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Training and identifying a community master teacher, or redefining the job to one of a 
community educational worker, seem to be a feasible way of upgrading the professional 
career of a successful teacher. If the community would recruit, train and sponsor master 
community teachers' for every school, perhaps a real educational change could be 
introduced. 

C ommunal funding identifies with 
black and white staikness the 

Jewish community's real priorities. 
Budgetary allocations may reflect an in
heritance of the previous generarion's 
traditions or the degtee of progress and 
change in a planned communal blueprinr 
for growth. Communities throughout 
America ate increasing their spending for 
the educational component in their 
budget. Whether this funding will be 
regressive or creatively spent becomes the 
issue. Can communal educational funding 
go beyond the educational status quo and 
have a positive qualitative communal in
fluence? This article will examine some 
community experiences as represented in 
selective studies. The focus will be on 
communities which have used funding as 
a method to effect qualitative educational 
change. 

Historically, the Jewish community has 
always been able to maintain a balance 
between individual teponsibility and com
munal tesponsibility for education. As 
early as 64 C.E., the total community 
assumed the responsibility for providing 
an elementary education for the children 
of the poor and the otphaned.' The 
Jewish communities in the Middle Ages 

This article appeared as a chaptet in a dissertation 
prepared in paidal folfillment of the lequirements 
fot the author's Ph.D. degree in Hebraic Studies, 
New Yofk University. 

I . Bava Baira iia. 

imposed an education tax on meat, wine, 
weddings, circumcisions, and funerals to 
help finance elementary education.^ 

Presently, elementary Jewish education 
is funded by the parents, the congregation 
sponsoring schools, and in the case of the 
day school, the local Jewish community 
fedetation.' To give one a communal 
perspective, in 1 9 8 1 , 1 6 % of aU domestic 
federations' allocations were channeled in
to education (up from 1 6 . 7 % in 1966).* 
Approximarely five hundred million dollars 
were spent by all sources on education.' 
While federations increased their educa
tional allocation 4 7 % over the previous 
few years, ir still contributed only 44 
miOion of that 500 million annual total.* 

1 . Alvin Schiff, "Funding Jewish Educa
tion—Who's Responsibility?" Address presented at 
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Parents still pay the major part of educa
tional costs. 

Day schools and the central agencies of 
Jewish education represent the major pro
portion of that educational funding by 
federations. Day schools have the highest 
per pupil costs, and have been unable to 
sustain their programming through tuition 
alone.' Claiming that the intensity of 
Judaic programming will contribute to a 
strengthened Jewish community, the day 
schools have become the major recipient 
of federations' increased educational sup
port. The central agencies generally re
main the second area of communal fiscal 
support for Jewish education, with non-
ideological and independent communal 
schools a third educational fiscal reci
pient. In many communities, congrega
tional schools arc requesting federation 
subsidization. 

The funding of schools however is only 
one of the necessities in developing a pro
gram of educational excellence. Some 
communal funding, it has been suggested, 
is actually misspent, preventing the clos
ing of unviable schools and often hinder
ing serious internal educational evaluation 
and reassessment.* 

Schools have been urged to become self-
sufficient and self-supporting. Federations 
should give schools the nccessaty guidance 
to introduce efficient business manage
ment techniques and plant operation prcx:e-
dures, since communal deficit financing 
is the least productive funding strategy in 

7. George PoUak, and Gerhard Lang, Budgeting 
and Financing in the Jewish Day Schools. New York: 
JESNA (1984), pp. 76-77. Today tuition fees meet a 
higher percentage of costs than previously. It is 
noted that an experiment is cuirently being done in 
Chicago where a policy or tuition fee of 72.% of ac
tual costs is instituted as a condition for day schools' 
eligibility for communal support. Othei communal 
leaders feel that a scholarship policy and reduced 
rates fot siblings are adequare reasons for day schools 
to have tuiuons which do not cover actual costs, and 
that lower tuitions attract capable students. 

8. Sally Wertheim, op. cit., pp 5-9 

developing an effective educational 
institution.' 

As the sum totals for the communal 
funding campaigns have been improved, 
there is a hopeful projection that the 
Jewish community will ultimately be able 
to achieve a national one billion dollars 
annual goal.'" However, even if that level 
is achieved, it still would not totally 
underwrite the present needs of Jewish 
education, which, at this time, exceed the 
estimated sum of %oo million dollars spent 
annually. Of course, international com
mitments of the American Jewish com
munity and commitments to local needs 
would have reduced availability of funds 
to education. A larger expenditure of 
funds might expetiment with a program 
of Jewish education which could produce a 
greater educational impact than anyone 
has forseen to date. 

The Jewish community's federations are 
looking to the ftiture in their attempt to 
develop new strategies and to achieve 
higher goals for communal funding. These 
strategies relate to allocating special pur
pose ftinds not intended for ongoing opera
ting expenses, but intended rather to give 
federations and their agencies greater 
financial stability. The concept of endow
ment is designed to support long term 
planning and to finance new programs 
and projects within the Jewish communi
ty." This long range fiscal plan has 
positive implications for communal Jewish 
education in the twenty-first century. 
Jewish educators need to innovate and ex
periment, providing new ideas for com
munal fiscal planners, thus offering a long 
term plan which could use such funding 
to maximum effect. Creative financial 
development needs an equally creative 

9. Alvin Schiff, op. cit. 
I D . Phillip Bernstein, To Dwell in Unity. 

Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, (1983), 
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response from rhose involved with Jewish 
educarion in each community.'^ 

TYPES OF TRADITIONAL 
COMMUNAL EDUCATIONAL 

FUNDING 

JESNA, formerly the AAJE, has offered 
Jewish communities advice on communal 
funding. In their National Policy State
ment on Communal Support for Jewish 
Education, they attempt to channel the 
communal fiscal allocation for education 
through the local central agency. However, 
this advice is not necessarily implemented 
on the local level. The recommendation of 
the national agency attempts to philosophi
cally and politically strengthen rheir con
stituents, the central agencies, as well as 
qualitatively use funds to imptove com
munal educational standards. 

The Policy Statement urges that direcr 
communal grants to schools should be 
phased out and that deficit financing be 
used only for the most intensive type of 
Jewish day school, or for funding ex
perimental ventures. All communal fun
ding should be to the centtal agencies, 
which, in turn, would esrablish rhe 
necessary criteria for grants to schools." 
This is a direct attempt to give the central 
agency a mode of communal sanction and 
a method of introducing standards. Ir also 
is attempting to guide the communities 
into giving the central agencies rhe power 
which accompanies the communal giants. 

The Policy Statement defines the ciiteiia 
foi communal giants to schools. The 

l i . The Endowment Review, Spring 1 9 8 5 , reports 
that it is the new annual tradition of the Jewish 
Community Foundation Board of New Jersey Metro-
west for each board member to contribute $ 5 9 0 an
nually in order to buy for the community a one 
million-dollar, thirty-yeat, zero coupon bond, in an 
attempt to build this endowment of unrestiicted 
funds. 

1 5 . American Association for Jewish Education, 
National Policy Statement on Communal Support for 
Jewish Education. New York: AAJE, (June 1968 and 
1970-

school must have viability, adequate 
facilities, lesponsible sponsoiship, a finan
cial need and an open admission policy 
fot cniollment."' The schools leceiving 
communal aid need to adheie to the cen
tial agency's standaids, professional 
peisonnel practices, and supervision re
quirements. The school must consult with 
the cential agency befoie instituting policy 
changes, and coopeiate in intei-school 
events, as well as show evidence of com
munal involvement in theit cuiriculum 
and rhe development of K'lal Yisrael in 
the school." 

The Policy Statement, after defining 
which schools are eligible for communal 
assistance, offers advice on formulae for 
annual granr distribution. The formula 
chosen should allow for objective distribu
tion, and be applied equally to all schools. 
Deficit financing is warranted only when 
the school is experimental, very intensive 
Of conducted by the central a g e n c y . A 
pupil-hour formula is suggesred, as well as 
paying a portion of the tuition fees. The 
total income foimula is similat to deficit 
financing in that the community pays the 
difference between the total school income 
and the total expense. The community 
may pay the total educational costs, 01 
pait of it, e.g. the teachei's salaries, or 
reacher welfare benefits. Communities may 
also assume the costs of the student-school 
transporration.17 

Temporary communal grants would be 
issued on a non-continuing basis for pilor 
projects, training of master teachers, 
library development, communal testing, 
and the use of creative arts. Tuition 
scholarships would be available for needy 
students. 

1 4 . Ibid. 
1 5 . Ibid 
1 6 . Ibid. It is easy to see the inherent contradic

tion in this policy demanding "objective gtant distri
bution," and simultaneously, allowing deficit financ
ing in agency-run schools. 

1 7 . Ibid 
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A day school Policy Statement similarly 
attempts to force the day school into 
cooperating with the central agency as a 
requirement for communal fund allocadons, 
and requires the school to show that it 
fulfills a demonstrated community need.'* 
Some recent success has been achieved in 
granting the central agency this fiscal 
fiduciary status. Othei communities, 
however, have bypassed the central agen
cy, and provided communal assistance 
directly to schools. 

In actuality, the criteria for subsidy is 
most generally not based on its educa
tional effectiveness. The most popular 
method of day school funding still is the 
lump sum school giant, the per pupil grant, 
and deficit financing.The teachei sub
sidy or percentage of the budget is piobably 
the opeiative method least employed.*" 

Suipiisingly, the independent sup-
plementaiy elementary schools operated 
on a communal basis have the highest 
costs of any type of supplementary school, 
despite the rationale for cost saving through 
school consolidation.*' But this may be 
the result of the higher costs incurred with 
an attempt at a more quahtative program, 
longer school year, or more teaching hours 
by licensed teachers and a full time prin
cipal.** The communal supplementary 
school and the day school both have the 

18 . AAJE. op. cit. 
19. G. Pollack, and G. Lang, Budgeting and 

Financing in Jewish Day Schools. New York: JESNA 
(1984), P- 66. 

10. AAJE op. cit. 
11. G. Pollack, and G. Lang, Budgeting and 

Financing in the Jewish Supplementary School. New 
Yotk: JESNA (198;), p. 54. The high support of 
communal schooling is evidenced over the past 10 
yeais, when these schools had received almosr 55% 
of the combined school allotments and their grants 
wete foui times latger than gtants to day schools. See 
Community Grants to Local Jewish Schools. New 
York: AAJE. (1970), p. 70. 

11. There is an excellent detailed analysis of com
parable costs and tuitions in communal schools in L. 
Sports, A Study of Jewish Education in Minneapolis. 
New York: AAJE (1974-75), Appendix Vlll 
pp. :; , 14. 

highest costs, and both ate the lecipients 
of communal funding. Cuirently, there is 
an incipient trend for congregational 
schools to apply for communal funding 
and while it is not yet a communal educa
tional ptactice, it is an issue that is being 
discussed mote and more often in the Jew
ish community.*' In the initial stages, 
the congregational schools seeking aid 
have been asked to open their enrollment 
to the children of non-members even if at 
a higher tuition cost than theit members 
are requested to pay. There is some evi
dence of a growing interest in some type 
of communal-congregational educational 
partnership. 

Generally, communal flinding represents 
a lump sum grant and does not usually 
reflect a serious communal intent to im
prove education qualitatively, or to insist 
upon strict standards of educational or 
fiscal responsibility. It is the most popular 
method of communal support and aban
dons the community's role in determining 
educational quality.** The "percentage of 
the total budget" type of communal sup
port also has little educational impact. 
The pet-pupil grant method allows schools 
to receive a communal subsidy with no 
differentiation between affluent students 
and those in need. Deficit financing is used 
by 1 5 % of the schools, and is probably 
the most fiscally irresponsible method. It 
may make savings unnecessary, and rewards 
poor management.*' Rather than serving 
as a factor for qualitative improvement, 
this funding formula, while often the sim
plest, is still the least effective mode of 
communal support. 

Other methods of communal funding 
have had a favorable qualitative impact. 

13. Suggested Guidelines on Communal Support 
for Congregational Schools. New Yotk: JESNA, 
1983). This statement leplicates the pieviously 
discussed guidelines fot communal aid, but modifies 
the ttaditional open entollment policy requirement 
for communal subsidy. 

14. Trends Newsletter, New York: JESNA, (Spr
ing 1981), p. 3. 

15. Ibid. 
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The incentive grants, teachet subsidies and 
enrichment programs have shown evidence 
of creative communal responsibility. These 
are areas where greater concentration of 
effort is needed in the future. 

METHODS OF COMMUNAL 
FUNDING 

Self-Sufficient Central Agencies 
Federations have shown their eagerness 
and receptivity to adopting creative fund
ing methods for educational purposes. 
The central agencies are capable of pro
viding guidance in this area to federa
tions. Central agencies need to play a 
major role in educational funding, since 
when less community dollars are raised, 
the Jewish central education agency's 
budget is cut first. However, before offer
ing fvinding advice to the lay communal 
leadership, the professional agency leader
ship must shape its own agency into a 
model of educational and fiscal account
ability. The agency must show how it can 
creatively deal with a reduced budgetary 
allocation. Some bureaus have begun ro 
develop income producing programs. 

The Des Moines bureau sponsored an aa 
show, and Atlanta (1978) offered an adult 
study tour open to the entire community.^* 
Indianapolis and Atlanta both charge fees 
for the use of their film library .̂ ^ The New 
York Bureau sells educational materials and 
gift items by mail order. This researcher 
suggests that the central agencies become 
more self-supporting by selling Jewish 
educational software, i.e., film cassettes of 
Jewish content, or specific program ma
terials in which the Jewish public would 
find interest. It is an area that is still unex
plored and underused. When communal 
funding is reduced, it behooves the edu

cator to be concerned with the problem of 
fiscal seff-sufficiency. 

Governmental grants are another area 
which the small and medium size bureaus 
have ignored. Staff limitation is usually 
the cause for this omission. Agency 
coopeiation was used by the Milwaukee 
central bureau and the Jewish Vocational 
service to secure a work study granr for 
teenagers.^* It has also been suggested 
that local, state and federal government 
grants can be used to "aid the pupils in 
parochial schools and not be construed as 
aid to the schools themselves."^^ Some 
bureaus have been very active in develop
ing the resource funding from the United 
States government for day-school students. 
These government services for day-school 
students include school breakfast, lunch 
and milk programs, as well as government 
subsidies for kitchen equipment, commodi
ties and free and reduced bus tickets.'" 
The area of "grantmanship" is a valid 
source of resource development for Jewish 
education that has only recently been ex
plored. It is an area where the local agen
cy can give the schools, and the community 
specific guidance and direction. 

Some agencies attempt to increase their 
income through membership contributions. 
Some attempt to develop independent en
dowment funds. However, the quest for 
specialized endowment funds runs counter 
ro federations' general expectations of 
developing theit own unrestricted endow
ment reserve and, generally, has met with 
much opposition and little success. In ad
dition, educators in central agencies are 
generally interested in education and 
disdainful of the fund-raising process. 
Nevertheless, if the community's fiscal 
educational role is to increase, educators 
must be involved in the fund-raising plan
ning, while proving rhat they can be fis-

16. L. Spotts, "Funding Relationships Between 
Bureaus and Federation,"/««/z>/6 Education, 47 
(Spring 1979): pp. 1 4 - i i . 

X 7 Ibid. 

2.8. Ibid., p. l o . 
19 . Alvin Schiff, op. cit. 
50. Board of Jewish Education of Greater New 

York Annual Report. New York: BJE (1975-1976), 
pp. 14-15. 
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cally responsible. Perhaps Jewish educators 
will earn the community's respect if central 
agencies become part of the "fund-raising 
team," as they begin to sttive toward 
financial self-sufficiency.'' 

Central Agencies Functioning 
as Foundations 
It has been suggested by JESNA that the 
central agency be the community's educa
tional funding vehicle, and that schools 
not receive communal funding directly 
from federation, independent of the cen
tral agency mechanism.'* The traditional 
funding formulae have had little qualita
tive impact and have institutionalized 
educational waste by bolstering a weak or 
mismanaged school. Communal funding 
can interfere with the "educational ftee 
market," and have a negative impact. The 
community needs to define the priorities 
of its communal educational responsibili
ties. It can then focus on a specific area 
for qualitative control and educational im-
ptovement. Fot example, Oakland, Cali
fornia limited its fiscal tesources in this 
way by subsidizing only those programs 
which enhance teacher competence." 

Other central agencies have experimented 
with allocating a portion of their com
munal fiscal resources through an incen
tive grant program, in order to gain a 
specific educational purpose with their 
funding. Incentive grants have been given 
when schools have shown that they have 
introduced either a central agency cur
riculum, or an ideological group curriculum. 
Grants have been given when schools have 
achieved an adequate level of competence 
to meet the agency's accreditation program. 
Incentive grants have also been used to 
enforce the petsonnel code of practice for 
teachers. 

Would it not be feasible to experiment 
by obsetving a three year moratorium on 

continuous annual support for schools and 
then use the same amount of communal 
funding, but awarded only through incen
tive grants? Could this tadical change in 
the traditional pattern of allocation of 
communal funds actually be a more effec
tive way of increasing communal educa
tional creative productivity? 

The 1973 Institute for Jewish Life (IJL) 
tried to do this on a national level.'* 
However, the sponsorship and develop
ment of the IJL circumvented the estab
lished leadetship of Jewish education, and 
significantly compromised the role of the 
AAJE." Due to resultant political 
ptessures, the project was discontin
ued. But the central agencies them
selves, the present local educational 
establishments, could become the focal 
point fot such a ptogram of educational 
qualitative experimentation if they lob
bied to change their status to that of a 
foundation-like communal instrument. 

The Cleveland community instituted a 
self-study in 1976 which developed a com
munal funding project similar to the IJL 
and its "Venture in Creativity." As a result 
of a communal think-tank, creative educa
tional ideas were to be funded fot three 
years, if they were replicable. All com
munity elements wete involved, as the 
community began to think of ways qualita
tively to improve the community's Jewish 
educational process.'"^ 

As a result of this program, incentive 
grants were awarded for an adolescent stu
dent family education program, camp 
weekend programs, a year-long program 
for families of primary grade children and 
educational enrichment programs of the 
congregational schools' own design." 

;i. Alvin Schiff, op. cit. 
i i . AAJE, op, cit. 

Tends Newsletter. New York: JESNA, (Spring 

5 4 . The Institute fot Jewish Life ttied to fund in
novative educational programs and met with modest 
initial success. 

35. Alvin Schiff, op. cit. 
;6. Cleveland Self Study. Cleveland: Jewish 

Federation, (1976), p. 17. 
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Limiting allocations to a specific time 
frame, proved tliat the successful programs 
did conrinue afrer the trial funding, while 
other less successful educational expetiments 
were not renewed auromatically at the 
community's expense. In Cleveland, the 
federation provided the initiative for 
enhancemenr of the community's schools 
and upgraded qualitatively the communal 
educational expression. 

Other bureaus have similarly financed 
pilot programs through the incentive 
grants method.'* Some btireaus offer in
centive grants for school consolidation and 
intensive dasswoik as a method of qualita
tively upgrading the system through com
munal funding. '5 

Per Pupil Grants With Educational 
Accountability 
Portland, Oregon has experimented with 
educational vouchers as a means of 
qualitatively influencing the impact of 
communal funding. Students each receive 
a voucher worth a specific amount of com
munal money to attend the school of their 
choice.*" This funding theory relies on the 
consumer concept, forcing rhe schools to 
produce a quality educational program, in 
order to attract students. This type of 
communal subsidy does not differentiate 
between a needy and wealthy family. It 
has been criticized as being philosophical
ly regressive, as it acts as a "flat tax."'" 
The qualitative impact on a community's 
educational system, morever, has not been 

; 8 . Cincinnati and Baltimore are two of several 
such central agencies which have special educational 
program funding available through federation grants, 
which are not part of the regular bureau budget. No 
bureau ptesently functions totally on a foundation 
basis however. 

39. L. Ruffman, Study of Jewish Education in the 
San Francisco Area. New York: AAJE, (1967.), p. 37. 

40. Community Planning Group — Task Force 
Reports on the Transmission of Jewish Heritage. 
Portland, Oregon: Jewish Federation of Portland, 
(May, 1977), p . } . 

41. Trends Newsletter. New York: JESNA, (Fall 
1982), p. I . 

evaluated. The concept of education as a 
consumer service is not commonly ac
cepted in Jewish education. 

Contact Hours with a Built-in 
Educational Accountability 

Omaha, Nebraska, has experimented with 
a contact-hour formula form of communal 
subvention. All schools calculate the hours 
per session and rhe class sessions per year. 
This total figure becomes the total contact-
hours, and then the central agency pays a 
communal rate per contact hour.*^ This 
formula has the advantage of allowing 
flexibility in school funding allocations. It 
encourages savings and is fair to reci
pients. Need is not a factor in this com
munal subsidization program. The primary 
focus is an artempt to discourage ideologi
cal rivalries and hostilities in the com
munity. The bureau director sees evidence 
of this accomplishment as communal edu
cational cooperation has increased. He 
stated, "Communal pedagogic programs 
which were previously considered out of 
the question are growing each year and 
saving additional dollars, while increasing 
rhe quality of Jewish education."*' 

The most interesting qualitative educa
tional factor built into this communal for
mula is rhat each subvenred school must 
have annual evaluative testing (according 
to their ideological movement's require
ments) which is subsequently reviewed by 
rhe central agency. Each school must have 
mandatory in-house training programs. 
The bureau awards the remainder of com
munal funding in special grants that re
quire validation in order to prove their 
communal educarional value. 

Flint, Michigan has instituted a similar
ly successful subvention policy, with 
educational accountability to the central 
agency as a mandatory factor.*'* Here too, 

41. Jonathan Rosenbaum, "Allocation Formulae: 
A New Solution,"7eW.f^ Education, 51 (Spring 
1984): pp. 16-18. 

45. Jhid., p. 18. 
44. Joseph Cohen, Survey of Jewish Education in 

Flint, Michigan. New York: AAJE, (June 1974), p. i . 
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this policy has encouraged more joint 
communal efforts in sponsoring communal 
junior and senior high school programs 
and in sponsoring a communal nursery 
school. 

Teacher Subsidies as a 
Communal Investment 
Communal teacher subsidies have been 
considered as a variation in the "percen
tage of the total costs" funding model. It 
is difficult to allocate funds in this way 
since one would need to calculate teachet 
wages individually as they relate to 
teachers' educational background and ex
perience. Many of the teachers lack profes
sional qualifications, and this formula is 
generally rejected by most communities. 
However, it does have a potentiality for 
changing a community's educational com
plexion and can be a useful method for 
prompting higher qualitative standards for 
newly employed teachers. Miami, Los 
Angeles and Providence have based their 
funding system on the qualifications of 
the teaching staff. Schools receive sub
sidies depending on the number of 
teachers who are licensed or working 
toward a license, with the hope that this 
requirement for licensing will have a 
positive qualitative effect.*' 

Jewish day-school teachers generally 
receive the highest salary of Jewish school 
teachers because they are employed for the 
most hours. However, most day schools 
provide no fringe benefits and still pay 
significantly less than the public schools. 
Jewish Education Association of New Jersey 
Metro West attempted to remedy this by 
providing communal salary supplements 
for day-school teachers. The day-school 
teachers' salaries were to be increased over 
a three-year period. First, this salary addi
tion would be supplied by an unrestricted 
communal endowment fund and then, the 
genetal campaign funding would continue 
to provide day-school salary increases 

as a means of communal educational 
improvement.** 

Milwaukee's Jewish community has 
developed another interesting method of 
teacher subsidization. Here, the communi
ty does not pay teachers' salaries, but 
father allocates more communal funds to 
schools where the teachers have better pro
fessional preparation. The communal sub
vention is called the Teacher Growth 
Formula.*' Schools receive funding accord
ing to a formula based on the number of 
hours of in-service professional training and 
growth toward certification status of their 
staff. The focus of the communal funding 
is the school teacher, rather than the 
school. Of the student. The community 
pays for university extension courses, and 
offers teachers subventions for professional 
improvement. 

Master Teacher Corps 

While these funding programs are usually 
satisfactory, they still have a very limited 
impact. In most cases, they attempt to 
move the salary of the Jewish teacher 
toward parity with that of the public school 
teacher. Even if parity could successfully be 
achieved, the Jewish teaching profession 
would still not be affected significantly. 
The public school teaching profession, to 
which it is compared, similarly suffers from 
low community esteem and relatively low 
salaries. Training and idendfying a com
munity master teacher, or redefining the 
job to one of a community educational 
worker, seem to be a feasible way of 
upgrading the professional career of a suc
cessful teacher, ff the community would 
recruit, train and sponsor master communi
ty teachers for every school, perhaps a real 
educational change could be introduced. In 
that case, community funds would be bet
ter spent on the support of outstanding 
community teachers, who have positive im-

45. Trends Newsletter. New Yotk: JESNA (Fall 
1981), p. 3. 

46, Minutes of Meeting, Jewish Fedetation Metro-
West, August 1985. 

47. Trends Newsletter. New York: JESNA, (Win
ter 1984), P- 3-
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pact on their colleagues, the regular 
classroom reachers, on a daily basis in 
every school. The creation of an elite 
teacher corps in a community, could 
pethaps generate enough status and in
dividual self esteem, to attract others to a 
Jewish teaching career. 

St. Louis attempted to use federation's 
funds to develop a communally sponsored 
full-time Jewish teachet corps. The central 
agency was to lecruit and to centralize the 
employment of teachers who would be guar
anteed a salary competitive with salaries in 
general education.** These teachers would 
also teach "high quality magnet classes in 
courses made available on a community-
wide basis."*' 

Teacher salary subsidization remains a 
most effective tool of communal invest
ment in order to develop a qualitative 
educational piogram. Since the heart of 
the problem in Jewish education as in all 
education is the teacher, the Jewish com
munity must devise some way to build the 
Jewish teaching ptofession. The Jewish 
community to date has been unsuccessful 
in its approach to this problem. Support
ing schools may be an urgenr marter, but 
long-term qualitative growth cannot be 
achieved unless the classroom teachei is of 
the highest possible quality. 

THE JEWISH COMMUNITY'S 
AFFECTIVE 

EDUCATIONAL ROLE 

Educatois have always recognized the in
terplay between informal and formal 
educational activities. The Jewish com
munity traditionally has supported the 
formal or cognitive aspect of Jewish educa
tion with communal funding. In recent 
times, there has developed a communal 
trend toward underwriring more of the 

48. Report of the Jewish Education Study Com
mittee of the Jewish Community Federation of St. 
Louis. St Louis: Jewish Community Federation 
(Febtuary, 1981). 

49. Ibid., p. 19. 

infoimal, and affective educational 
expeiiences. 

The most common communal undertak
ing in this aiea is the subsidization of 
tiips to Istael foi teenageis, as part of 
their educational experience. Some bureaus 
have instituted a savings piogiam wheiein 
both the secondary school, rhe student 
and the federation contribute to a fund so 
that every enrolled child will have an 
educationally oriented trip to Israel 
awairing him/her at graduation.'" In 
Cleveland, the school and the student 
each contribute $150 annually in a savings 
program, with Fedeiation adding $40 an
nually. The tfip is awaided aftei the com
pletion of seven yeais of schooling. In 
1985 , one bundled and thiity children 
parricipated in the program. Rochesrer 
and Chicago have savings plans similar to 
Cleveland's. Metro West in New Jersey par
tially subsidizes summer trips for those 
students completing three years of high 
school. Scranton offers high school rrips 
which are subsidized in a way similar to 
that of the Metro West." 

The generous support of YM-YWHA pro
grams in almost every organized Jewish com
munity in the Unired States reflects a major 
involvement in informal educational acti
vities. The objective of these activities is to 
combine a Jewish educational component 
with social and recrearional factors. The bu
reau should extend its expertise in formal 
education to enhance the YM-YWHA's 
educational programming. The bureau 
could also develop a closer relationship 
with the numerous camp programs run by 
the YM-YWHA. Greatei coopeiation, 
lathei than agency competition, is most 
desiiable as a community goal. 

The involvement of the fotmal Jewish 
educational establishment with the affec
tive 01 informal educational program is 
slowly having an impact within the Jewish 
community. The early efforts have been 

50. Trends Newsletter. New Yotlc: JESNA, (Sum
mer 1981). 

51. Ibid. 
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very successful, but majot communal sup
port has not been as forthcoming as one 
would have expected. It is an area that 
needs to be more fully developed, as the 
maturing Jewish community assesses its 
differentiated educational needs and mar
shals its forces to meet those needs. 

A RADICAL CONCEPT-
JEWISH 

EDUCATIONAL TRUST FUND 

Baiuch Rand, the former director of the 
Toledo bureau of education has suggested 
a novel tationale for Jewish educational 
support." He suggested that in view of 
the large degree of assimilation and inter
marriage of the American Jewish commun
ity, its future existence is no longei 
assured, placing its survival in great 
jeopardy. Without a strong, vibrant suc
cessful educational program, the American 
Jewish commimity was in danger of cultural 
and spiritual extinction. He suggested a 
moratorium on annual aid by local com
munities to Israel. These funds would 
then be assigned by each local community 
to a trust fund for education. 

In this trust plan, "a sum equivalent to 
the annual federation educational alloca
tion would be set aside for a period of ten 
years."" Such a trust fund would assure 
adequate handing for Jewish educadon in 
periods of economic stress. Tuition for 
Jewish schooling could then be 
abohshed.'* 

51. Baruch Rand, The Challenge and Pitfalls of a 
Communal Educational System. Toledo: Board of 
Jewish Education, (1575), p. 5. 

53. Ibid., p. 6. 
54. Baruch Rand, "The Challenge of a Communal 

Educational System in Small and Middle Size Com-
rmxm.ut%" Jewish Education,'^'' (Summei 1979): pp. 
55-41-

Such a moratorium on aid to Israel has 
not been considered to date by any com
munity. The concept of endowment build
ing, however, has been defiined and 
actively pursued in the American Jewish 
community. 

IN CONCLUSION 

Communal funding of Jewish education 
has been increasing, as the community 
recognizes the role of education for Jewish 
survival. The dollar amount communally 
expended, while now a quarter of the 
total domestic allocation, is still only a 
fraction of the total amount spent by the 
Jewish community. The communal funds 
that have been allocated by the federa
tions have often by-passed the central 
educational agencies, and have been 
allocated directly to schools. Communal 
funding maintains the central agencies 
and partially funds the schools. Most 
funding is not directed at qualitative 
educational improvement but rather per
mits the schools the use of these funds 
at their discretion, with little or no 
accountability. 

Incentive grants and teacher growth fot-
mulae have been used, often successfully, 
to change the communal educational pic
ture. Communities would do better to 
focus their financial support on programs 
aimed toward specific communal educa
tional priorities. Funds could then be 
more effectively used and with greater 
educational impact. The central educa
tional agency has the responsibility to 
define more carefully these communal 
educational priorities. Rather than to 
decry the inadequacy of communal sup
port, central agencies must assume a 
greater responsibility in all aspects of 
the funding process. 


