of Jewish education is too large for any one group. Only through a
partnership can we hope to legitimize the pluralism within and between Jewish com-
munities. The partnership has to occur between the religious and the non-religious in-

stitutions and organizations that make up the national Jewish community.

A formal methodology for the work of the Commission was established. It would
meet six times over a two year period. Background materials would be circulated
prior to each meeting of the Commission. Some of the deliberations of the Commis-
sion would take place in small work groups; others would be in plenary sessions. On
the basis of transcripts of these discussions, the staff and the senior policy advisors
would formulate recommendations on next steps that would then be circulated to

commissioners for comments.

All of the commissioners shared the determination to make a concrete impact on
Jewish life. They agreed that the Commission could not be merely “a lot of talk.”
“We will not conclude the work of this Commission,” stated Mandel, “without begin-

ning the implementation process the very day we issue our report.”

The commissioners felt there were grounds for optimism about the ultimate success
of the project. Several pilot projects had been developed for Jewish education in
recent years that had shown promising results. These could serve as models for the
kind of massive effort that would be necessary if the nature of Jewish life as a whole

were to be affected. Moreover, as another commissioner pointed out:

The concern about Jewish survival comes at a time of unprecedented success in
Jewish scholarship. There are today in Israel and North America more Jewish books
and other Jewish publications being issued than there were in Europe during the
height of the so-called ‘Golden Age of Polish Jewry.’ Ironically, however, this flourish-

ing of Jewish thought is not reaching large numbers of Jews.
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During the Commission’s first meeting, in August 1988, a member expressed the en-

thusiasm felt by the commissioners:

Just the possibility of working together with so many fine minds and so many com-
mitted people of varied religious outlooks is extremely inspiring. Despite our
philosophic differences, we all have many common goals, and it is an extraordinary op-

portunity to sit down and work on them together.
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CHAPTER 3: JEWISH EDUCATION - WHERE IT STANDS TODAY

In order to understand the context in which the Commission would have to approach
its task, it was necessary to obtain as much information as possible about the state of

Jewish education in North America today.

What are the various components that make up Jewish education? What is their

reach and effectiveness? What are the major problems and opportunities?

In this chapter we have included the following:
e Figures about participation in Jewish education.

e A description of major forms that make up Jewish education and an assessment of

their scope.

e A brief appraisal of major issues that need to be addressed.

The Known Facts and Figures of Jewish

Education

JEWISH POPULATION

United States (1987) Canada (1989)
Total 5,944,000 310,000
School age 880-950,000 57,000
(ages 3-17)
r [
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The major settings for Jewish education in North America are usually considered to

include’
1. Day Schools (600-800 schools; approximately 110,000 par-
ticipants in 1982)
2. Supplementary Schools (1300-1400 schools; about 280,000 participants in |
1982)

3. Jewish Community Centers (220 centers and branches; close to 1,000,000

members, many more occasional participants in
activities [1989])

| 4. Camps (85,000 children in residential camps; 120,000
participants in day camps [1989])

| 5. College and University (over 600 colleges and universities offering cour-
' Courses ses and academic programs in Judaica [1989])

i

| 6. Youth Movements (75,000 members and 25,000 additional oc-

casional participants [1989])

7. Educational Visits to Israel (about 25,000 participants in a large variety of
programs [1986])

8. Adult and Family Programs  (estimated at 5-10% of the adult population) !

Formal Jewish education in North America consists of two major types of schools:
the day-school, which is an all-day educational institution teaching both general and
Jewish subjects; the supplementary school, which meets one to three times a week
after public school hours and/or on Sunday mornings for instruction on Jewish sub-

jects.

.

The data represent a compilation of sources reflecting current available statistics on Jewish education in North Ameerica,
as well as rescarch undertaken for the Commission. Figures are approximate.
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It is estimated that there are approximately 2,000 schools throughout North
America, about 75% of them supplementary schools. Most schools are associated
with one of the three major denominational movements —the Orthodox, the Conser-
vative, and the Reform. The overwhelming majority of day schools (75%) are Or-
thodox, while children attending Reform and Conservative supplementary schools

comprised 85% of the supplementary school population.

There are close to one million Jewish children of school age in North America. Most
of these children, perhaps as many as 80%, have attended some form of Jewish
schooling at least one time in their lives. However, for many attendance is often
short-lived and sporadic. Close to 600,000 children currently do not receive any form
of Jewish schooling. Only some 400,000 in the U.S. (about 40% of all Jewish
children), and 32,000 in Canada (about 55%) are currently enrolled in any Jewish

school. (Figure 1)

FIG. 1: ENROLLMENT IN DAY SCHOOLS AND SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOLS (1982)

United States Canada
58% 525,000 not currently 54% 30,700 not currently en-
enrolled rolled
12% 110,000 day school - 29% 16,400 day school
j42% -
ol | 46%
30% 280,000 supplementary 17% 9,700 supplementary |~
school school
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This is even more of a problem with children over Bar or Bat Mitzvah age (13 or 12)

when attendance drops by more than 60%. (Figure 2)

FIG. 2: AVERAGE ENROLLMENT IN SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOL PER AGE AND GRADE
LEVEL (U.S., 1982/3)

Grade Level

1-2 34 5-7 8-10 11-12

Students in
each grade
(000s)

Supplementary
Schools

Over a twenty year period, from 1962 to 1982, total enrollment in Jewish schools in
the U.S. dropped from approximately 600,000 to approximately 400,000, an overall
decline of nearly 35%. It is estimated that about half of this decline reflects negative
demographic trends (i.e., the end of the baby boom), the other half a lessening inter-
est in Jewish schools. It is interesting to note that the most extensive form of Jewish
education in the U.S., the supplementary school, declined by about 50%, from
540,000 to 280,000; while day school enrollment rose from 60,000 to 110,000, a rise
of 80%. (Figure 3)
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FIG. 3: ENROLLMENT U.S.: 1962 & 1982

Sen -

500

Number of
students 400
(000s)

300
200
ICO

0 S-rr.
1962 1982 Schools

Of the many important settings for Jewish education outside the schools, the most
far-reaching are the Jewish Community Centers (JCCs) with close to one million
members throughout North America. JCCs were first established in the middle of
the 19th century and are the oldest form of informal Jewish educational settings in
North America. In the mid-1980s, the JCC Association—formerly known as the
JWB, embarked on a major campaign to upgrade the Jewish educational activities of

JCCs around the country.

Camping is considered to have significant educational impact, particularly when
used to complement the work of schools, youth movements or JCCs. There are two
types of camps: day camps and residential camps, ranging in duration from several
days to a full summer. In 1988/89 there were approximately 120,000 children in day
camps and 85,000 children in residential camps. Camps are sponsored either by
JCCs, by national denominational groups (e.g. Ramah, National Federation of

Temple Youth, and Yeshiva University camps) or by B’nai B’rith, Zionist Youth
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movements and others. There are also specialized camps serving special needs or in-

terests, such as camps for older adults or camps for college age men and women.

Youth movements have played an important role in the preparation of the leader-
ship of the American Jewish community. There are some 75,000 members of youth
movements, with another 25,000 or so attending on different occasions. Youth
groups serve adolescents and are usually sponsored by national organizations (e.g.,
BBYO), the religious denominations, (e.g., USY, NCSY, NFTY), and Zionist move-

ments (e.g., Bnei Akiva, Betar, Habonim Dror, Young Judea).

It is estimated that approximately 25,000 young Americans participate annually in a
variety of organized educational visits to Israel. There has been a steady increase in
the number of young people participating in these programs over the past two
decades, however it is estimated that close to 65% of the American Jewish popula-
tion has never visited Israel, a percentage that is probably higher among the 15-to-25
year-olds. There is strong evidence that these educational programs have a sig-
nificant positive impact on participants, but it is also agreed that their potential is

still largely untapped, both in terms of number of participants and the uality of the

programs.

In recent years there has been increasing awareness of the importance of adult
education. There are today both formal and informal adult education programs. For-
mal adult education programs take place in synagogues, JCCs or Hebrew colleges.
Demographic studies indicate a level of participation of between 5% and 10% of the
Jewish population. Informal programs (e.g., havurot, minyanim, study groups) are
often unstructured, and there is little reliable information about the number of

people involved.



Retreat or conference centers are increasingly popular. They exist today in about 50
cities in North America and provide a setting for family camping, shabbatonim for
Jewish schools, specialized weekends, conferences on different subjects and leader-

ship programs for boards and staff groups.

Finally, family education is considered one of the develeping frontiers for informal
Jewish education in North America. Although data is not available at this time as to

the extent of family education programs, many communities in the U.S. have under-

taken these recently or plan to undertake them.

The conventional audience for general education in North America consists of in-
dividuals between the ages of 3 (pre-school training) and 22 (college graduation).
However in accordance with traditional Jewish thinking the audience for Jewish

education includes all age groups, the affiliated as well as the non-affiliated —in

other words the entire Jewish population.

Thus, while there are many different forms of Jewish education, only a fraction of
the Jewish population of North America currently participates in any type of pro-
gram:

e less than half of Jewish children currently attend any type of Jewish school;

e only about one in three Jews has ever visited Israel;

e it is estimated that only one in ten Jewish adults are involved in any type of Jewish

learning.



If Jewish education is to achieve its objectives its reach must be extended to include

the majority of Jews of North America.

The Need for Reliable Data

As the Commission began its work, it realized that there was a paucity of data on the
facts and scope of Jewish education. The data available was often approximate, in-
complete, and frequently not dependable. In addition, there was almost no research
on the impact of the various forms of Jewish education. Clearly, the gaps in
knowledge could not be filled by the time the Commission would need to take

decisions. The Commission therefore undertook the following steps:

a. Every attempt vas made to gather available data and assess its reliability;;
b. a series of reseach papers were commissioned (see Appendix A);
o for the second mneeting of the Commission, the staff prepared a series of

papers that described 23 areas of Jewish education (e.g., the supplementary
school, the JCC, the media, curriculum) in terms of their current state, their
importance to the field, and their potential (see background materials for the
meeting of December 13,1988). When analyzing the papers a number of
major issues emerged that cut across all forms and settings of Jewish educa-
tion. In the section that follows we will summarize a selection of these

materials.
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A Closer Look at Six Major Forms of Jewish

Education

1. The Supplementary School

The supplementary school is the most extensive form of formal Jewish education in
the United States. Although at one time it served over half a million children, it is es-

timated today that about 300,000 are enrolled in these schools.

Based on a concept brought to America from European communities around the
turn of the century, supplementary schools seemed ideally suited to an immigrant
population that wanted to become part of the mainstream of American society while
maintaining its own tradition. The theory was that these twin objectives could best
be accomplished by sending Jewish children to public schools along with other
American students, and enrolling them as well in an after school program where
they would learn Jewish subjects. The early supplementary schools were under com-
munal or neighborhood sponsorship. After World War II these schools experienced
a rapid growth under the direction and supervision of the three major denomination-
al movements —the Orthodox, the Conservative and the Reform. Some of the
schools were limited to as little as one or two hours on Sundays, while others in-
volved as much as twelve to fifteen hours per week in four afternoon classes and a

full Sunday morning of study.

In a number of congregations the supplementary school was at the heart of the
synagogue’s activities. Rabbis played a leadership role along with principals and

staffs of knowledgeable teachers who served as role models for students. Some of
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the graduates of these schools became the following generations’ rabbis, community

leaders, communal workers and Judaic scholars.

Over the past several decades, however, there has been a significant decline in the
role and quality of the supplementary school. Today there are practically no full-
time jobs to attract qualified teachers, and few to attract principals. Many of the best
educators have left their positions to join faculties of day schools. Congregations are
having difficulty providing adequate resources for their supplementary schools. Part-
time teachers are often poorly trained or not trained at all. They receive low salaries
and no fringe benefits. The curricula and the educational impact are very uneven. Ar-
ticles have appeared in the press about this unfortunate condition, and this in turn

has contributed to poor morale and reduced communal support.

As aresult, there is a perception among American Jews that supplementary school
education is not succeeding. Few people can make a career, or even support them-
selves, teaching ten or twelve hours-a-week. Almost by definition these part-time
teachers cannot make the professional commitment that is required. Moreover, the
teachers are often frustrated by the difficulty of making a serious impact on the lives
of students in the limited amount of teaching time that is available, and they see no
possibility of improving their own skills or advancing their careers through self-im-
provement programs. As one Commissioner put it, “as long as Sunday school is
something you have to live through rather than enjoy, it cannot be valuable. So many

of Jewish Americans have had an impoverished Sunday school experience as their

only Jewish education.”
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2. Day Schools

The day school concept is based on the premise that in order to be effective, Jewish
education must take place in a comprehensive Jewish environment and be accorded
a sufficient proportion of the student’s time. Here, in theory, Jewish and general
studies are given equal status. Since the Jewish education of the child is a prime con-
cern of the entire school program, there is an attempt to introduce Jewish values and

traditions into all aspects of the curriculum.

Proponents of the day school believe that meaningful Jewish education cannot take
place after normal school hours when the child is tired, when there may be an option
to attend or not to attend, and when parents tend to believe that it is general educa-
tion that really counts. Proponents also feel that a more total environment has many
advantages, the most significant of which is the peer-support for a commitment to a

Jewish way of life.

During the first half of this century there were few day-schools, almost all of them
Orthodox. In recent years the Conservative movement has developed over 70 day
schools; there are about 50 community supperted non-denominational day-schools;
and the Reform movement has also begun to establish day schools. The day-school
movement has grown dramatically since World War II from about 45 schools in 1950
to about 800 today. There has been an especially accelerated growth in the recent
past when the number of students has grown from 60,000 in 1962 to 110,000 in 1982.
There are those who claim that the growth of the day school movement parallels the

growth of private schools in general and is in part the result of the difficulties facing

the American public school system.
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However, day schools have problems of their own. Despite the large number of full-
time teachers, average salaries are significantly lower than those of their colleagues
in the public school system. Many of these teachers are poorly trained, and there is
little on-the-job training available to them. Policy makers who question the prospect
of continued growth of the day school point to the higher cost of tuition which is

even prohibitive for many middle-class families.

Critics of the day school concept feel that it conflicts with their desire to be part of
the mainstream of American society. They point out that while enrollment in day
schools has been increasing and enrollment in supplementary schools decreasing,
the latter is still serving approximately three times as many students as the former,
and is likely to continue to be the primary setting for the formal education of

American Jewish children.

Today only about 12% of American Jewish children attend day schools. Most of

them leave after elementary school.

3. The Jewish Community Center

The Community Center movement had as its initial purpose the integration of

Jewish immigrants, largely from Eastern Europe, into the American community.

To carry out this mission, the Centers offered courses and programs in subjects such
as the English language and American history, and later developed special programs
in the arts, athletics and adult education. They functioned very much as the YMCA

did for the general community and some of the Centers are still called YMHA.
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For many years the JCC movement did not consider Jewish education to be one of
its central functions. Beginning in the 1970s, however, its potential for informal
Jewish education was increasingly recognized. In 1985 a commission was established
by the umbrella organization (then known as JWB, now known as JCCA) to develop
a new educational focus for Community Centers. As a result, a variety of important
educational programs has been introduced into centers during the past five years.
Jewish educators have been hired as a resource for staff training and program
development. Staff and board members are participating in Jewish educational
programs in Israel and in North America. Educational materials especially suited to
these informal settings are being prepared. Early childhood and youth programs are

proving to be of special interest and are growing at a rapid rate.

While these developments are promising, almost no pre-service training program for
Jewish education of JCC staff exists. Experts indicate that the new emphasis on
Jewish education introduced in the Community Center movement has yet to find its
appropriate place in relation to the more traditional role of JCCs as a place for Jews

to meet, socialize and participate in recreational and sports activities.

4. Israel Experience Programs

An estimated 25,000 young people from North America participate in educational
programs in Israel every year. These consist of study tours, programs at universities,
work programs in Kibbutzim, archaeological digs, and a variety of religious, cultural
and professional study programs. Recent studies indicate that many young people
who have never visited the country would do so in the framework of educational
programs, and even those who have visited as tourists would return if appropriate

programs were made available.
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Although there is limited empirical data on the educational impact of programs in Is-
rael, experts agree that Israel speaks powerfully to its Jewish visitors. There are
educators and parents who believe an effective program in Israel has a greater im-
pact than many other educational activities and can be further enhanced if ap-

propriately integrated into broader educational experiences.

In some communities savings programs have been undertaken by parents, local
synagogues and the community in which monies have been set aside from the day a
child enters school for an organized trip to Israel during his or her high school years.

This practice could become a model for Jewish families throughout North America.

Research indicates that the present number of 25,000 young people in study groups

in Israel could be substantially increased.

5. Early Childhood Programs

In North America today there is increasing attention being given to the importance
of early childhood education. This has a significant bearing on Jewish education not
only in relation to educational theory but because there are more and more
households where both parents are working and they are concerned about having an

appropriate educational setting for their children.

There are some 50,000 children in early childhood programs today. Most of these
programs take place in JCCs, the next largest group is in congregations, and some
are attached to day schools. This activity should be increased enormously if the

needs of the population are to be adequately served.



Early childhood is an especially important period for Jewish education, particularly
since the family has all but abdicated its role as Jewish educator. It is a period of
deep emotional experiences in the child’s life and important attachments to Judaism
can be developed. It is also the age when certain skills, such as the learning of new
languages, can be easily mastered. A successful Hebrew program in early childhood
can therefore provide a foundation for subsequent study in day schools and sup-
plementary schools. Parents also may be stimulated to focus on their own education-
al interests as adults when their young children are involved in childhood

educational programs.

A major problem in early childhood education is that the teachers are among the
lowest paid of Jewish educators. Early childhood educators are often poorly trained,
in terms of their Jewish background. Only three teacher training institutes provide
early childhood teacher training (Spertus College of Judaica, the Boston Hebrew

College and Stern College of Yeshiva University).

Moreover, early childhood programs suffer from a dearth of curricular and educa-

tional material.

6. College-Age Programs

There are an estimated 400,000 Jewish college and university students in North
America. No more than 100,000 are being serviced by the Hillel Foundation and
other Jewish agencies on the campus. The largest provider of services on the campus
is the National Hillel Foundation. The Orthodox, Conservative and Reform move-
ments have their own representatives on a number of campuses, as does the
American Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC) and The United Jewish Appeal

(UJA). There are an estimated 600 colleges and universities offering courses and
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academic programs in Judaica on college campuses in North America, some of
which are extensive enough to grant degrees, while others are limited to individual
course offerings. There are no accurate figures as to how many Jewish students par-

ticipate in these courses.

This is a key area for Jewish education. The two to four years students spend in col-
lege are critical for their personal development, and an impact could be made in a
variety of ways. While there are Jewish students in many colleges and universities in
North America, there is a concentration of Jewish students on approximately 30 col-
lege campuses where they may represent 20-30% of the student population. Often
on these same college campuses there is a very high percentage of Jewish faculty.
The opportunity for meaningful Jewish education to take place in these settings
could be extremely significant. Some experts view this as a second chance for Jewish
education. Extra-curricular Jewish programs on college campuses are often under
financed and unable to offer competitive salaries for well-trained, dedicated person-
nel. Little has been done to develop programs that would attract faculty to planned
Jewish education activity on college campuses. This is important because faculty
members in the humanities, social sciences, natural sciences, as well as in Judaica,
who are committed to Jewish values and ideas, could serve as role models for the stu-

dents and other members of the faculty.
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Major Issues That Need to be Addressed

The Commission’s review of the state of Jewish education brought to the fore

several issues that cut across all forms, all settings, all programs;

1. The need to develop a profession for Jewish education
2. The need to improve curriculum and methods

3. The need for additional funding

4. The need for strong layv-leadership

5. The need to reconsider the structure of Jewish education

1. The Need to Develop a Profession of Jewish Education

It is estimated that there are today some 30,000 teaching and 3000 administrative
positions for Jewish education in North America. Yet only one hundred students
graduated in 1989 from all Jewish education training programs and only 144 in-
dividuals are currently enrolled full-time in bachelor’s and master’s degree

programs.

A majority of those who enter the field of Jewish education do so with far less
preparation than their counterparts in the public education system. Thus, while over
half of public school teachers hold a Masters Degree, this is true of only a handful of
teachers in Jewish day schools. It is estimated that nearly one out of every five (17%)
teachers in day schools does not have a college degree, and fewer than half of the
teachers in the supplementary schools have had a high school Jewish education. In-
formal educators are trained in various disciplines but receive almost no pre-service

training in Jewish education.
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Of the total number of Jewish school teachers it is estimated that only about 15% to
20% hold full-time positions. Isa Aron and Bruce Phillips have reported in Findings
ofthe Los Angeles BJE Teachers Census, that only 23% of all the teachers in Los An-
geles teach more than 20 hours per week, while 54% teach under 10 hours. Seventy-
one percent of the teachers have other occupations —of these, some are
homemakers who enjoy teaching a few hours a week in supplementary schools;
others are full-time students. Some hold other part-time or even full-time employ-
ment. Only 14% of the teachers in Los Angeles earn $20,000 or more, while 41%

earn under $3,000. Only 20% receive health benefits.

The 1988 Teachers Salary Update reported that supplementary school teachers, carry-
ing a 12-hour work load per week, earn an average annual salary of $9,000. Early
childhood teachers earn $8,000 to $10,000. Full-time day school teachers, carrying a
30-hour work load per week, earn an average annual salary of $19,000. These figures
are low compared with the average public school teacher’s salary of $25,000 for
kindergarten teachers and $30,000 for elementary school teachers (according to the

latest NE A figures), which in itself is recognized as woefully inadequate.

Aryeh Davidson, in The Preparation ofJewish Educators in North America: A Re-
search Study reported that there are fourteen training programs for Jewish education
in North America, with a total enrollment of 358 students in degree or teacher cer-
tification programs. A total of 100 people graduated from all programs in 1989 —
only a fraction of what the field needs. In fact, it appears that there could be as many
as 3,000 openings the day school starts. This year, all training programs together
have only 18 full-time faculty who specialize in Jewish education. It is obvious that
so small a faculty cannot possibly undertake the multiple assignments that the train-

ing institutions must fill. The problem of inadequately qualified teachers, is likely to
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continue unless there is a major effort to develop Jewish education as a serious
profession. Students today often enter training programs with insufficient knowledge

of Judaica, and with little interest in achieving teacher certification.

It is clear that many of the 30,000 teachers who presently hold positions in Jewish
schools do not provide positive role models for outstanding college age students who
might otherwise be attracted to careers in Jewish education. Moreover, throughout
the United States, supplementary Jewish education experiences a high rate of
teacher turnover. According to the Jewish Community Federation of Cleveland’s
Report on Jewish Continuity, in 1986 there was an annual teacher turnover rate in

Cleveland schools of approximately 20%.

Another problem is that often the best teachers in the schools find themselves
promoted to the role of school principals. The ladder of advancement in Jewish
education is essentially linear —from teacher to assistant principal to principal.
There is almost no opportunity for advancement that would enable talented teachers
to assume leadership roles in crucial areas of education—such as specialists in the
teaching of Hebrew, the Bible, Jewish history, early childhood, family education, and

special education.

As one considers these problems, it becomes obvious that the salaries, training,
working conditions and status of Jewish educators have an important bearing on the
problems of the recruitment and retention of qualified personnel for the field of
Jewish education. For Jewish education to become an attractive profession it will
have to develop clearly defined standards, appropriate terms of employment, a high

level of training and a network of collegial support.
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2. The Need to Improve Curriculum and Methods

A great deal of energy and thought is being invested in the preparation and im-
plementation of curriculum, educational materials and methods. This work has been
undertaken at national centers such as the various denominational commissions on
Jewish education, at the Melton Center for Research in Jewish Education at the
Jewish Theological Seminary, at JESNA, through the CAJE curriculum bank, at

bureaus of Jewish education, by individual schools and by commercial publishers.

Sometimes the needs of the field have been met through these efforts —as is the case
for many of the subjects taught in the supplementary school. However, for the day
school there is a serious shortage of available material. Early childhood, adult educa-
tion, informal education and family education all suffer from the lack of a cur-
riculum and educational materials. Even more serious is the shortage of trained

personnel necessary for the introduction of these materials and methods.

The successful implementation of a curriculum requires that teachers participate in
training programs to learn how to effectively use the materials. There are very few

on-the-job training programs available for Jewish educators that could make this pos-

sible.

Though Jewish education employs many of the methods that are used in general
education, there is one area where significant untapped potential exists —in the use

of the media and educational technology.



3. The Need for Additional Funding

Funding for Jewish education currently comes from a variety of sources, including
tuition payments by parents, fund-raising by the schools, by congregations, and
federation support. There are no concrete figures available as to how much in total
is currently being spent on Jewish education (estimates range from $500 million to
$1 billion annually). There is a consensus among Jewish leaders that the combined
resources provide far less than is needed to effect a major change in the whole
spectrum of Jewish education in North America. Some have estimated that budgets
of two or three times present levels will have to be established if real progress is to
be made. It is clear that these levels will only be reached if the Jewish community as
a whole makes a conscious decision to give Jewish education the highest priority in

its plans for the future.

A survey of federation allocations to Jewish education in the 1980s reveals that al-
though a few communities have made education a high priority (i.e. Toronto and
Montreal) and allocate as much as 50% of their federation’s budget to education,

the average contribution of federations is little more than 25% of local allocations.
4. The Need for Strong Lay-Leadership

Though Jewish education is not seen by many key lay-leaders as a top community
priority, most believe that there is a decisive trend toward the involvement of more

and more top leaders.

The North American Jewish community has proved to have an excellent capacity to
deal with major problems when they are addressed by the very top community

leaders. This same highest level of community leadership is needed to establish the
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necessary communal planning and funding priority for Jewish education. Indeed, the
involvement of top community leadership is the key to raising the quality of Jewish

education in North America.

Top community leadership must be recruited to lead the educational effort on the
local and national level as well as in individual institutions. They will make it pos-
sible to change the priorities of the Jewish community and to provide the ap-

propriate support for Jewish education.

5. The Need to Reconsider the Structure of Jewish Education

The structure of Jewish education is complex and is in need of serious rethinking in
the light of recent developments. A structure that might have been appropriate for
the 1930s may well be inappropriate for the important developments that have taken
place in Jewish education since then. Thus, the almost complete separation which ex-
ists today between formal and informal education, between the preparation of
educators and on-the-job training, the role of the synagogues, denominational or-
ganizations, the federations, the local Bureaus of Jewish Education, makes it dif-

ficult to plan an integrated educational approach for the future.

As Walter Ackerman has indicated in The Structure of Jewish Education, Jewish
education is without a compelling framework, and it is essentially a volunteer effort
consisting of autonomous units. There is at best a loose relationship between schools
and parent bodies of their affiliated denominations. This is effected through the
Commission on Education of the Union of American Hebrew Congregations for the
Reform movement, the United Synagogue Commission on Jewish Education for the
Conservative movement, the National Commission on Torah Education at Yeshiva

University, and Torah U’Mesora for the Orthodox movement. Final authority for
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the conduct of congregational schools rests with the synagogue board and school
committee. Day schools have their own boards and committees, which are respon-

sible for the school’s activities including funding, the hiring of staff and the cur-

riculum.

The central agencies of Jewish education, which were originally established to func-
tion as the organized Jewish community’s agency responsible for education in local
communities, have by and large not assumed, or as some claim, not been permitted
to assume the crucial role of supervising the system. Instead they have performed a
coordinating role with some bureaus undertaking city-wide educational activities

such as teacher centers and principal centers.

The Jewish Education Service of North America (JESNA), the successor agency to
the American Association for Jewish Education, functions as the educational con-
sultant for Jewish federations and central agencies of Jewish education. Its mandate
includes advocacy on behalf of Jewish education and providing a variety of informa-
tion and other services to Jewish communal and educational institutions. Today
JESNA is considered the organized Jewish community’s planning coordinating and

service agency for Jewish education.

For informal education the structure is even less clear. Though the Jewish Com-
munity Center Association of North America is the leadership body for the North
American JCCs and Ys, youth groups are often affiliated with local and national
denominational organizations or are headquartered in Israel (Zionist youth move-
ments). Many other forms of informal Jewish education are very loosely organized

and often have little coordination —e.g., summer camps, trips to Israel, adult Jewish

education programs, retreat centers.
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The fourteen training institutions have recently created an association of institutions
of higher learning for Jewish education to improve the practice of the education of

educators in North America.

On-the-job training or in-service education is carried out by many different groups
(the local school, the various religious denominations, the Bureau of Jewish Educa-
tion, the institutions of higher learning). It also takes place in Israel at universities or

in the departments of education of the World Zionist Organization.

The increasing involvement of the federation movement with education in recent
years has focused attention on the problem of structure in Jewish education. Among
the questions that have been raised are: what relationship should the bureaus have
to the federations? What should be the relationship among the denominational
groups, the bureaus and the federations? What can be done to relate the work of for-
mal education to that of informal education? How can pre-service education be re-
lated to in-service education? Local commissions on Jewish education have tried (0

address these questions, but there is still much confusion as to how they should be

resolved.

* %k %k x k&

As the Commission undertook its study of Jewish education it learned of many suc-
cessful programs and of a number of creative new initiatives led by outstanding
educators and supported and sponsored by dedicated community leaders. These in-

itiatives were to play an important role in the thinking and planning of the Commis-

sion.
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guidelines as to how to establish priorities among the multitude of issues that

needed to be addressed.

To meet this challenge, a method of operation was decided upon that was to charac-
terize the work of the Commission throughout. Before its first meeting on August 1,
1988, and before and after each of the six Commission meetings, contact was main-
tained between the staff and senior policy advisors and each of the commissioners
through personal interviews. In this way, there was constant dialogue between senior
policy advisors and the commissioners, and all the commissioners provided input

into the process.

In interviewing the commissioners before the first meeting it became evident that
they would suggest a large number of areas in Jewish education that were in need of
improvement (e.g., the supplementary school, programs for the college age, early
childhood programs). In fact, at the first meeting the following 23 options were sug-

gested by the commissioners as areas that should be the focus of the Commission’s

work:

The Options

1. The early childhood age group.
2 The elementary school age group.
3. The high school age group.

4. The college age group.

5. Young adults.

6. The family.

T Adults.

8. The retired and the elderly.

i The supplementary school.

42



CHAPITER 4: COMING TO GRIPS WITH THE PROBLEM: THE
COMMISSION DEVELOPS ITS PLAN

The Commission faced several major challenges in determining how to come to

grips with the problems facing Jewish education.

First, the Commission consisted of individuals of different backgrounds: outstanding
volunteer leaders who were serving the Jewish community with great distinction; im-
portant philanthropists; leaders of institutions of higher Jewish learning; world

renowned scholars, creative educators and distinguished rabbis.

It was inevitable that these commissioners would bring to the table diverse and
sometimes conflicting approaches to analyzing the nature of the task. This was an ad-
vantage in that it brought together the different perspectives that would be needed
to develop realistic and comprehensive solutions. But it posed a challenge in the

search for common ground for discussion.
In view of this, the setting of the agenda for each of the Commission’s sessions, and
planning for discussions that would be constructive and result-oriented, required a

great deal of preparation.

Secondly, the subject was so vast that it was unclear how the Commission should

focus its work so that it would achieve the greatest impact. There were no clear
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10. The day school.

11. Informal education.

12. Israel Experience programs.

13. Integrated programs of formal and informal education.

14. The Hebrew language, with special initial emphasis on the leadership of the
Jewish community.

15.  Curriculum and methods.

16. The use of the media and technology (computers, videos, etc.) for Jewish
education.

17.  The shortage of qualified personnel for Jewish education.

18. The Community —its leadership and its structures —as majorr agents for
change in any area.

19.  Assistance with tuition.

20.  The physical plant (buildings, laboratories, gymnasia).

21. A knowledge base for Jewish education (research of various kinds: evalua-
tions and impact studies; assessment of needs; client surveys; etc.).

22. Innovation in Jewish education.

23. Additional funding for Jewish education..

take. Many of the subjects suggested could warrant the creation of a full commis-
sion. Together they could easily form the agenda for Jewish education in North
America for several decades. At the end of the first Commission meeting, the staff
was asked to develop methods that would help the Commission narrow its focus so

that it could agree upon an agenda for study and action.
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In the personal interviews that preceded the second meeting of the Commission, the
staff learned that there were compelling reasons to undertake the ideas suggested:
all of the population groups were important; all of the settings of education were im-
portant. A deeper analysis of the problem would have to be made if the commis-
sioners were to be able to decide on the indispensable first steps. Indeed, at the
second meeting on December 13, 1988 it became clear that some needs had to be ad-
dressed that were pre-conditions to any across-the-board improvements in Jewish

education. These are “building blocks” upon which the entire Jewish educational sys-

tem rests. They are:
e Personnel for Jewish education; and

e The community —its leadership, funding and structures.

There is a shortage of talented, dedicated, trained educators for every area of Jewish
education. This is true for all age groups, for all types of schools, all types of educa-

tional settings, JCCs, trips to Israel, the preparation of curricular materials, and the

training of educators.

Further, if the Commission were to make a difference, the community attitude
towards Jewish education would have to change. A new environment for Jewish
education could be created if outstanding community leaders were to grant Jewish
education a higher priority on the local and national scenes. Only then could the

funds necessary for a program of major change be obtained.

Recognizing personnel and community as the building blocks upon which all else
rests the Commission, at its second meeting, agreed on its agenda. It was to devote
its efforts to developing a comprehensive plan to recruit, train and retain large

numbers of dedicated, talented educators for the field of Jewish education. It was
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to develop a plan to involve a large number of outstanding community leaders in
Jewish education. They, in turn, in their local communities, and on the continental
scene would be able to take the steps that would raise Jewish education to the top of

the agenda and create a better environment, a better ambience for Jewish education.

The commissioners felt that personnel and the community were interrelated. Out-
standing community leaders could only be recruited to the cause of Jewish education
if they believed it would be possible to recruit talented and dedicated educational
personnel. At the same time, outstanding educators would not be attracted to the
cause of Jewish education unless they felt that the Jewish community would give
them the necessary resources to make a difference. They must believe that the com-
munity is embarking on a new era in Jewish education in which there will be

reasonable salaries, a secure career line, and an opportunity to have an impact on

the quality of the curriculum and methods of education.

These two building blocks would be essential in order to build a true profession of
Jewish education. With an infusion of dedicated and qualified personnel to the field,
parents would recognize that Jewish education can make a decisive contribution to
the lives of their children and the life-styles of their families. This would establish a
basis of support that would enable community leaders to achieve the level of funding

necessary for a renewed system of education.

Though the Commission agreed on this agenda at the second meeting, some commis-
sioners were reluctant to omit the programmatic areas. One commissioner asked,
“How is it possible for this Commission to ignore the revolution that the develop-
ments in the area of the media have made available for Jewish education? Is it con-

ceivable that a plan for Jewish education could be developed at the close of the 20th
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century that would not take advantage of the contributions of television, video casset-

tes, computers and museums?”

Another commissioner reminded us that experience and research indicate that un-
less we encourage the family to adopt a more vigorous role in Jewish education, the

formal and informal settings for Jewish education are not likely to have a significant

encugh impact on children.

Though the Commission established that the first items on its agenda would be the

building blocks, it agreed to address some programmatic ideas at a later date.

At the conclusion of the second Commission meeting, the staff was instructed to
prepare an outline of a plan of action. Commissioners urged that the plan be com-
prehensive. There had been notable attempts in the past to deal with the problem of
personnel by raising salaries or by concentrating on the development of a specialized
area of training. But these efforts had not met with major success. It was felt that

unless the problem were dealt with comprehensively, there would not be any sub-

stantial improvement.

In interviewing commissioners before the third meeting and consulting with other
experts, the staff was reminded time and again that bringing about change in the
area of personnel and the community would be so vast and complex that it would be
difficult to address these across-the-board throughout North America. How would it
be possible to achieve concrete results within a foreseeable period of time. Retrain-
ing many of the 30,000 teachers to meet the standards contemplated by the Commis-
sion would take years, perhaps even decades, to accomplish. In addition, finding the

personnel for new programs in informal educational settings, for study trips to Israel
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and for the effective use of the media, would require a long-range effort. The Com-

mission was searching for a way to begin this process.

It was decided to demonstrate in a small group of communities what could happen
if sufficient numbers of outstanding personnel were recruited and trained; if their
efforts were supported by the community and its leadership; and if the necessary

funds were secured to maintain such an effort over a multi-year period. These sites

would later be called “Lead Communities.”

Fundamental to the success of the Lead Communities would be the desire of the
community itself to become a model for the rest of the country. This needed to be a
“bottom-up” rather than a “top-down” effort if it were to succeed. The Lead Com-
munities would have to provide real-life demonstration of how effective Jewish

education can be implemented.

Lead Communities would provide the laboratories in which to discover the policies
and practices that work best. They would become the testing places for “best prac-
tices” —exemplary or excellent programs —in all fields of Jewish education. This
would happen through the combined efforts of the key continental educational in-
stitutions and organizations, and above all, the creative front-line educators who
have developed innovative, successful programs in their classrooms, community

centers, summer camps, adult education programs and trips to Israel.

As ideas are tested, they would be carefully monitored and subjected to critical
analysis. A combination of openness and creativity with continuing monitoring and
clear-cut accountability would be vital to the success of the Lead Community pro-

gram. Although the primary focus of each Lead Community would be local, the
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transformations that would take place would have an effect on national institutions
that are playing a key role in Jewish education. Thus, the institutions of higher
Jewish learning would need to expand their education faculties to train additional
personnel for the Lead Communities and to offer on-the-job training for the person-

nel that are presently working in existing institutions.

At its third meeting on June 14, 1989 the Commission adopted the strategy of im-

plementing its ideas through the establishment of several Lead Communities. Be-
cause this concept requires local initiative and involvement as well as the expertise
of continental institutions and organizations, the staff was requested to develop the

elements of a continental strategy for implementation.

Time was devoted at this third Commission meeting to the importance of education-
al research, of monitoring and evaluation, of learning about the impact of various
programs. Commissioners thought it would be appropriate to carefully monitor and
supervise new initiatives and the work with Lead Communities. Also, commissioners
raised the crucial issue of who was going to implement this ambitious plan—who
would do the work? The staff was asked to prepare materials that would deal with
the following questions:

1) Who would assume responsibility for continuing the work of the Commission

after it issued its report and recommendations;

2) who would implement the plans that were emerg
3) who would initiate the establishment of Lead Communi
4) how would the necessary research, evaluation and monitoring be introdced

into the plan that the Commission was preparing?
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In the interviews that followed the third meeting, the staff was referred to successful
programs in the field, and found that there were many excellent ideas that could be
incorporated into the work of the Lead Communities. They also learned that several

prominent family foundations had already undertaken pioneering work in program-

matic areas.

The tension that had arisen because we were dealing only with the “building blocks”
and not programmatic areas, diminished as it became clear that personnel would in-
evitably be recruited and trained to deal with specific programmatic areas (e.g.,

educators for early childhood, the supplementary school, the day school, and the

community center).

Responding to the issues of implementation, commissioners recommended that an
entity be established to carry out the work. This entity would be responsible for
initiating the establishment of the Lead Communities; it would begin a dialogue be-
tween the work of the family foundations and the work undertaken in Lead Com-
munities, between the foundations and national institutions such as the training
institutions. It would initiate the establishment of a crucially needed research

capability and it would carry on the work of the Commission when it completed its

report.

At the fourth meeting of the Commission, on October 23,1989, the idea of creating
a new entity, later named the “Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education,” was

agreed upon. The Council would be responsible for the implementation of the

Commission’s decisions.
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The staff was asked to bring together the various elements that had been discussed
in the first four meetings of the Commission and in the many interviews that had

taken place between these meetings with commissioners and other experts.

At the fifth meeting of the Commission it became clear that a concrete plan for

change had emerged and that implementation could begin immediately.

The plan deals with personnel and the community, with the programmatic areas and
with research. In addition, by the time the Commission issues its report in the Fall of

1990, the following initial steps will have been taken:

1. Implementation: The Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education will be estab-

lished —to be a facilitating mechanism for the implementation of the Commission’s

recommendations.

2. Lead Communities: First steps to establish several Lead Communities will be

taken. They will be places where Jewish education at its best will be developed,

demonstrated and tested.

3. Funding: Substantial funds will be available to help launch the plan. This is now

being arranged through the generosity of family foundations.

For significant across-the-board change to take place, a long-term effort is required.
The lessons learned in Lead Communities will need to be applied in many com-
munities, gradually changing standards of Jewish education throughout North
America. The available pool of qualified personnel will be increased. The profession

of Jewish education will begin to be developed as the number of qualified educators
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increases, as training programs are developed and as job opportunities and condi-
tions for employment are improved. Gradually, major program areas will be ad-

dressed and an education research capability will be developed.

The Continuing Role of the Commission on

Jewish Education in North America

It was agreed that with the issuing of this report the Commission will be
reconstituted as a representative body of the North American Jewish community

concerned with Jewish education.
It will plan to meet once a year in order to assess the progress being made in the im-

plementation of its plan. Its continuing role will exemplify the Jewish community’s

determination to achieve fundamental improvements in Jewish education.
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CHAPTER 5: A BLUEPRINT FOR THE FUTURE

To fulfill its mission, the Commission designed a blueprint for the future.

Its elements are:
I. Establishimg The Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education
II. Establishing Lead Communities

ITI. Developing Continental Strategies for Personnel and the Community
IV. Developing Programmatic Areas
V. Establishing a Research Capability

VI. Spreading the Word —The Diffusion of Innovation

I. Establishing The Council for Initiative:'s in

Jewish Education

The Commission recognized that a new entity would have to be created to assume

responsibility for the follow-up and implementation of its plan.

There were no precise parallels that the Commission had in mind when conceiving
of the idea of the Council, but there were parallels that were useful when thinking
through its functions and roles. These parallels ranged from the American Assembly

at Columbia University, founded by President Eisenhower as a center for the
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development of new thinking in key segments of American life, to High/Scope, that
helped establish demonstration programs in the area of early childhood education
and disseminated their results. The difference between the Council and other
similar enterprises is that the Council is designed to be a significant yet small under-
taking. It will strive to have new initiatives carried out by existing organizations. It
will bring together the necessary talents and resources to make sure the overall plan
of action is being carried out, but it will turn to existing instituticns te undextake
specific assignments. There was considerable discussion about whether the role en-
visioned for the new Council could be undertaken by existing organizations. It was
decided that the prospects for success would be strengthened considerably by the

creation of a new entity which had this program as its sole responsibility.

In establishing the Council, the commissioners knew that they would work in closest
collaboration and be supported and helped by those organizations that are playing a

leading role in Jewish education in North America today.

CJF, the umbrella organization for Jewish federations in North America, will be

asked to intensify the recruitment of and communications with community leaders,
encourage the development of supporting structures (such as local commissions on
Jewish education), and encourage a significant increase in the allocation for Jewish

education throughout North America.

JESNA would be called upon to intensify its work with communities around the
country in the on-going effort to place Jewish education higher on the agenda of the
Jewish community. It would continue to gather significant data about Jewish educa-

tion and to offer its expertise in consultations. As work progresses, it will need to
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play a major role in diffusing the lessons learned through the initiatives of the Coun-

cil.

The JCC Association would have to intensify the vital role it has played in the
development of informal settings for Jewish education. Since it serves the total
needs of all the Jewish Community Centers, and offers a broad range of direct and
indirect services, the JCC Association would be able to integrate new educational

developments into the arena of informal education.

The Commission developed its plan, fully appreciating the centrality of those who
deliver the services of Jewish education: the denominations, their schools, their
training institutions and commissions on Jewish education, and particularly, the
front line educators and their professional organizations. One of the functions of the
Council will be to learn how their contributions can aid in the implementation of the
Commission’s plan. With the help of these institutions, the Council could become a
driving force for innovation and change, serving as a catalyst to help bring about the

necessary transformation of Jewish education in North America.

It was decided that the Council would be an independent entity. Its charter will call
for a Board of Trustees, to be chosen by the sponsors of the Commission on Jewish
Education in North America (the Mandel Associated Foundations, JCC Associa-
tion, JESNA, and CJF). Trustees will include principals of foundations that have
committed major funds as well as educators, scholars, and community leaders. The

initial annual operating budget of the Council will cover the cost of staff and

facilities to carry out its work.



II. Establishing Lead Communities

A Lead Community will engage in the process of re-designing and improving the
delivery of Jewish education. The focus will be on seeking and preparing qualified
personnel and on developing communal support —with the goal of effecting and in-
spiring change in the various programmatic areas of Jewish education, through a

wide array of intensive programs. Several Lead Communities will be chosen in

North America.

A number of cities have already expressed their interest. These and other cities
should be considered by the Council. The goal should be to choose those that pro-
vide the strongest prospects for success and would serve as models for other com-
munities in the future. The Council will produce an analysis of the different
communities that have offered to participate in the program, and then make sugges-
tions as to how best to select the sites that will provide the most fruitful settings, as
well as the most representative spread. After the recommendations are acted upon
by the Board, a public announcement will be made so that the Jewish community as
a whole will know which cities will be selected as Lead Communitics. Commis-

sioners have suggested some of the following conditions for consideration by the

Board of the Council —

For each Lead Community:

e There should be credible demonstration that the leadership of the community is

willing to undertake a significant program of change in Jewish education.

e A large percentage of all the educational institutions and settings in the com-

munity should agree to join the endeavor.
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* The community should undertake to raise substantial funds for the program.

Among the first steps to be taken in each Lead Community could be the creation of
a local planning committee consisting of the leaders of the organized Jewish com-
munity, the rabbis, the educators, and lay leaders in all the organizations involved in
Jewish education. A report would be prepared on the state of Jewish education in
the community. It would form the basis for the preparation of a plan of action, in-
cluding recommendations for new programs. The following could serve as examples

of ideas which should be considered by Lead Communities:

© Encourage educators in Lead Communities to join in an ongoing collective ef-

fort of study and self improvement.

Develop on-the-job training programs for all educators —both formal and in-

formal.

Establish training programs for principals and teachers, with experts and
scholars from the denominations and institutions of higher learning, both in

the ULS. and in Israel.

. Each local school, community center, camp, youth program, etc. should con-
sider adopting elements from an inventory of best practices maintained at the
Council. After deciding what form of best practice they want to adopt, the
community would develop the appropriate training program so that this prac-
tice could be introduced into the relevant institutions. An important function
of the local planning group and the Council will be to monitor and evaluate

these innovations and to study their effect.
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© Cultivating new sources of personnel will be a major area of activity. Some of
it will be planned and implemented at the continental level. However, each
Lead Community should be a testing-ground for the recruitment of new and

talented people into the system.

The injection of new personnel into a Community will be made for several
purposes: to introduce new programs; to offer new services, such as family
education; to provide experts in areas such as Hebrew, the Bible and Jewish

history; and to fill existing but vacant positions.

These new positions could be filled in innovative and creative ways so that new sour-
ces of personnel are developed. For example, it has been suggested that the Council
establish a Fellowship program and a Jewish Education Corps to enlist the services
of young talented Jews who might not otherwise consider the field of Jewish educa-

tion as a career choice. These are discussed here as emerging ideas only:

e Fellows ofthe Council There is a reservoir of young Jews who are outstanding
people in general education as well as in other fields (philosophy, psychology,
etc.) who would welcome the opportunity to make contributions to Jewish life in a
Lead Community. The Council and the local planning committee will seek to
recruit such individuals as Fellows, for a period of two-three years. These fellows
could bring the best of general education into Jewish education, serving as

educator of educators, and working on monitoring and evaluation.

* A Jewish Education Corps. Another source of talent for the system could be out-
standing college students who have good Jewish backgrounds (such as graduates
of day schools, of Hebrew speaking camps, and students specializing in Judaica at
colleges and universities). These students might not be planning a career in Jewish

education, but many are deeply committed to Judaism and have the potential to
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be good educators. These people could be attracted through a program modelled
after the concept of the Peace Corps. Multi-year agreements might be made in
which young people will commit themselves to devote a fixed number of hours a
week for a number of years to Jewish education in a Lead Community and to be
trained for the assignment. During this time they could continue with their
general studies at the university. In cxchange for their teaching services, the Lead

Community might offer appropriate remuneration.

* Fast-Track Programs. Efforts might be made to build fast-track programs for
young men and women majoring in Judaica at colleges and universities. It is €s-
timated that there are hundreds of potential candidates. These people might well

be excited about working in Lead Communities.

* Career Changers. Another source of new personnel could be people who are look-
ing to make a career change. Many such individuals are currently in the general

education system. Often they are in their thirties or forties and are looking for

new challenges.

If each Lead Community succeeds in recruiting people from these and other sour-
ces, it could have a tremendous impact on the quality of Jewish education. Such
newly recruited educators would choose to participate in this endeavor because they
believe that they will be making a difference. They would be highly motivated, and

their enthusiasm will be transmitted to their students.

e All the Lead Communities might work together in an Association of Lead Com-
munities. It will be the responsibility of the Council to make sure that the local

committees and professional staffs meet together and network appropriately.
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e Lead Communities will also serve as pilot programs for continental efforts in the
areas of recruitment, the improvement of salaries and benefits, the development

of ladders of advancement, and generally of building the profession.

For example, a program might be developed to allow senior educators in Lead Com-
mumnities to be given a prominent role in determining policy and in deciding which
best practices to adopt, thereby playing a more impertant role in the educatien
process. The issue of empowerment may be one of the most significant keys for at-
tracting a high caliber of educator. While the Council will develop ways to give
teachers nationally a greater voice and creative input, this will be applied early on
and experimentally in Lead Communities. One commissioner suggested : “A society
of master teachers should be created, not only to recognize excellence, but to allow
these individuals to make recommendations, develop innovations, and serve as

models. Regular meetings of such a group would provide encouragemernt to the

members themselves.”

In this process, a new ladder of advancement for teachers could be established. Lead
Communities will be creating new positions and alternative career paths. Advance-
ment will not only be linear from teacher to assistant principal to principal. A
talented teacher will be able to specialize and play a leading role in his or her field
of expertise throughout the community. For example, a teacher who became a Bible

specialist might become a leading figure in this field for an entire community.
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III. Developing Continental Strategies for

Personnel and the Community

In addition to the work with Lead Communities, the recommendations call for the
Council to develop a continental strategy consisting of a number of major initiatives.
A detailed plan will include personnel and the community, programmatic com-
ponents and the establishment of a research capability. The following ideas have

been suggested by commissioners and could be considered by the Council.
A. Personnel

A broad scale effort should be undertaken to introduce changes in the personnel
structure of Jewish education in North America. These efforts will be related to
profession building and will focus specifically on the areas of recruitment, training,
determination of salaries and benefits, career track development, and teacher em-

powerment.

1. Recruitment

A major marketing study should be conducted to identify those segments of the
population that are potential candidates for Jewish education careers, and what
motivations or incentives would most likely attract them to the field. Thus, for in-
stance, while salary levels are important, there is some evidence that empowerment

(the opportunity to make a difference in the lives of students and parents) may be

the primary factor.

Among the issues the marketing study will explore is what the key target groups for

recruitment are —i.e., graduates of day schools, students participating in Hebrew
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speaking camps, college students on campuses with serious Judaica departments, stu-
dents participating in Israel Experience programs, and professionals at mid-career
who are looking to make career changes. Following the market study, a comprehen-
sive communications effort should be developed to create a sense of excitement and
anticipation among those who might consider a career in Jewish education. This may
involve, for instance, visits to the major colleges and universities that have large
Jewish populations by educational consultants and talented recruiters. A key
resource for these visits would be individuals in Lead Communities who are actually
working on innovative programs. They could visit nearby colleges and universities to

convey to students the exciting changes that are taking place in their communities.

In addition, public relations efforts should be undertaken to focus attention on the
Council’s work and the progress in Lead Communities. This special emphasis on the
media will reach those key target groups who should be encouraged to enter the
field of Jewish education. Also, a series of promotional materials (a newsletter,

brochures, videos, etc.) may be produced to maintain a constant flow of information.

While it is clear that there could be career opportunities in Lead Couununities for a
number of candidates, the recruitment efforts will extend across North America, to

fill vacant positions and to attract students to the training programs.

2. Training—the Education ofEducators

The number of students graduating from training programs must be substantially in-
creased. The immediate target will be to increase the number of graduates from the
current level of 100 annually to a number approaching 400. To accomplish this, the
Council will first work with the institutions of higher Jewish learning to expand the

full time Jewish education faculty. This would involve the endowment of professor-
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ships as well as fellowships for the training of new faculty. Likely candidates for
these faculty positions are outstanding practitioners in the field, scholars from
Yeshivot, academics from universities in the areas of general education, Judaica, the

social sciences, and the humanities.

Hand-in-hand with efforts to increase faculty, plans should be designed to both
recruit students and provide an extensive program of support through grants and fel-
lowships. Encouraging first steps in this regard have already been taken by others to

attract outstanding candidates to training programs.

New programs to prepare students for different educational roles (e.g., early
childhood education, special education, informal education, family education) will

be established at institutions of higher Jewish learning and universities.

The Council should encourage the development of innovative leadership programs

where candidates for key roles in Jewish education can be provided with special

educational experiences.

3. Salaries and Benefits

It is clear that salaries and benefits for educational personnel must be substantially
increased. Lead Communities should provide models for how desired salary levels
can be obtained. To achieve appropriate levels, a determination will be made as to

what proper remuneration should be and funds must be raised to cover the addition-

al costs.

On a continental level, a parallel effort should be encouraged by the Ceuncil, work-

ing through local federations. The role of federations for this purpose is key and they
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will be the primary basis for support. The Lead Communities will help develop
standards as to what salaries and benefits should be, and local federations will be €n-

couraged to move towards these standards.

The Council might issue reports periodically on the progress being made in regard

to salary and benefits, not only in Lead Communities, but throughout North

America.

4. Empowerment

The empowerment of teaching personnel has to do with encouraging greater input
on curriculum, teaching methods, administration, and the educational philosophy of
the schools in which they work. This too represents a reorientation of educational
thinking, and in order to prepare the foundation for this approach, the Council will
encourage schools to develop incentives for teachers who show special promise in
this respect. This may involve awards or bonuses or increases in title and stature for
teachers who show initiative in regard to the educational direction of their schools.
Efforts are now underway by others to establish awards for educators who have

developed outstanding projects and programs.

Educational administrators should be encouraged to welcome these new initiatives.
The Council could seek to work with various organizations to project messages to ad-
ministrators about this concept, urging them to encourage their faculties to exercise

greater influence and power over the character and nature of their schools.

64



B. The Community

The work of the Commission is itself evidence of the growing concern on the part of
the Jewish community for the quality and effectiveness of Jewish education. The
Council will work to maintain this momentum in order to secure aleading place for

Jewish education on the agenda of the organized Jewish community.

The goal is clear, as one commissioner observed: a majority of community leaders
must rally to the cause of Jewish education. “The chances are,” he said, “that in
1980, only a few of these leaders thought Jewish education was the burning issue,
many thought it was important, and the rest didn’t spend much time thinking about
it. In 1990, it may well be that there are significantly more community leaders who
think that education is a burning issue; more who think it is important, and fewer
don’t give it too much attention. The challenge is that by the year 2000, the vast
majority of these community leaders should see Jewish education as the burning
issue and the rest should think it is important. When this is achieved,” the commis-
sioner concluded, “money will be available to finance the massive program en-

visioned by the Commission.”

Long-term support for Jewish education must continue to be provided by current
sources: tuition income, congregational and organizational budgets, and fundraising,
and gradually increasing federation allocations. Relatively new and critically impor-
tant sources are the family foundations and federation endowments. These sources
can allow a quick start on initiatives, while traditional sources gradually increase. A
number of foundations, some represented on the Commission, have indicated a will-
ingness to invest substantial sums in Jewish education and indeed are already doing

s0. The Council will sustain this effort by recruiting additional family foundations to
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support specific elements of the Commission’s action plan. Also, the Council will
work with CJF to encourage federations in developing new fundraising initiatives for

specific aspects of this educational plan.

The possibility of developing new structures that will enable the various elements
concerned with Jewish education to work more effectively together will be explored.
This process will include the federations, bureaus of Jewish education, the
denominations, JCCs, communal schools, and congregations along with the continen-

tal organizations (the JCC Association, JESNA and CJF).

IV. Developing Programmatic Areas

The major thrust of the work of the Council initially will be related to the building
blocks of Jewish education—establishing a profession of Jewish educators and build-
ing local community support. However, there is a strong interrelationship between
these building blocks and programmatic areas. Teachers are trained for particular
age groups —early childhood, elementary school, high-school. Educators work in par-
ticular settings—summer camps, trips to Israel, JCCs, a classroom where Bible or

Hebrew is taught. Educational personnel is always involved in programmatic areas.

The creation of innovative and effective programs in the various areas of education
will be crucial for the success of the Commission’s educational plan. Therefore, the
Council, as part of its long range strategy, will develop an inventory of successful
programs in the various programmatic areas. This inventory will be offered to the
planning committees of the Lead Communities, who will choose among them, adapt-

ing and modifying the programs for their local settings. The Council will also advise



regional and national organizations and local communities on how they might

benefit from these programs.

The Council will build upon the work already beginning in programmatic areas by
several family foundations. One foundation will specialize in programs relating to
the Israel experience; another wants to encourage outstanding educators to develop
best practices; a third is concerned chiefly with the recruitment and training of
educators; another is doing work in the area of the media and other means of com-
munication; others work in the areas of adult education and early childhood educa-
tion. The Council should function as a bridge between these and other foundations
and Lead Communities, between the foundations and creative educators, and be-

tween institutions which want to develop programs and potential funders.

V. Establishing a Research Capability

The Council should facilitate the establishment of a research capability for Jewish
education in North America. This would enable the development of the theoretical
and practical knowledge base that is indispensable for change and improvement. It
would require the creation of settings where scholars and practitioners can think
together systematically about the goals, the content, and the methods of Jewish
education. It would also include procedures for the evaluation of each component of
the Commission’s plan as well as gathering new information concerning the state of

Jewish education generally.

This research will be carried out by professional research organizations by depart-

ments at universities and by individuals. The results will be disseminated throughout
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the Jewish community, for use in short-term and long-term planning. Data on Lead
Communities will be gathered and analyzed to ensure that their individual programs

are educationally sound and are meeting with success.

This endeavour would also encourage innovative research projects that will test out
new approaches to Jewish educaticn. These will involve frameworks in which data
can be collected and analyzed on key educational issues, ranging from the effective-
ness of the supplementery school to the impact of camping, to alternative methods
for the teaching of Hebrew as well as other subjects in the curriculum, to the assess-

ment of educational methods in various settings.

VI. Spreading the Word —The Diffusion of

Innovation

Although the main thrust of the Council will be to work with Lead Communities and
to develop national strategies over the next several years, another focus of attention
will be to set up a process whereby other communities around the country will be
able to learn, adapt and replicate the ideas, findings, and results of the Lead Com-
munities. In this phase of the Council’s work, continental organizations —especially
JESNA JCC Association, CJF, and the denominations—will play a critical role

since they will be the means by which this process can be effected.

The Council will encourage these organizations to develop procedures that will ac-
complish this objective through such means as published reports, seminars, publicity
in the Jewish and general media, and eventually through training programs for com-

munities around the country. The national organizations will also arrange for on-site
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visits by community leaders and educators to observe what is taking place in the

Lead Communities.

As Lead Community programs begin to bear fruit, a plan will be developed by the
Council to initiate new Lead Community programs. At the end of the first five years,
it is expected that the initial Lead Communities will have matured to the point
where they will have developed a momentum of their own towards a continually im-
proving educational system. By that time, another three or four Lead Communities
may be added to the plan. These communities will be able to move forward at a

more rapid pace because of the lessons learned in the first communities.

The process of adding new communities should be a continuing one, so that in time
there will be a growing network of communities in North America that will be active
participants in the program. It also may be possible to establish a new category of
Lead Communities that will function as associates or satellites of the original com-
munities. These will not require the same kind of intensive effort that will be neces-
sary in the founding communities, and they will help the Council provide the level of
support necessary for building the entire effort into a nationwide program. The pro-
gram will thus have a ripple effect, and as time goes on, be extended to an increasing

number of communities throughout North America.
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CHAPTER 6: RECOMMENDATIONS

‘The Commission on Jewish Education in North America decided to undertake a ten-
year plan for change in Jewish education. Implementation of the first phase of the

plan should begin immediately.

The Commission calls on the North American Jewish community, on its leadership

and institutions, to adopt this plan and provide the necessary resources to assure its

success.

1. The Commission recommends the establishment 0iThe Councilfor Initiatives in
Jewish Education to implement the Commission’s decisions and recommendations.
It should be a driving force in the attempt to bring about across-the-board, sys-

temic change for Jewish education in North America.

e The Council should initiate a cooperative effort among individuals and or-
ganizations concerned with Jewish education, as well as the funders who
will help support the entire activity. Central communal organizations —

CJF, JCC Association and JESNA—should be full partners in the work.
e The Council should be devoted to initiating and promoting innovation in

Jewish education. As such, it should be a center guided by vision and

creative thinking. It will be a driving force for systemic change.
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It should help to design and revise development strategies in concert with
other persons, communities and institutions. It should work with and

through existing institutions and organizations and help them rise to their

full potential.

2. The Commission urges a vigorous effort to involve more key community leaders
in the Jewish education enterprise. It urges local communities to establish com-
prehensive planning committees to study their Jewish education needs and to be
proactive in bringing about improvements. The Commission recommends a number
of sources for additional funding to support improvements in Jewish education, in-

eluding federations and private foundations.

In order for this to happen:

The Commission encourages the establishment of additional local com-
mittees or commissions on Jewish education, the purpose of which would
be to bring together communal and congregational leadership in wall-to-
wall coalitions to improve the communities’ formal and informal Jewish

education programs.

The Commission also encourages each community to include top com-
munity leadership in their local Jewish education planning committee and

in the management of the schools, the Jewish Community Centers and

local Jewish education programs.

The Commission recommends that federations provide greater sums for

Jewish education, both in their annual allocations and by special grants
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from endowment funds and/or special fundraising efforts on behalf of

Jewish education.

e Private foundations and philanthropically-oriented families are urged to
set aside substantial sums of money for Jewish education for the next five
to ten years. In this connection the Commission urges that private founda-
tions establish a fund to finance the Council, and subsidies for Lead Com-

munities and other projects.

3. The Commission recommends that a plan be launched to build the profession of
Jewish education in North America. The plan will include the development of train-
ing opportunities; a major effort to recruit appropriate candidates to the profes-

sion; increases in salaries and benefits; and improvements in the status of Jewish

education as a profession.

To accomplish this, the North American Jewish community will be en-
couraged to undertake a program to significantly increase the quantity and
enhance the quality of pre-service and in-service training opportunities in
North America and in Israel. Increasing and improving training oppor-
tunities will require investing significant funds to expand existing training
programs and develop new programs in training institutions and general

universities in North America and in Israel.

4. The Commission recommends the establishment of several Lead Communities,
where excellence in Jewish education can be demonstrated for others to see, learn
from and, where appropriate replicate. Lead Communities will be initiated by local

communities that will work in partnership with the Council. The Council will help
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distill the lessons learned from the Lead Communities and diffuse the results to the

rest of North America.

5. The Commission identified several programmatic areas, each of which offer
promising opportunities for new initiatives. The Council will encourage the develop-
ment of these areas in Lead Communities and will act as a broker between Founda-
tions and institutions that wish to specialize in a programmatic area. The Council

will assist in the provision of research, planning and monitoring for those efforts.

6. The Commission recommends the establishment of a research capability in
North America to develop the knowledge base for Jewish education, to gather the
necessary data and to undertake monitoring and evaluation. Research and develop-
ment should be supported at existing institutions and organizations, and at special-

ized research facilities that may need to be established.
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CHAPTER 7: POSTSCRIPT

To Be Done
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Appendix A

Commissioned Papers

The Relationship Between Jewish Education and Jewish Continuity, 1. Scheffler,
Harvard University; S. Fox, The Hebrew University)

This paper was commissioned to respond to the questions raised by commis-
sioners about the nature of the evidence that links Jewish education to Jewish
continuity.

The Structure ofJewish Education in North America (W. Ackerman, Ben Gurion
University)

A historical perspective on the structure of Jewish education with particular
reference to the role of Bureaus of Jewish education, the religious denomina-
tions and the federation movement.

Towards the Professionalization ofJewish Teaching (1. Aron, Hebrew Union College,
Los Angeles)

An analysis of the status of Jewish teachers and of the issues involved in the
creation of a profession for Jewish teachers.

Studies of Personnel in Jewish Education: A Summary Report (D. Markovic and 1.
Aron, Hebrew Union College, Los Angeles)

A survey of the available data on Jewish educational personnel, their educa-
tional background, salary and benefits.
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Community Organization for Jewish Education in North America: Leadership,
Finance, and Structure (H.L. Zucker, Director, Commission on Jewish Education in
North America)

An analysis of the role that the organized Jewish community has played in
Jewish education as well as a projection of future trends and opportunities.

Federation-Led Community Planningfor Jewish Education, Identity and Continuity (J.
Fox, Jewish Community Federation of Cleveland)

A report on the status and significance of the recently established local com-
missions on Jewish education/Jewish continuity.

The Synagogue as a Contextfor Jewish Education (J. Reimer, Brandeis University)

A study of how synagogues differ in the ways they support their educational

programs and the relationship of a congregational school’s receiving favored
status and its being a good school.

The Preparation of Jewish Educators in North America: A Research Study (A.
Davidson, Jewish Theological Seminary of America)

A comprehensive study of the fourteen teacher-training institutions in North
America, their student body, faculty, curriculum and plans for the future.

Findings of the Los Angeles BJE Teacher Census (1. Aron and B. Phillips, Hebrew
Union College, Los Angeles)

An analysis of the data gathered by the Bureau of Jewish Education of Los
Angeles on the teachers in the city’s Jewish schools.

Informal Education in North America (B. Reisman, Brandeis University)

A study of the issues involved in informal education in North America with
particular reference to the Jewish community centers, the youth movements,
camping, family and adult education.

A Pilot Poll of the Jewish Population ofthe U.SA. (Gallup, Israel), December 1989

The Commission participated in a Gallup Poll of the Jewish population in
North America, introducing questions that are of importance for the issues
and policies of Jewish education.
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In addition to these commissioned papers, the staff consulted with several profes-
sional organizations and individual experts. A complete list of consultations will be
appended to the report. It is important to note that CAJE organized several volun-
teer activities aimed at sharing views with the Commission. Among the products is:
Roberta Goodman and Ron Reynolds: “Field Notes”: On December 4-5,

1989 a group of 17 Jewish educators, members of CAJE, assembled in
Cleveland to deliberate on programmatic agendas.
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December 31, 1993

To: Alan Hoffmann, CIJE Directqr i
and members of the MEF advisory committee

From: Adam Gamoran, MEF project

Re: Reports on community mobilization in Baltimore and Milwaukee

Enclosed are drafts of reports on community mobilization in
Baltimore and Milwaukee during year 1 of the Lead Community
Process (1992-93). The purposes of these reports are:

(1) To document what happened iIn the Lead Communities during
their first year;

(2) To establish a baseline against which future changes can
be measured;

(3) To help participants in CIJE and the communities see the
"big picture,”™ i.e. not only what they were involved with
but what was going on elsewhere; and

(4) To provide information that will assist both ongoing
efforts in the communities, and possible replication in
other commurnities.

The intended audiences for these reports are, fTirst, CIJE staff
members, and seccnd, the core planning groups within the Lead
Communities. The reports are not meant to be distributed outside
the core planning groups. Each community will receive only its
own report.

A report on Atlanta is under preparation.

We would be grateful for any comments you may have on the
reports. Are the reports clear? Do you find them informative?
Are there any errors of fact of which you are aware? Are there
areas that you think need elaboration, now or in future reports?
We would like to receive your comments by January 21, 1993.
Thanks very much for your help.

Please note that these reports are confidential and should not be
cited or distributed.
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29 0.6 100.0 100 .0
413 93 4 Missing
442 100 .0 100.0



AGE 49-WHAT IS YOUR AGE?

Cum Cum Cum
Value Freg Pct Pct Value Freq Pct Pct Talue Freg Pct Pct
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COUNTRY

Value Label

U.S.
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SPOUSE 53-1IF MARRIED IS YOUR SPOUSE JEWISH? fta-

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequencvy Percent Percent Percent
YES 1 339 76 .7 93 .4 93.4
Ho 2 24 5.4 6.6 100 .0
HISSING 0 79 17.9 Hissing

Total 442 100 .0 100 .0
Valid caces 263 HMissing cases 79
SALARA 54.1-SALARY AT FIRST SCHOOL
Valid Cum
Value Label value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
LIZ5 THAM £1000 1 4 9 1.0 1.0
$1000-54599 z 147 133.37/ 35.3 36.2
$5000-9959 0 70 15.3 16 .3 53 .0
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OVZR $20,000 3 45 )10 .21 10 .3 100 .0
HO ANSWER 0 25 5.7 Missing
Total 442 100.0 100 .0

Valid cases 417 Missing cases
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IMPORTAN 56~IMPORTANCE OF JEWISH ED INCOME

Yalid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Perceat Percent
V. 1
;R 1 94 2.3 22.5 2.5
G Binel - 2 222 50.2 31 75.5
3 102 221 24.4 100.0
0 24 5.4 Missing
Total 442 100.0 100.0
Val:d cases 418 Missing cases rd )
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MAJOR1H53, 1-MAJOR-2 FIRST DEGREE

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
EDUCATION 1 3 .7 6.7 6.7
EARLY EDUCATION AND 2 o o7 £.7 12,32
SPECIAL EDUCATION 3" 7 1.6 15.5 28.9
PHYSICAL EDUCATION 6 1 2 2R 3r.1
CHILDCARE S DEVELOPSe! 9 1 .2 2.2 2343
JEWISH EDUCATION 12 1 e e e 23.5
CURRICULUM S INSTRUC 15 1 .2 bl 27.8
OTHER (EDUCATIONAL) 99 2 5 4.4 42,2
HEBREW 101 CD d i 44.4
ENGLISH 102 1 b 2.2 45 .7
5 206 i 2 a2 48.9
OTHER (THE ARTS) 299 2 .5 4.4 53.2
JTWISH/SUDAIC STUDIE 201 2 .5 4.4 57.8
TALMLD (SR TALMUD CO 206 1 o 2.2 50.0
JEWISH/TALMUDIC LAW 209 1 o 2.2 62.2
3I3LZ STUDIE 2% 1 - 22 €4 4
OTHER (SIZWISH/HIZREW 399 1 2 2.2 66 .7
BUSINESS IANCE 400 1 - an 68 .9
OTHEZR (MATE/SCIZNCI) 599 1 x 2.2 71.1
SSYCHOLOGY 601 2 5 4.4 75 .6
SOCIAL WORK 603 1 2 o 77 .8
SOCIOLOGY 605 1 2 (i 80 .0
HISTORY 701 1 .2 2.2 32.2
MAESICAN STUDIZS 716 1 L3 R 34 .4
GECGRAPHY 722 1 2 o m 35.7
CREATIVE WRITING 724 1 - 88 .9
OTHER (MISC) 799 5 1.1 11.1 100 .0
O ANSVES o] 397 89 .3 Missing
Total 442 100 .0 100 .0

Yalid cases 45 #Missing cases 397



DEGREE2 58,2-SECOND DEGREE

valid Cum
Value Label Yalue Fregquency Percent Percent Percent
ALAL 1 1 .2 .8 .8
8.A. 3 12 2.9 9.8 10.5
BACHELOR L 2 .5 1.5 12.0
B.S. 5 9 2.0 5.8 18.8
8.5.2D 5 3 B 1.5 20.3
aswW 7 b .l .8 21.1
aTL 3 2 ) 1.5 22.8
MASTER 9 15 2.4 11.3 33.8
M.A. 10 23 7.5 24.8 £8.5
.80, 12 17 3.8 12.8 71.4
H.s 12 9 2.2 6.8 78.2
AABBINIC ORDINATICN 14 3 Pl 4 2.3 80.5
TEACHER CEZRTIFICATIC 15 10 aud 7.5 28.0
SUICHA 15 2 5 1.8 89.5
{TEACHERS) SEMINARY 17 1 2 .8 90.2
JUDAIC/HEBREW TIACHE 18 5 1.1 2.8 94.0
2HD 12 1 e .8 94.7
CTHER 929 7 1.6 - ) 100.0

o] 209 85 .9 Migs:ing
ital 442 100 .0 100 .0

WYal:d cases 23 Hissing cases 309
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MAJORIA 58,2-MAJOR-1 SECOND DEGREE

Valid Cam
Value Label Value Freguency Percent Percent Percent
EDUCATICN 1 19 4.3 15.3 15.8
EARLY CHILDHCCD & EL 2 12 4.3 15.3 b b
EPECIAL ETUCATICH 3 4 -] e 25.0
SPEECH EDUCATION 11 L o - 35.8
JEWIEH ECUCATIC 12 ] 1.4 5.0 40.3
RELIGICUS ECUCATICH 2 1 e -8 41.7
READING 14 = -5 1.7 42.3
SECSUDARY ZTUCATICH 17 1 ol .8 44.2
FCREIGH LAMNGUAGE TEA 19 1 Yie .8 45.0
OTHER (ECUCATICHAL) 59 2 iy 2.5 47.5
HEAREW 101 2 .3 1.7 9.2
SPANISH 102 = -5 1.7 £0.8
ENGLISH 103 1 oy .8 51.7
ART HISTORY 202 1 -1 .8 52.5
OTHER (ARTS) 299 1 Fors .8 53.3
JEWISH/JUDAIC STUDIE 301 190 & is 8.2 8l.7
KE3REW/SEMETIC STUDI 302 1 2 .8 62 .5
TALMUD (OR TALMUD CO 305 3 -7 2.5 65 .0
HEBREW LITERATURE 307 2 - 1.7 55 .7
RABBINIC LITERATURE 303 1 -2 .8 67 .5
JEWISH/TALMUDIC LAW 309 5 1.4 50 72 5
BI3LE STUDIES 310 1 2 3 73 .3
JEWISH HISTORY 311 3 7 2.5 75 .8
OTHER (JEWISH/HEBREW 399 1 .2 3 76 .7
ACCOUNTING 403 2 5 1.7 73 3
OTHER (BUSINESS/FINA 499 1 .2 3 79 .2
HATH/SCIENCE 500 1 - 3 80 .0
MATHEMATICS 501 1 2 8 80 .3
COMPUTER SCIENCE 505 1 2 .8 31.7
MICROBIOLOGY 510 1 g .8 32 .5
PSYCHOLOGY 601 4 9 3.3 85 .3
SOCIAL WORK 603 2 5 1.7 87 .5
COUNSELING 604 v 7 2.5 90 .0
COMMUNITY PLANNING 612 1 K 3 90 .3
HISTORY 701 2 5 1.7 92 .5
INTERNATIONAL RELATI 707 m .8 93 .3
LAW/Z LITIGATION/PARAL 714 1 12 .8 94.2
OTHER /MISQ) 799 7 1.6 5.8 100.0
HO ANSHWER 0 322 72 9 Missing

Total 442 100.0 100 .0

Valid cases 120 Missing cases 222
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MAJORIB 58,2-MAJOR-2 SECOND DEGREE

Value Label Value Freguency
SPECIAL EZDUCATICH 3 2
CHILDCARE & CEVELOPM 9 1
ART EDUCATICH 10 2
BELIGICUS EDUCATICH 12 1
READING 14 1
HE3RZW 101 1
HEZ2EW LITERATURE 267 1
CTHEZ (JTeWISH/HEBREW 299 1
CCHMPUTERS (CR CoMPUT 507 1
PSYCHOLOGY 501 1
HISToRY 701 i
799 1
HMISSING 0 428
Total 442
“alid cases 14 Hissing cases 28
DEGREE3 38,2-THIRD DEGREE
Value Lapel Value Frequency
B.A. 7 0
HASTER 9 1
H.A. 10 3
M.ED. 12 ?
u.S. 13 3
SAZBINIC CSPRDINATION 14 5
TEACHER CERTIFICATIO 15 5
JUDAIC/HZI3RIW TEACHE 18 1
PH.D 19 2
OTHER 99 5
0 411
Total 442
Valid cases 31 Missing cases 411
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MAJORIA 58,3-MAJOR-1 THIRD DEGREE

Valid Cua
Yalue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
EDUCATICH 1 bt 2 4.8 4.8
EARLY CHILDHOOD & EL 2 1 e 4.8 9.5
STAISH EDUCATION 12 K . 4.8 14.3
SEADING 14 1 e 4.8 19.0
CURRICTLYM 5 INSTRUC 15 1 e 4.8 z2.8
OTHER (EDUCATIONAL) 95 P i 4.8 8.5
SEWISH/JUDAIC STUDIE 01 3 "7 14.3 42.9
TALMUD (OR TALMUD C2 208 3 - 4.8 47 .8
PABBINIC LITERATURE 208 2 5 9.5 57.2
BIBLE STUDIES 31 2 o 9.5 55.7
HMATH/SCIINCE Q0 1 .2 5.2 Ti.4
LISRIANSHI? (CR LI3R 523 z %1 9.5 81.0
CSLMMUNICATIVE DISCRD T1Z 2 5 5.3 %0.5
CTHER MISC 799 2 B 5 190.0
NO ANSWER 0 421 95.2 Missing
Tocal 442 100 .0 1Go .0
Valid cases e Hissing cases 421
YASORZSE £8,3-MASOR-2 THIRD DEGREE
Valid Cua
Value Label Yalue Frsauency Percent Percent Percent
SPECIAL =ZDUCATION 3 1 2 Qe o 20 .0
PHYSICAL EDUCATICH 6 0 2 20.0 40 .0
QTHER ZDLCATICH 36 1 2 20 .0 60 .0
HE3REZW LITERATURE 307 1 2 20 .0 80 .0
SJCIOLCG 605 1 -2 20 .0 100 .0
NO ANSWER 0 437 98 .9 Missing
Total 442 100.0 100 .0

Valid cases 5 Missing cases 437



JUDAICA 5%2a-JUDAICA COLLEGE CREDITS

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequencv Percent Percent Percen
1 1 2 .8 3
2 1 < 3 1.5
- 15 3.6 12 .0 13 .5
4 1 2 .8 14.3
5 1 2 .8 15 .0
5 11 2.5 3.3 DR
8 1 .2 3 24 1
] 6 1.4 4.5 23 5
ia 8 1.3 6.0 34.6
15 6 1.4 4.5 39 .1
15 T 2 3 39 .3
18 1 o .3 40 .6
20 6 1.4 4.5 45 1
21 6 1.4 4.5 49 .6
24 0 .5 1.5 51.1
28 1 . .8 51.9
27 i ~. 3 52 .6
30 17 3.3 12.3 65.4
ok} 2 * 4 <5 ﬁ.j?
36 3 s 2.3 69 .9
20 ) 7 o 72.2
45 2 5 1.5 73 .7
46 1 )2 .8 74 4
43 4 a 3.0 77.4
50 5 1.1 3.3 81.2
60 7 1.5 5.3 36 .5
63 1 7 8 87 .2
64 1 2 3 38.0
70 1 2 .8 88.7
72 1 .2 3 S9 .5
75 1 2 8 90 .2
90 - 5 1.5 91.7
95 1 .2 .8 92 5
96 o 5 1.5 94 .0
100 3 7 2.3 96 .2
108 2 .8 97 .0
120 2 5 1.5 98 5
128 2 8 99 .2
200 1 2 .8 100 .0
0 309 69 .9 Missing
Total 442 100.0 100 .0

Valid cases 133 Missing cases 309



LANGUAGE 59b-HEBREW COLLEGE CREDITS

Yalid Caa
,ue Frequencvy Percent Percent Per

2 5 2:2 .2
2 1 .2 1.1 'yl
3. 16 3.6 174 7
4 > W5 - -]
5 1 o 1.1 -]
6 24 5.4 aed .9
9 5 Tl 5.4 .a
10 4 s 4.2 .8
12 15 F.50 17.4 el
15 3 «F 3.3 4
IS 2 .5 alia 225
+3 1 ! .2 g2.7
20 5 L.l S.a 3%.x
21 1 A3 1.3 20.2
el 1 2 1.1 91.2
3 5 1.4 5.5 97.8
3z 1 S 1l $8.%
50 1 -2 1.1 100 .0
0 350 75 2 Missing
Total 442 100 .0 100.0

Valid cases 92 Missing cases 350
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JEWISHED 60a-JEWISH EDUCATION CERTIFICATION?

Valid Cun
VYalue Label Value requency Percent Percent Percent
MISSING 0 148 33 33.0 23.0
YES 1 127 8.7 28.7 51.8
Ho 2 163 2.2 38.2 100.0
Total 442 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 442 Hissing cases [s]
GEMNZDZ BUS-GENEZRAL ZDUCATION CERTIFICATICN?
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Perxcent Percent
HMISSING 0 165 37 3 37 .3 37 3
YES 1 133 [31JU AL 53 .6
NO G 139 3TT4 31.4 100 .0
Total 442 100.0 100 .0
Valid cases 442 Missing cases 0
ARTEID 50c~-ART IDUCATION CERTIFICATION?
Valid Cum
Yalue Label value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
HMISSING 0 436 98.6 98.6 98 .6
¥Es 1 4 9 9 99 .5
NO 2 2 5 5 100 .0
Total 442 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 442 Missing cases 0



MUSI1CED SOc-MUSIC EDUCATION CERTIFICATION?

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Perczent Percenz Percents
NO 0 441 99.8 99.8 9.8
2 1 2 -2 100.0
Total 442 100.0 100.90
Valid cases 442 Missing cases 0
EARLYEE 50c-EARLY EDUCATION CERTIFICATION?
Valid Cum
Value lLapel Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
o 425 CEBER Q3.4 %8 .4
1 5 1.4 1.4 99 .8
2 1 2 2 1G0 .0
Total 442 100.0 100.0
Yalid zaces a4l 4issing cases 0
SCHOOLED 53c-SCHCOL EZDUCATION CERTIFICATION?
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
MISSING 0 442 100.0 Missing
Total 442 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 0 Missing cases 442



SPECLED o00c-SPECIAL EDUCATION CERTIFICATION?

Value Label

Value requency Percent
YES 1 1 o
MISSING 0 141 99.8
Total 442 100.0
Valid cases 1 Hlissing cases 441
TASRCER <S0c-9THER CIRTIFICATICH?
Value Label Value Frequency Percent
HMISSING o 2433 8271
ES 1 40 9.0
1o 2 33 a.3
Total 442 100 .0

Val:d cases 442 Missing cases 0

Valid cum
Percent Percent
100.0 100.0
Missing
100.0

Valid Cum
Percent Percent
82.1 82,1

9.0 91.2
a.a 100 .0
100.0



CAREERS

61-WHAT ARE YOUR CAREER PLANS?

Yalid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
CONTINUE WHAT I AM D 1 200 ! 67.9\ 70.1 70.1
TEACH IN DIFFERENT S 2 2 _'FT “a 70 .8
TEACH IM A DAY SCHOO 3- 12 2.7 2.8 72.4
ADMINISTRATOR 4 8 1.8 1.9 75.2
JEWISH ED IN HOM SCH -} 1 o2 e 75.5
JEWISH ED IN ISRAEL 6 1 ey ol 7947
POSITION QUTSIDE J=W 7 23 o e 5.4 81.1
NO PLAN TO WORK 8 1 -2 «2 81.3
RETIREMENT 9 1 2 . 81:5
DON'T RNCW 10 66 14.9 15.4 7.9
OTHER 13 13 g 2.0 16¢.0
I} 14 2.2 issing
Total 442 100.0 100.0
Yalid cases 428 Missing cases 14
HOURST Tectal hours of teaching at all schools
Cum Cum Cum
Value Freq Pez Pe:z Value Freq Pet Pet Value Freq Pet Pet
.00 35 8 8 17.00 6 1 63 34 .00 0 88
1.00 4 1 9 18.00 8 2 65 35.00 6 1 89
2.00 Je 5 13 19.00 4 1 66 36 .00 4 1 90
3.00 29 T 20 20 .00 21 5 70 37 .00 2 0 90
4.00 24 5 25 21 .00 5 1 71 38 .00 4 1 91
5.00 18 4 29 22 .00 7 ¥ 713 40 .00 19 4 9
6.00 22 5 24 23 .00 7 o0 74 41.00 10 96
7.00 2T e 24 .00 O 1 74 42 .00 2 1 97
8.00 9 2: 3 25 .00 6 1 76 43.00 0 197
9.00 3 1 28 25 .00 9 2 78 44 .00 1 o 98
10.00 10 2 41 ¢ 27.00 9 2 80 45 .00 2 0o 98
11.00 2 o 41 28.00 1 o 80 46 .00 3 i 99
12.00 19 4 46 29 .00 3 1 81 50 .00 2 0 99
13.00 9 2 48 30.00 16 4 84 51.00 2 0 100
14.00 3 1 48 31.00 5 1 85 70.00 1 0 100
15.00 54 12 &1 32.00 4 1 86 . 110.00 1 0 100
16.00 4 1 62 33.00 5 1 87
Yalid cases 442 Missing casas 0



MCRTEACT Zle-TEACHER SUPPORT

Value Lacel Valu