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DIGEST 

The value o f Jewish educ at ion has been an inherent 

value to the Jewish people t hroughout histo ry. Our tradition 

tea ches that it is prohibited to live i~ a city which ther e 

is no teach er of tradition.i The Hishnah recounts that each 

day t he Lord himself spends several h ours studying and 

several hours instructing s chool c hildren. 2 

Upon their arrival in America Jewish i mmigrants 

struggled to provide a Jewish educ ation fo r their c hildren 

while encouraging assimilation into Americ an society . Since 

the first Jewish immigrants settled on the shores o f this 

land there have been five stages of Jewish educ ation in 

America. Thie ~abbiuical thesis wi ll historically examine 

each of these stages. Thie will be followed by an historical 

documentation o f the various movements in Judaism and how 

each responded t o the concept of Jewish all-day schools 

fo l lowing World War II. 

During the Co lonial Period of Jewish education, 1654 to 

1785, Jewish immigrants began to consider the concept of 

comb ining s ecular studies with religious instruction. 

Communities often e mployed a private tutor to educate the 

Jewish students. Religious studies included siddur reading , 

1Dr. Alvin I . Schiff, ~C~o~nut~e~m~p~o ...... r~a~r~v...._~J~e~w ...... i~s~h.._.E~d~u-....o~a~t~i~o~n._· 
Iaaachar American Style , ( Dallas: Rossel Books, 1988 ), 
p. 3. 

2Ibid. 
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translation. and review of synagogue ritua l s. Despite these 

initial attempts at organized education, many congregations 

were generally uncertain as to their role in educ ation. 

The second period of Jewish educ ation is ref erred to as 

the Century of Growth and Decline, 1786 to 1879. Jewish 

education experienced many diverse transformat ions during 

this era. Jews began to enroll their c hildren in public 

schools as ~hie type o f schooling became the fashionable 

form of education. However, the wave of German immigration 

was accompanied by the development of all-day schools. By 

the close of this period American Jewry witnessed the rise 

and decline of day s choo ls. 

Between 1881-1914 Jewish education witnessed the 

development o f the Pioneer Yeshivot. This period established 

the foundation of the paradigm for day schools to follow. 

During this era approximately t wo million Jewish immigrants 

traveled from Eastern Europe to the United States. 

Dissatisfied wi th the level of assimilation in America, the 

ultra Orthodox established their own schools closely 

resembling their schools in Eastern Europe. Thie era also 

observed the rise of Yiddish and Socialist schools . 

The fourth period of Jewish education is commonly 

referred to as the Rise of the Modern Yeshivot , 1917-1939. 

Thie period denoted the true maturation of the Day School 

Movement in America as noted by a revival of Yiddish and 

Poale-Zion s chools ae wel l as t he establishment of 
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Progressive and al l -women institutions. 

American Jewry witnessed t he establishment 

centered Yeshivot. 

In 

o f 

addition, 

Talmudic-

The fifth stage of development of Jewish education has 

been termed the '"Era of Great Expansion . ·· This epoch 

includes the period between 1940- 1964. During this era the 

Jewish day school movement experienced tremendous growth and 

maturation. As examined through the analysis of Dr. Alvin 

Schiff , educational historian, there were five major reasons 

for this post-war phenomenon including the Holocaust, the 

birth of the State of Israel, a rise of ethnocentrism in 

America, the deterioration of the public school eyetem, and 

the support of the day s chool movement by its advocates. 

The development oi the Orthodox Day School Movement ie 

beet depicted by the organization known ae Torah Umesorah. 

Begun by Rabbi Shraga Feivel this organization became the 

umbrella structure for the entire Orthodux day school 

movement following World War II. 

The Conservative Day School Movement experienced a 

modest beginning. Many such institutions were the outgrowt h 

of what were previously known a.a "Foundation Schools . .. The 

Solomon Schechter Day School Association wae envisioned in 

December 1965 at the First Conference of Solomon Schechter 

Day Schools . This structure would subsequently become the 

model organization for the Conservative Movement. 

In contrast to Orthodox and Conservative American 
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Judaism, the Reform Movement , with a few notable exceptions. 

was not involved with the establishment of day s c hools 

during the Nineteenth and early to mid Twentieth centuries. 

P~ivate schoo ls were antithetical to the very posit ion the 

Reform Movement held during this century. Due, in part. to 

this dogma Reform day schools were not a lasting reality 

until 1970. 

Each of the various movements were challenged by 

oostaclee, some of whic h were particular to the movement 

while others have remained universal. However. the success 

of these institutions has lead educators to believe that 

Jewish all-day schools have developed into a permanent and 

important aspect in the education of American Jews. 

i v 



GHAPTER ONE 

THE HISTORY OF THE JEWISH DAY SCHOOL 
I N THE UNITED STATES PRIOR TO WORLD WAR IT 
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The first Jewi sh immigrants l anded in the continental 

United States in September 1654 . They were a group of 

twenty-three settlers of Spanish and Portuguese heri t age .i 

Their arr ival heralded the Colonial Period ( 1654-1785) o f 

Amer ican Jewish education .2 

They were essentially Or thodox J ews who established 

congregations in tne Sephardic tradition. By 1790, the 

Sephardim were already a minor ity in the expanding Jewish 

population,3 ID response to the dear t h of public school 

education, they c reated s chool s to educate thei r young in 

b oth secular and Jewish studies. 4 They recognized their 

dual responsibility. First . as c onsc ientious Jews, they were 

obligated to perpetua te Jewish Halacha and c ulture in the 

tradition o f their ancestors. Concurrently, they now lived 

in America which implied learning to live as Americans. This 

meant teaching their children about American law and 

culture . The immigrants · go al was t o create an educational 

system that would perpetuate both culturee . o In short. 

1 A Hietory of Jewish Education in America, ed . Judah 
Pilch ( New York: Walden Press. Inc .. 1969), p. 2. 

2Dr. Alvin Schiff, The Jewish Day School in America 
( New York: Jewish Education Committee Preae, 1966), p. 20 . 

3Pilch. p. 2. 

•Rabb i Daniel B. Syme, "Ref orm Judaism and Day Schools: 
The Great Historical Dilemma," Religious Education, 78 
(1983). 153. 

15Syme , "'Reform Judaism and Day Schools: The Great 
Historical Di l emma . ·· p . 155. 
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educ a tion prior to 1800 consisted of a tutor who taught the 

rudimentary aspects of religion and the requleite secular 

knowledge nec essary for survival in America. 6 

In 1730 Congregation Shearith Israel in New York was 

built. and in 1731 t hey opened a Jewish school. Yeshivah 

Minhat Areb. By 1755, it was cited as a "publik s chool " 

where the hazzan of the congregation taught Hebrew, Spanish. 

English , wr iting and arithmetic in hie home o r in his home 

Sunday through Friday. Hence, the fi rst Jewish Day School 

had been establish in the New World. 7 

Although it was called a " publik school", it wae 

actually a pr iva te institution where one paid a tu itio n in 

order to educate a c hi ld.a Shearith I srael's doors remained 

opened with t he noted exception of the period during the 

British occupation of New York.a The school was 

subsequently reopened in 1793. 

In 1808 Congregation Shearith I srael o pened the 

Polonlee Ta l mud Torah. Thie wae t he congresation · e second 

school wh ich operated ae a day school until 1821.io Once 

BJewieh Education in the United States, ed. Lloyd P. 
Gartner ( New York: Teacher · e College Presa, 1969), p. 5. 

7 Syme, "Reform Judaism and Day Schools: The Great 
Historical Dilemma, .. p . 155. 

BPilch , p. 5. 

9Gartner, "' J ewish Education in the United States, ·· 
p. 6 . 

10Ibid. 
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again , the curriculum cons isted of both Jewish and sec ular 

studies . The former included Bible reading and translation, 

Halacha, customs, as we ll as Hebrew and rabbinic 

literature. 11 

The school attempted to instill a strong sense of 

morality and honor in its students. 12 As stated in its 

charter these goals included "To instill in the youthful 

min d a love of learning, a veneration for relig ion and 

morality, and an attainment o f useful instruction . " i 3 

Mo r eover, communal prayer was an integral part of the 

achool. Either before or after c lasses , a competent student 

was selected to lead the community in p r ayer. J."' Until 

1856, the Polonies Talmud Torah school was par t of the 

Common School System, a nd subsequently received g r ants from 

the city and etate . 10 

It was not long before echooJe in America began to 

t e ach both secular and r elig ious studies in t he same 

setting . The first Jews had l a nded o n American soil almos t a 

hundred years p r ior . Unlike the immigrants, their 

d escendants only knew and spo ke En g lish as it was the ir 

11lbid. 

12 t bid., p . 45. 

13 !bid . , p . 46. 

14Jbid .• p . 45. 

10Noah Nar d i , " The Growt h of J ewi s h Day Sche e l e in 
Amer i ce. , ·· Jewi eh Educ at i o n , 20 ( 1948 ) , 23 . 
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native language. Therefore, instruction at these Jewish 

Schools wae in English. Yet, there had been no suc h 

precedent in Eastern and Central Europe. According to Dr. 

Jacob Rader Marcus : 

Intellectually . the introduction of such studies 
implied a rejection of the past and of the cultural 
separatism which had been the norm; it connoted a 
recognition and affirmation of the new modern wo rld of 
tolerance and acceptance in whi ch the American Jew 
found himself_ is 

In 1759 Congregation Yeshuat Israel in Newport, Rhode 

Island. appealed LO Hikveh Israel in Philadelphia for money 

to fund the construction of a school and a synagogue. On 

December 2. 1763 , Yeshua.t Israel dedicated its synagogue and 

school. While the members at Congregation Yeehua.t Israel 

recognized the importance of education , there a.re no extant 

records describing the relationship between the congregation 

and the school.17 

By 1782 a similar school opened in Philadelphia.. In 

1798 the constitution of Mikveh Israel called for the 

position of a rabbi or teacher. Sadly. it remained 

vacant.is Unfortunately, the schools in Newport and 

Philadelphia had a transient life, leaving only Shearith 

Israel until 1821 whe n it was remodeled as an afternoon 

.l.6Dr. Jacob Rader Marcus, Tbe Col onial American Jew 
1492-1776 (Detroit: Wayne State University Preas, 1970), II. 
1065. 

17Pilch, p. 8. 

18Ibid. 
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school. Essentially, the high cost o f operating such schools 

prevented t heir success. Thus , Jewish educ ation retur ned to 

the home. Compared to a quality school in 18th century 

Poland, these schools a ccomplished little. They were not 

cons idered a great advancement in American Jewish 

education.10 

There were instances. particularly i n the south, where 

J ewish children attended secular · private schools whic h 

also offered an ar r ay of general Hebrew studies. A s chool 

operated in Charleston, South Car olina from 1811-1814 by 

Emmanuel Nunes Carvalho. " I nstruction was g ive n in Latin , 

French, English and Spani sh besides 

Hebrew . " 20 

During t his poet Revolutiona ry War period , the 

establishment of day s chools was erratic and unstable. For 

many Jewish c hildren i n the pre-revolutionary period the 

parents or the community hired private tutors . In some cases 

the tutor served a dual role such as teacher and ehohet. In 

o ther instances, the teacher was an individual whom t h e 

congregation hired in return for teaching the children of 

the indigent.21 All of the schools during this period were 

tuition schools. The c ommuni t y compensated f o r the poor. 

America was t he land where everyone. rich and poor alike, 

19Marc ua, "The Colonial American Jew, II , 1067. 

2opilch , p. 14 . 

21Marc ue, The Colonial American Jew, II , 542. 
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deserved an education. 

Educatio nal options varied acco rding t o one ' s station 

in life.22 Ae the immigrants reached a higher standard of 

living thr ough economic and social statue , they a c quired far 

more educational opportunities. Still, 

educational decisions baaed upon where the 

others made 

family lived, 

rural or urban; the father ' s occ upation; and t he educational 

traditions 

Neverthe less, 

from 

each 

secular education. 

the fam i ly · s i:-ountry o f origin.23 

student would receive a religious and 

Jewish immigrants came to America with a ric h histo ry 

of al l-day religious schools.24 The typical American 

Jewish parent believed the purpose of these lessons as 

stated by Dr. Jacob Marcus was, ··to make observant Jews of 

their children who were to be conditioned emotionally to 

take up their religious identity. " 20 Jewish studies 

referred to reading and translating the siddur. in addition 

to understanding synagogue ritua1.2s 

The end of the Colonial Period marked a significant 

stag e in 

struggles 

Jewish education in the New 

and patter ns in Jewish 

22Pilch, p. 5. 

23Ibid. , p. 6. 

World. Several of the 

education which were 

2 4Ma r cus, Tbe Col onial Ame r ican J ew, II , 1057. 

201bid. 

2&Schiff, The Jewi a h Da y School i n Ameri c a , p . 244 . 
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present, at that time, continue to plague education today. 

It was during t his period that Jewish schools began t o 

follow the patterns of American education. Separation of 

religious and secular education was commonplace. Therefo re, 

supplementary religious teaching was encouraged. Sadly, the 

Jewish teacher held a very low status , in conjunction with 

the uncertainty of the congregation ' s r ole in education.27 

Since Jews were no longer f o rced to live in shtetls, 

the Jewish community was open to new possibilities. J ews 

could pursue an 

economic status. 

educ ation, thus 

The J ewish 

advancing their 

community was 

socio­

more 

individualistic and heterogenous than ever before.2e At 

the close of the Colonial Period in 1790, t here were 1,500 

to 2,000 Jews in America.2e 

The second period of Jewish education in America as 

defined by Dr. Alvin Schiff , was the Century of Growth and 

Decline (1786-1879 ). This era can beet be characterized by 

the many new changes in Jewish education. In 1840 , there 

were only 40,000 Jews in the United States. Yet , the number 

was to grow to 250,000 in mere ly forty yeara.ao Jewish 

education, just based upon these numbers, experienced 

tremendous change. Whether education was family, synagogue 

27Pilch, p. 23. 

2Blbid. 

29lbid . ' p. 1. 

SOibid., p . 26. 
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or community oriente d, a ccor ding to Dr . Judah Pilc h the goal 

was t o . ·• . . t rain the c hild to believe in the existence 

of the c reator and t o observe Jewish law. " ai 

As the public school bec ame a distinct reality Jews 

gradual ly shifted their emphasis on educat ion . Hebrew and 

Judaic traini ng became a secondary importance. Despite the 

growth of many Jewish al l-day schools during this period, 

they were all closed by the end o f t his period . None o f the 

echoole eetabliehed resembled the thriving day s c hoo ls of 

the 20th century.a2 

As early ae 17 79, Thomas Jefferson advanc ed the not ion 

of public schooling, although it never came t o fruition 

during hie lifetime. Fo r many new Americana the pub lic 

school system was more than an American transformation. It 

was the passport to success and acceptance in this society. 

Aa desc ribed by Dr. Lloyd Gartner public schools were: 

Free, tax supported , open equally to 
was the place where the child would 
democratic ideals and prepa red 
responsibilities of citizenship in hie 

al l chi ldren, it 
be imbued with 

to assume the 
maturity.33 

Horace Hann , years later , e c ho ed similar sentiments. He 

believed that public schools were the vehicles that would 

31lbid., p. 27. 

32Schiff, Tbe Jewish Dav School in America, p . 245 . 

sst loyd P. Gartner, "Temples of Liberty Unpo lluted: 
Amer ican Jews and Public Schools, 1840-1875 ," A Bic entennial 
Festechrift for Jacob Rader Harcus, ed. Bertram Wallace Korn 
( Maeeachusette: American Jewish Historical Society, 1976), 
p. 157. 
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eradicate d1fference6 and provide equal oppo r tunities for 

all citizens. The school was the institution by which all 

children would learn about democracy and liberty. Private 

institutions threatened this meesage.34 Knowing that Jews 

inherently valued education, Horace Hann strove to 

strengthen t he public s c hool thereby, making it more 

inviting to J ews.3o Mann also stressed that each c hild had 

a natural r i ght t o education. He believed it was eociety·s 

duty t o serve as a trustee, by assuring eac h etudent · s right 

to an education.3s 

Many i mmigrants reluctantly sent their children t o the 

public schools despite the blatant Christian inf luencee in 

the school system. Wealthier Jews enrolled their children in 

private Christian institutions , while the p oor relied on the 

free public e chools . 37 

Ae Jews became more comfortable i n America their sense 

of community changed . There was a metamorphosis from the 

closed shtetl mentality to that o f a pluralistic society. In 

the process many Jews lost interest in Jewish education, 

3 4Syme, "" Reform Judaism and Day Schools: The Great 
Historical Dilemma ," p . 157. 

:50lbid., p. 158. 

38Hichael B. Katz ~ Tbe I rony of Early School Reform 
(Cambr i dge : Harvard University Preas, 1968), p. 43 . 

37Dr . Jacob Radar Marcue , United Statee Jewry 1776-
.l.9.85 (Detr oit: Wayne State University Press , 1989), I, 383. 
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indicating that it was no longer a primary concern.ae 

Assimilation, conversion, and intermarriage were now a 

reality. Clearly, for them, the concept o f a Jewish school 

was threatening. Already, a generation of illiterate Jews 

was born . A member of an Aahkenazic synagogue in New York 

City commented: 

We witness in our generation the decline of the 
knowledge of the sacred tongue [Hebrew]. Very few among 
the young are familiar with it; moat o f the boys do not 
even know how to read the prayers correctly.Se 

Interestingly, other parents were convinced that the 

home and the synagogue provided enough of a J ewish 

education. For they believed t hat it was not necessary to 

supplement a Jewish education beyond the home and synagogue . 

There was the perennial problem of a shortage of trained 

t eachers and appropriate textbooks. Tuition at Jewish all-

day schools was expensive; public schools were free. Parents 

wanted thei r American children to obtain the skills they 

would need to advance themselves socially. academically and 

economically in America . These skills were to be found at 

the public schools. • o 

Parents also had the option of enrolling their children 

in supplementary or communal schools. Once a gain, the Jewish 

3BDoniel Zvi Kramer, The Da v Schools and Torah 
Umesorah: The Seedin~ of Tradit i onal Judaism in America ( Ne w 
York: Yeshiva University Press, 1984). p . 2. 

39!bid . 

40lbid . 
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community was often fragmen ted, making it difficult t o 

develop a sound educational system . Thus, many c hi ldren were 

unable to attain a Jewish education beyond elementary 

school . The Orthodox took exception to this trend. They 

believed in the necessity of all-day Jewish schools in o rder 

for their c hildren to survi ve as Jews. Through 1820 J ews 

generally believed that it was their obligation t o preserve 

and transmit Judaism , n o t to c hange or adap t it to t heir new 

eurroundings.4 I.. 

The German migration during the 1840a and the rise of 

Reform Judaism further transformed the educational system 

for American Jews. Initially, the new immigrante were 

reluctant to send their children to these new public 

schoo ls. Therefore. they established their own day schools 

in the communities where they settled.42 Subsequently , 

schools developed in New York. Phi ladelphia. Chicago, 

Baltimore, Bo ston , Cin c innati , and Albany. 43 

Why were these new immigrants s o unwilling to 

part i cipate in the concept of the common school? They 

re fused to allow their children t o attend classes t hat were 

indoctrinated with Christian teaching. Furthermore, Germans 

-tJ.Gartner, "Temples o f Liberty , " p. 164. 

•2Dr. Michael Zeldin, "Eetabliehing Reform Day Schools: 
A Revolutionary Move in Perspective, " The Pedagoeic 
Reporter, 38 (1987), 13. 

• 3 Dr. Alvin I. Schiff. "Fr om Sunday School to Day 
School,'" Jewish Education, 50 (1982), 7. 
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had a history of all-day schools. ln Germany Jewish all-day 

schools wich inclusive secular studies already existed . 44 

Their nationalistic, German-Jewish, heritage was very 

important to them. 40 

Not unlike Catholics, many Jews resented the Protestant 

Christianity which was common in the public schools. The new 

Germans looked down on the Jews who allowed their children 

to be educated under theoe circumstances . Moreover, the 

German immigrants believed t hat the schools which they 

established were of a higher quality of learning than the 

public s c hools. 4 B German i mmigrants were deeply committed 

to the ir native culture. They felt that American schools 

were antagonistic to their German and Jewish needs. 47 This 

was exemplified by the fact that the public schools would 

not accommodate the Germans · wishes to use the German 

language in schoo l . 

In 1830, Congregation Anshe Chesed, comprised of mainly 

Germa n immig rants, opened a day school in New York City. A 

suP'P't'ementary school had been attempted but failed. 

•ODr. Michael Zeldin, "A Cent ury Later and Worlds 
Apart : American Reform Jews And The Public School - Private 
School Dilemma , 1870 , 1970, " June 1986 , p . 5. 

4 ezeldi n , "Establishing Refo rm Jewish Day Schools : A 
Revolutionary Hove in Perspective, " p. 13. 

·'7Zeldin, "A Century Later and Worlds Apart: American 
Reform Jews and the Public Schoo l - Private School Dilemma, 
1870, 1970 ... p . 13. 
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Thereafter, students were taught by private tutors until the 

day school reopened.46 

By 1831 Philadelphia Isaac Leeeer was conducting 

classe s in his boarding house in Philadelphia. Due to his 

sustained success . in 1833, he asked Hikveh Israel to a s sist 

him in opening a Hebrew-Eng lish communal school. The request 

was denied. The congregation was unsympathetic to his 

appeals. The wealthy sent their children t.o private 

Christian schools and the p oor welcomed the concept of free 

public s c h ooling , despite the overt Christian influences in 

the classr oom. 4 B 

Five year s later in 1835 Le e s e r attempted to establish 

a Hebrew and Eng lish s chool for boy s in Philade l phia. He 

opened the sch ool on limited fun ds i n Ma r ch taking p r e-

school age children who were mostly f unded by s cholarships . 

It operated for lee s than two years.60 

Six years later, in 1841. Rabbis I s aac Lees e r and Lou i s 

Salomon, submitted a p l a n to c reate day school s in e v ery 

town wh i ch ha d a sizable n umber o f el i g ib l e s t u den ts. Each 

commun ity wou ld be responsib le f o r h i ring the t eachers. 

While each s c h ool was under the auspices o f the l oca l 

congregation all s c h ools would operate under the Ortho d o x 

•eNathan H. Winter , Jewish Education in a Pluralist 
Society: Sameon Benderly and Jewish Education in the United 
States ( New York : New York University Preas, 1966 ), p. 5 . 

•eMarcue, United Stat es Jewry 1776-1985, I. 383 . 

150ibid . , p . 384 . 
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tradition.01 Thie idea never came to fru ition. Leeser and 

colleagues also t ried to establish a national system of all-

day schools f or boys and girls. That, too. unfortunately 

failed.02 

During the 1840s and 1850s, Congregations began to 

establish their own all-day schools. Although they were 

considered Hebrew day schools they mainly focused on secular 

etudies.o3 They were primarily founded f o r the children of 

the German immigrants, but any member from a Congregation 

could send their children as long as they paid tuition. Once 

again, the indigent were taken into special 

consideration.04 

In 1847, Dr. Hax Lilienthal, of New York City, 

attempted to consolidate Rodeph Shalom and Sharrey 

Hashamayim Congregat ions into a united Union Schoo1.oo 

They were joined by Dr . Herman Felsenheld, the principal of 

the Anehe Cheeed Day School. The Reform Jewish day schools 

were now under the same auspices with a total pupil 

enrollment of 250. oe However. this was a short-lived 

151Marcus, United States Jewry 1776-1985, II, 309. 

152Ibid., p. 250 . 

153Ibid .• p. 273 . 

o•Ibid ., p. 250. 

oooavid Sanford Cohen, "American Reform Judaism and the 
Jewish Day School," Thesis, Hebrew University, 1974, p. 2. 

158!bid., p. 3 . 
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~ndeavor. By 1848 they closed and each Congregation o pened 

its own school.07 

Other day schools attempted in New York inc luded the 

s · nai Jeshurun Educational Institute. Founded in 1853, the 

school noted an enrollment of 177 atudents, after one year 

o f operation. It functioned unt i l 1855 when more and more 

parents opted for the public schoo1 system.oe The Shaar ey 

Zedek Hebrew National School, founded in 1853, was also 

short-lived. 0 e Another institution in New York was the 

Hebrew Free School. A number of congregations established 

this school in 1856 in order to provide an alternative to 

the Christian missionary s chools, w:hich disguised themselves 

under the title "Hebrew Day Schools," and were attracting 

Jewish students.so Eventually, the Hebrew Free School was 

turned into a supplementary afternoon school. 

Cities other than New York were also engaged in 

establishing Jewish day schools. The Hebrew Education 

Society in Philadelphia opened an elementary Jewish day 

school in 1851. The academic quality of this institution was 

far superior to any of its secular competitors. Thie was 

exemplified by the fact that gra,duates of the elementary 

Jewish day school did not have to eiit for the customary high 

67Ibid. 

osschiff, Tbe Jewish Day SchoC>l in America, p. 23. 

159Ibid. 

eocohen , p. 3. 
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school entranc e examinations. 

admitted into t he local high 

They 

achool5. e1 

automat i cally 

The Hebrew 

Educational Society operated for thirty yeare.e2 

In Detroit sixty Jews opened a ''Hebrew- Engl ish-German " 

day school in 1850 . Unable to compete with the success o f 

the public schools this day school closed in 1869.63 A 

day school opened in Easton. Pennsylvania for chree years 

from 1850 to 1853. Baltimore alao established a Jewish Day 

Schoo l in 1851. Kehillath Ansche Maariv, of Chicago, founded 

a day school in 1853. Thie school opera ted for nearly twenty 

years.s4 

Kehillath Aneche 

institution, was similar, 

Germany . There were ten 

Haariv School, an Orthodox 

in concept. to the day school in 

hours per week of German and 

grammar; eight hours per week of English; five hours per 

week of prayers and reading from the Pentateuch; and two 

hours per week o f catechism in Jewish re ligion and history. 

In addition to these aubjects mathematics, geometry, 

drawing, singing and geography were taught.so Non-Jews 

were permitted to teach the secular aubjecte while only the 

eischiff, Tbe Jewish Day School in America. p. 25. 

62Ibid. 

63Gartner. ··Temp lee of Liberty, " p . 166. 

e •Nardi, p. 23. 

BOSchiff . Tbe Jewieh Day School in America. p. 25. 
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cantor, rabbi , or shoket taugh~ Hebrew.es 

This style was a typical since o ne teacher. usually the 

hazzan. t augh t both religious and secular subjects in other 

schoole.s7 As stated by Dr. Lloyd Gartner, r easons for the 

decline of Kehi llath Ansche Maariv included: 

The wan t of a central location. the protection 
generally accorded to public schools, and the general 
aversion of scholars as we ll as t he ind ifference o f 
parents for Hebre~ education ... es 

Also in Chicago was Sinai Congregario n which aleo 

established a similar schoo1.se 

By 1854 t here were Jewish ail-day schools in Boston and 

Albany, New York. In Boston the schoo l was affiliated with 

Anshe Shalom, while the day s c h ool in Albany was associated 

with Congregation Anshe Emeth. 70 Cleveland ' s Anshe Cheeed 

sponsored a day school for t wenty-five years. It did not 

close until 1867. Bnai Jeshurun, t he day school in Newark , 

New Jersey, closeo in 1869.71 

In Cincinnati, Ohio, Isaac Hayer Wise opened a day 

BB!bid . 

67Ibid .• p. 26. 

eeGartner. Jewish Education in the United States. 
p. 96 . 

B9Schiff , The Jewish Dav School in America, p. 26. 

70Nardi, p. 23. 

71Gartner, "Temples of Liberty, " p . 166. 
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school in the basement o f his congregation in 1849 . 72 

Regarding hie school, he wrote the following in A History of 

t h e Isa ac M. Wise Templ e : 

Only seven years elapsed after the incorporation of the 
congregation (in 1842 ), when they determined upon the 
inauguration of a paroch ial school. All Jews then lived 
close together in the heart o f the city. They c ame o f a 
people that loved learning , that would not be content 
with a minimum of education for their children. They 
believed, too, that religious education need not be 
divorced from secular, that both could be imparted as 
aspects of one i ntegral whole. 7 3 

1856 marked t he construction of a separate building adjacent 

to the Temple for use by the school. 7 4 Talmud Yeladim, as 

it was called, prospered until 1868 .70 Rabbi Wise's school 

closed due to not only a paucity of students but 

financee. 7 6 The discipline was poor a n d the quality 

teachers grav i tated toward the public s chools. 7 7 

Isaac Hayer Wise had the ability to view both sides of 

the Jewi sh all-day s c h ool debate. Although I .H . Wise was 

i nitially in favo r of all-day schools, after hie Talmud 

Yeladim closed, he boasted that the only schools remaining 

7 2Rabbi 
History and 
( 1977 ) . 14 . 

Daniel 8. Syme, ·'The Reform Day Schoo l : Its 
Future Prospects, " The Peda gog ic Repo r t er, 29 

73Dr. Michael Zeldin, "The Status o f a Quiet 
Revolution: Refo rm Day Schools in the 1980' s ," 1985 . p. 1. 

7 • Ibid. 

7~Rabbi B. Daniel Syme. "The Reform Day School: lte 
Hi s tory a nd Future Pr o.epecte," p. 14 . 

7 6Pilch, p. 33. 

77lbid., p. 34. 
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in Cincinnati were part o f a Congregation. To this sentiment 

Wise added: 

It ie our settled opinion here t hat the edu cat ion 0f 
the young is the business of the State, and the 
religious institution, to which we add Heb r e w , i a the 
duty o f rel i g ious bodies. Neither ought to interfer e 
with t he other . The secul ar branches belong t o the 
public schools , religio n in the Sabbath achools1 
exclue:ively .7s 

The New York Talmud Torah and Hebrew Institute was an 

anomaly . Overal l. it was better t han other day schools . I t 

most close ly resembled the modern Yeshivah as we understand 

it.79 Its achievements were no tewo rthy. 

At an examination in this year ( 1843 ), the highest 
class proved that it could translat e nearly al l of 
Genes is. In 1845, this class could translate most o f 
the Pentateuch. and two o f its members were able to 
read and translate Rashi. . an accomplishment that 
was almost unheard of in the city at that time." 80 

The New York Talmud Torah and Hebrew Institute differed 

from other days-schools during the eighteenth and nineteenth 

centuries in that i t was never affiliated with a 

congregational schoo1.s1 Reverend Samuel Isaacs, the 

principal, attempted to transform the school into a 

community project in order to engage more support. However. 

the plan failed and without communal support , it would not 

78Gartner, Jewish Education in the Un ited States , 
p. 86. 

79Schiff, Tbe J ewish Day School i n America , p. 27. 

BO Ibid. 

Bi.Ibid. 
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be long before the schoo l c ould not continue its 

operation.e2 

Many Jewish immigrants had climbed the l adder of 

opportun ity and could affo rd the luxury and status of 

sending their children t o t hese priva~e all-day schools. 

Acco rdi ng to Dr . Jacob Rader Harcus , by the 1850s : .. almost 

every Jewish town o f size in the Un ited States had at least 

one all-day school. larger cities had eeveral . .. B3 In 

fact, there were a t least seven Jewish "parochial " type 

schools in New York City by 1854. The total enrollment of 

J ewish denominational s c hools was greater than the s um of 

New York City ' s Protest an t schools.a• 

The German immigrants did not stay at the J ewish all-

day schools for long. As soon as religion was either 

modified or removed from the common schools , the new Germane 

embraced the public schools and abandoned their all-day 

sch0ola.sc Comfortable in t heir new environment German 

J ews soon bec ame l abeled as ··upwardl y mobile. " BB 

Essentially, Jewish parents wanted to enroll their children 

B2Ibid . 

83Dr. Jacob Rader Harcus, United States Jewry, II , 250. 

B4lbid. 

eozeldin, "Establishing Jewish Day 
Revolutionary Hove in Perspective," p. 13. 

Schools: A 

eesyme, "The Reform Day School: Its History and Future 
Prospects," p. 14. 
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in the institution t ha t wou ld provide t he best 

e duc a t1on .B7 The German Jews subsequently embr aced 

suppleme nt a ry and Sunday Schools for their childnens · 

re lig iou s education. Jewish day schoo l s we r e established and 

closed bas ed upon the academic standards in the public 

s chools.BB In essence. Jewish par ents enrolled their 

ch ildren in the school, either publ i c or private. wh ich 

prov i ded t h e best education. 

The re we r e numerous argume n ts fo r and against the 

J ew ish day school. A noted difference s e parated the views of 

Isi do r Busch ( 1822-1898 ) (later Bus h) and I eaa~ Lee ser. 

Bu s ch was a man of optimism and counsel. He believed that 

the f u t u re of Amer ican Jewry depe nde d upon the suppor t of 

p~blic schools. In 1851 Bus c h wrote : 

Support a s much a s you can t he public schoo l syst em. 
and l end no help whatever to s ecta rian ins t i tutions: do 
not send y our children, neither your eons nor your 
dau ghters, to s uch. and don't complain about heavy 
school t axes. e e 

Three year s l a ter he belie v ed t h a t the public educ ation 

assumed an e ven greate r i mpor t anc e . For t he pub l i c s c hools. 

he argued, provided the assuranc e and securit y for a better 

l ife for all c hi l dren. 

Isaac Leeser deba t ed t hat i t was abso lutely neceeeary 

e7zeldin, "A Century Lat er and Worlds Apart ," p. 22. 

eeor . Michael Zeldin, "The Promise of Historical 
Inquiry in Jewish Education : 19th Century Day Schools and 
20th Century Policy," p. 7. 

B9Gartner, "Temples o f Liberty, " p. 170. 
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to separate Jewish children from their Christian 

counterparts. Essentially. Leeser held that the public 

schools were Christian institutions, and Jewish children 

would never be more than a ··tolerated minority . "ao In 

response to Isador .Busch, Isaac Leeser noted: 

[Busch] overrates the advantage of a public school 
education, and overrates the difficulties of evening 
religious schools. The mode of instructing children in 
Hebrew in the extra ( afternoon and weekend) hours, has 
been tried and has signally failed. e1 

Leeser believed tha t religion , in and of itself, was at the 

fundamental ba sis of education and thus, wanted the public 

s chools to use a universal religion, rather than a 

particular one. While Leeser remained cautious, t he Jewish 

American public generally supported Busch. 

Emanuel Brandeis, an individual with a similar 

background to Busch supported his fellow academician·e 

argument. He believed that J ews ought to be grateful that 

the public schools opened their door to Jews. It was in 

public school that all children were treated equally . To 

segregate oneself, in hie belief, was anti-Americ an. 

American citizenship represented the essence of religious 

freedom and tolerance . However, Brandeis held that euch 

religious beliefs should be exercised privately, not in the 

BOibid., p. 173. 

B1Dr. Alvin I . Schiff, Contemporary Jewish Education: 
Ieeachar A.merican Style (Dallas: Rossel Books , 1988), 
p. 111. 
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common, public schoo1.e2 

October of 1655 marked the first meeting of the 

Conference o f American r abbis in Cleveland. Ohio. On their 

agenda was J ewish educ a tion . Again, opinions were sharply 

divided between those who were in favor of maintaining the 

separation bet ween public and religious educa t ion and those 

individuals who supported a combined re ligious and secular 

education. 

Rabbi Isidor 

individuals who 

Kalisch of Cleveland 

wished to maintain 

was one o f those 

t his educational 

separation. He believed that Jews should continue to support 

the public schools and educate their children in 

supplementary institutione.e3 

Louisville clearly understood 

Rabbi B.H. Gotthelf o f 

the importance of public 

school educ ation but was fearful of the Chri stian influence 

the teachers and textbooks espoused. He, therefore, promoted 

separate schools for Jewish children .e4 

The sole dissident at the conference was Rabbi Bernard 

Felsenthal, a moderate Reform rabbi from Chicago . He was the 

only rabbi to plead for the continuation of the Jewish 

school. He acknowledged the importance of a public school 

education, but was dismayed by the fact that a one day a 

week Sunday School was not ample time to properly impart 

92Gartner, "'Temples of Liberty," p. 174. 

e3Ibid. 

e•Ibid., p. 175. 
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Jewish learning.so It wae Rabbi Felsenthal s belief that 

in order for one to grasp the massive body of Jewish 

knowledge , one required instruction on a daily basis.es 

Rabbi Felsenthal passionately argued that: 

In a Sabbath school where the Jewish children assemble 
once weekly , ~hie given goal cannot be reached, 
especially when, as in the case in the American cities 
on account of the Jews having settled en masee, these 
Sabbath schools are overcrowded and pedagogic personnel 
and facilities do not exist in adequate 
quantity ... . "B7 

The only way to accomplish this goal was through the Jewish 

day school. Rabbi Felsenthal was consistently defeated in 

hie arguments. 

In 1869 the Cincinnati Board of Education passed a 

significant decision. They ruled that Bible reading was no 

longer permitted in the public schools. As expected, the 

Superior Court of Cincinnati hastily objected to this 

decision . By 1873, the Supreme Court of Ohio reversed this 

decision, thus upholding the original ruling.es Rabbis 

Isaac Mayer Wise and Max Lilienthal personally opposed Bible 

readings in the classroom as they felt it was not only bad 

for Jews, but because it was contrary to the American dogma 

eorbid. , p. 177 . 

eezeldin, "A Century Later and Wor lde Apart, ·· p . 26, 

97Sc hiff, Contemporary Jewish Education, pp. 111- 112. 

eeaartner, "Temples of Libert y, " p . 179. 
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of separation of Church and State.es 

With the impr ovement of the public school came the 

demise of the Jewish all-day school. Protestants were 

fierc ely against the Catholic parochial school. By 1855 the 

common school had made a transition from the religious 

nature which had previously characterized it to a mo re 

secular outlook. It was apparent that the immigrants no 

longer wished to be separated from the rest of society. 

Integration was their goa1.100 For it wae widely 

perce ived that if Jews were to become an intrinsic part o f 

American s ociety, they were obligated to champion the 

Amer ican institution of the public school. Ideally, public 

schools would provide children of all nationalities an 

environment free of prejudic e .101 American Jews 

desperately feared building a wall between t hemselves and 

their Christian neighbors.102 

Jews and non-Je ws would learn to associate with one 

another at an early age in the public school. How could 

chi ldren who studied together and were dedicated to the same 

democratic ideals not learn to live together? As eloquently 

stated by Isador Bush: 

eezeldin. "The Promise of Historical Inquiry in Jewish 
Education ," p. 9. 

l.OOMarcus, United States Jewrv, II, 254. 

101zeldin, "A Century Later and Worlds Apart, " p. 11. 

102p11ch, p. 34. 
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which class of our children are in a better 
condition to meet and overcome the spectre of 
Intolerance: those whom we have thus excluded from all 
intercourse with the children of others , who, when they 
leave the Jewish s chool are wholly unprepared to meet 
' the spectre· or those who already learnt to kno w it, 
and under our guidance have been taught to repel such 
indignity in this country of c ivil and religious 
freedom?J.03 

The Hebrew day schoo l during this period canno t be 

summarily dismissed . It served the greater purpose o f 

bridging the new immigrants fro m t he Ol d World t o t he New 

World. Jewish American immigrants now raised American Jewish 

c hildren. A high school diploma from a public school meant 

acceptance into higher education. Wh ile Jews c hos e this 

route, Catholics held onto their beliefs and continued to 

enroll t heir c h ildren in parochial school. 

As greater segments of Jewish American society endorsed 

t he public school system, the maj o ri ty of Jewish a ll-day 

schools were eventually closed by the outbreak of t he Civil 

War . Rabbi Edward N. Calisch · s words of twenty years ago 

clearly echoed t he general sentiment of the times: 

Judaism earnestly upholds the public school system of 
America, because it believes that the strength and the 
glory of the country lie therein. The public schools 
are the cornerstone of the nation, on which and by 
means o f which, she haa reared the superstructure of 
her unparalleled achievemente.104 

Public schools stood f o r democracy. Through these 

schools. American children could work together for a shared 

ioaschiff, Contemporary Jewish Education, p. 110 . 

1o•Gartner, "Temples of Liberty, .. p. 181. 
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goal. Hebraic etudiee were less a priority to the majority 

of Jewish parents. With the secularization of schools, free 

tuition, and improved management and supervision, thP. day 

schools could simply not compete with the public 

echool~.100 There was no Jewien Communal Agency to assist 

in supplementing the prohibitive costs of the Jewish all-day 

schoola.1oe Hence, Jewish i nstitutions were encouraged to 

direct their attention and funds to~ards the &fternoon and 

supplementary school concept. 

Of note, the Reform Movement was an important oatalyet 

in the transition from all- day school education to public 

school education during tris period. Reform Judaism embraced 

the vision which Horace Mann articulated. Consequently , 

Reform Jews were deeply committed tc the public school 

system. 107 The common school offered benefits for 

everyone. With a public school diploma, one could more 

easily enter into the world of higher education. It was the 

road to upward mobility. Regardless of heritege, public 

schools meant freedom and equality for a11 . 1os These 

concepts, of course, were in keeping with the beliefs of 

Reform Jlldaiem. 

100Schiff, Tbe Jewish Day School in America, p. 24. 

iosrbid. 

1.07$yme, "The Reform Day School : Its Hjetory and future 
Prospects," p. 14. 

ioezeldin, "A Century Later and Worlds Apart, " p. 3. 
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Julius Friebe rg , in 1874. referred to the public 

s chools as: 

It 

veritable · temples of liberty· in wh ich American 
c h ildren, "high and low, rich and poor, Protestants, 
Catholics, and Jews, · prepared thei r own futu re and 
that of their oountry.ioe 

was unpatriotic to support any other full-time 

institution eave the public school, and the flag . 

Several Jewish day s c h ools remained open until the 

1880s , but they were mai~ly in the South and West. Schools 

existed in cit ies such ae Memphis, Tennessee, Mobile, 

Alabama, Shreveport and New Orleans, Louisiana, Dallas 1 

Chicago, Portla nd, Oregon, and San Bernardino , 

California.110 These institutions were alee open to 

Christians who were not required to attend classes when the 

Jewish subjects were instructed on Saturday and 

Sunday. 1 i 1 

Dr. Michael Zeldin proposed four possibl e e xplanations 

of the rise and fall of day schools during the 19th centur y . 

His interpretations are baaed u p on: 1. religion i n t h e 

public schools, 2 . the question over the German language, 3. 

the quality of education, and 4 . t he issue of Jewish 

education, iteelf.112 

109Gartner, "Temples of Liberty , " p . 182 . 

11.0Marcue, United States Jewry, II, 251. 

11.1. lbid . 

112zeldin, "The Promise of Historical Inquiry in Jewish 
Education, " Abstract. 
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The German immigrants were most eager to be total 

participants in American life. This sentiment was echoed by 

rabbis at the Cleveland Conference of Rabbis in 1870. 

Yet , 

We love and r evere this country as our home and 
fatherland for us and our children; and therefore 
consider it our paramount duty to sustain and support 
the government; to favor by all means the system of 
free education, leaving religious instruction to the 
care of different denominations.11a 

as previously mentioned, many German immigrants 

i mmediately establis hed their o~-n all- day schools. Others 

were opening congre gational schools, while still others 

enr ol led their children in the public schools. It was 

conceivable that more Germans would have e mbraced the public 

school sooner had their wishes been met. 

Jews embraced the public school once religious 

instruction was removed. Dr. Zeldin argued that one could 

not escape the Christ ian indoctrination in the public 

schools. One of the public schools ' mission was to instill 

moral values into the students. This translated to Christian 

mo r al education.11 4 Occasionally , t here existed a 

Christi an teacher who felt it was hie job to influence the 

Jewish children. Furthermore, the textbooks had traces o f 

Protestant influences.110 Jews believed that the pub lic 

s c hools should be absolutely secular. Not even a "neutral 

113!bid .• p. 4. 

114lbid ., p . 6. 

11erbid . 
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religion, ' 86 Isaac Lesser advocated would be 

tolerable.J.ie Another reason why German immigrants 

established their own schools was the language factor. 

Germane were dedicated to the perpetuation of their own 

language and culture. When the public schools would not 

accommodate their demands t hey c reated their own, German. 

institutions.117 Interest ingly , Rabbis Wise and Leeaer 

opposed the teaching of German in the public s c hools. They 

believed that it was the responsibility of the immigrants t o 

learn English. Hence, the public schools were the ideal 

medium by which to accomplish this goal. 

I n 1858 the State of Pennsylvania was embroiled in a 

debate regarding the uee of German in the public schools. 

The question was raised as to whether the German language 

should be given official sanction in the public schools. The 

very concept of a common school " was contrary to the 

proposed use of German. Multilingual statue would only serve 

to further divide students by language and culture.1is 

One of the precepts of the common school was to create a 

"melting pot. " Therefore, based on this concept, all 

cultural dietinctiveneee should be eradicated.110 

l.l.6!bid., p. 9. 

l.17lbid .• p. 10. 

11BHichael B. Katz, Class . Bureaucracy . and Sch ools: 
The Illusi on o f Educat i onal Chanee in America ( Ne w York: 
Praeger Publisher s, 1971), p. 39. 

lJ.S!bid. 
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The German-Jewish view was to enroll children in the 

school with the highest standard of education. At first the 

German immigrants perceived the educational standards of the 

public schools to be rather poor, once again an additional 

reason to establish their own day schools. Thie perennial 

debate often determined the number of day schools during the 

mid-nineteenth century.120 

According to Dr. Zeldin. t he fourth interpretation of 

Jewish education during this period was the issue o f Jewish 

education. For most Jews during this time, their children · s 

J ewish education was not an issue. During the 1850's and 

1860"s Jewish education had very little to do with the day 

school debate.121 The enlightened German Jews gradually 

accepted secular education . A supplementary or Sunday School 

education was adequate for their Jewish education. 

Hence. at the close of this period, American Jewry had 

witnessed the rise and fall of Jewish all - day schools. 

Although many schools in numerous cities were established, 

none represented the model with which we are presently 

familiar. The next period in American Jewish Education would 

introduce new and lasting changes. 

The year 1880 witnessed an unparalleled number o f 

Jewish immigrants to the United States. Host came from 

12ozeldin, '"The Promise of Historical Inquiry in Jewish 
Education, " p. 12. 

121lbid., p. 14. 
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Russia. Po land Romania and Galicia. These Jewe were from 

places which were deeply committed to Jewish tradition 

allowing little or none of the secular culture to infiltrate 

into t heir lives. In 1900 there were o ne million Jews in the 

United States. By 1915 the number roee to 3,500,000, 

followed by 4,500 . 000 in 1925.122 

Between the period of 1881 to 1914 approximately 2 

million Jewish immigrants traveled from Eastern Europe to 

America.123 The period from 1880-1916, with regard to day 

schools in the United States, was the era o f the Pioneer 

Yeshivot.124 This period began to establish the 

foundation of the paradigm for day schools to follow .12 0 

These new immigrants were unaccustomed to a hospitable 

secular envi r onment. Those Jews emigrating from Russia, in 

particular, were abandoning a mo re hostile environment. 

Those wishing to obtain a sec ular education in Russia were 

denied it by law of the Czars. As Dr. Gar tner illustrates in 

Jewish Education in the United States : 

However . the modern secular c ulture which was seeping 
into East European Jewish life overwhelmed the 
immigrant in America, where he indeed expected and 
wanted to enter the modern world while preserving 
something of the t raditional culture. It is truly 

122Gartner, J ewish Education in the United States , 
p . 10. 

123William B. Heimreich , The Wo rld of the Yeshiva ( New 
York: The Free Press, 1982), p. 18. 

124Schiff, Contemporary Jewish Education, p. 119 . 

12orbid. 
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remarkable with wha t ease and alacrity immigrant J ewish 
children were dispatched by their parents to the 
government ' s compulsory public schoo le.12s 

The new Americans immediately encouraged their chi ldren 

to learn English so they could be enrolled in the public 

schools. It was through this educational system that t hese 

children would master American cul ture and eventually become 

true "American citizens. " Although Jewish educ ation was not 

e mphasized by immigrant families initially, they eventually 

turned their support towards all-day schools.127 

For many nf the new immigrants, traditional Jewish 

values seemed to be of little importance.12e Free public 

schooling was ideal f o r these new. indigent immigr ants. 

Parents did not want to see their children toiling in sweat 

shop s. Public schooling was the ide al alternative and key to 

upward mobility . Separate Jewish day schools we r e 

antithetical to their belief in the American concept of the 

"melting pot. "12e 

The ultra-Orthodox Jews were far more hesitant to 

become a part of t he great American "me lting pot ... Secure in 

thei r Jewi s h ide nt ity, t h ey i nitially e n rolled 

126Gart n e r , J ewish Educ a t i on in the Un ited States , 
pp . 10-11 . 

1276yme , "Reform Judai sm and Day Schools, " p . 153 . 

12esc h i f f. Contemporary Jewish Education , p. 113. 

12ep11c h . p . 55. 
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children in the public schoola.130 They attended Sunday 

Schools briefly but found them ''deficient in both subject 

matter and religious spirit. " 1 3 1 Hence. Eastern European 

Jews divided themselves into t wo categories: those who 

remained faithful to the public schools. and those who 

placed their children in Jewish all-day schools. 132 

Day schools, commonly called yeshivo t ketBnot, were 

established to accommodate t he children of those immigrants 

who feared assimilation. Dissatisfied with the l evel o f 

Jewish learning in America they assumed responsibility to 

o pen their own echools . 133 Their goal was to t ransmit 

their rich Eastern European heritage to their new home in 

AmericR. 

The yeshivah on the elementary school level was an 

intensive all-day Jewish school experience.134 There were 

Orthodox, Hebrew and Modernist institutions.130 Several 

institutions taught classes in Yiddish and were vehemently 

against any degree of assimilation. Despite these 

differences. they all had one goal in common: These schools 

1 30Syme. "Reform Judaism and Day Schools: The Great 
Historical Dilemma, " p. 161. 

l.3l.Ibid., p. 162. 

l.32Ibid. 

l.33Schiff, Tbe Jewish Day School in Ame r ica, p. 28. 

134Pilch, p . 57 . 

l.~OGartner, Jewish Education in the United States, 
p. 28. 
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sought to instill within the child the notion that Jewish 

law was not only sac r ed but truly binding.i.3s 

The Etz Chaim Talmudic Ac ademy was founded in 1886 far 

the children of Eastern Europeans. It was established by the 

parents who w&.nted their children educated in a n environment 

which concentrated on emphasizing the J ewish t rad ition of 

commitment to a Torah-structured life. Although they 

concentrated on Talmudic and Rabbinic literature, Becular 

studies were also taught.l.37 

Yeshibath Rabbi Yi tzchak Elchanan was founded in 1897. 

In 1915 , Etz Chaim and Yitzchak Elc hanan joined force s to 

become the Rabbinical College o f Americ a with Dr. Bernard 

Revel as their president . The Rabbinic al College of America 

was according to Dr. Alv i n Schiff: " a Jewish parochial 

school. "13e Both Jewish and secular courses were offered 

on the elementary a:1.d high school leve ls. Although they were 

not offered on t he collegiate level. student s were permitted 

to attend local co llege classes. By 1917 a total of 170 

students ( 90 elementary, 40 high school, 50 advanced) were 

in attendance at the college.iae Eventually, it 

developed into Yeshiva Univereity.i.•o 

1ssrbid., pp. 28-29. 

137Schiff, Tbe Jewish Dav School in America, p. 30. 

,1.3B!bid., p . 32 . 

.1.39!bid. 

i • OKramer, p. 4 . 

-36-



While the earlie r Day Schools were mo r e Ame r ica n i n 

their style and persona lity s t ressing "bicultural " v alues , 

these newer schoo ls mo r e c l osely resembled the s c hools in 

Eastern Europe.1•1 For they were the f o r e runners o f t he 

future American Day Sc h ools i n America.142 

The firs t Natio nal Sch oo l opened in 1893 by S.H . 

Neumann in the Williamsburg section of Brooklyn.143 

Twelve years lat er , it was followed by t he National Hebrew 

Sc hool for Girls . These s c h ools were establi shed in order t o 

emphasize the importance o f teaching Hebrew conversation. 

The schoo ls also included modern Hebrew literature into the 

curriculum. A. H. Friedland opened a third school in 

Manhattan in 1910. Friedland ' s s c hool was well- known for its 

intensive Hebrew language and literature program.144 

By the 1890s, the Reform Movement was fully supportive 

o f publ ic s c hoo l education. They were primarily concerned 

with unity. The Reform Movement believed that all American 

Jews should rally around this public institution. Rabbi 

Edward N. Caliech, at the 1892 CCAR Convention, articulated 

this vision when he said: "the public schools are the 

cornerstones of the nation. 

encourages . most emphatically 

1 •1Cohen. p. 5. 

142Winter, pp. 22-23. 

1 43lbid. p. 23. 

144!bid . 
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endorses , most strongly 



supports 1 t. "l.40 This endorsement included ardent 

opposition to any kind of religious instruction in the 

public school as they were also concerned with protecting 

Jewish students from Christian missionaries.145 

Around the turn of the century several traditional 

Yeshivot opened. These schools were unique from the earlier 

day schools o f previous periods. The traditional Yeshivot 

represent the most traditional and oldest day s c hools i n 

America.1 47 In 1901 Yeshivah Rabbenu Jacob Joseph was 

established. It was followed by the Yeahivah in Harlem in 

1908 and Yeshivah Hayim Berlin in 1910. Seven years ltiter in 

1917, a c entral coordinating committee was formed in order 

to organize the work of thes e various day schools.i•e 

Between 1900-1910, the Talmud Torah school became quite 

popular. Interestingly, they were more successful in America 

than they were in Europe.i•a However. these institutions 

were not without problems. Parente enrolled and removed 

their children without regard for the educational s tructure. 

Schools randomly opened and closed, and often students were 

assigned to a various classroom without regard to their age 

i •oCohen, p. 16. 

l.46lbid .• p. 15. 

l.47Nardi , p. 24 . 

l.48!bid. 

i•BPilch, p. 57. 
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or background_ioo During this period, there were 

approximately twenty-four such schools with 10,710 students 

and 163 teac hers .101 

In 1912 Dr. Samson Benderly , commonly referred to as 

the "father of modern Jewish education in America, · 

c onducted a study regarding the condition of education in 

New York City. He discovered that there were about 200.000 

Jewish children ages six to sixteen. Based on his study, he 

concluded that 150,000 of them received no formal Jewish 

education.102 In addition, he f ound most o f the teachers 

unqualified 

studies.J.153 

t o teach not only Jewish but secular 

Dr. Benderly encouraged the Bureau of Jewish Education 

to issue a number of reforms in Jewish educat ion. These 

included written contracts and a new salary s cale for the 

Talmud Torah School s. In addition, guidelines were created 

by which the teachers were f o rmal ly examined and 

evaluated.l.154 Furthermore, textbooks were standardized 

throughout the city. As always, the Bureau sought t h e 

support of the community for these schoola.100 

l.150!bid .• p. 59. 

l.151 Ibid., P- 67 . 

1021bid. , p. 72. 

l.03lbid. 

i.o"Ibid . , p. 73. 

1015!bid., P - 74 . 
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For the first ~ime the community sensed an obligation 

for all Jewish students. The Jewish Commun ity began to 

define itself it very positive terms.1~e They realized 

that in order to avoid total assimilation their childr en 

required quality Jewish education. The hope. of course, was 

that improved education would result in observant Jewish 

adults. In the spirit of early feminism, educational 

programs were also established for girls. 

Another type of day school which opened during this 

period was the Hebraic Yeshivot. In essence it transcended 

the traditional Orthodox Yeshivot. 10 7 One such school wae 

the Etz Hayim which opened in 1916 in Boro Park , Brooklyn. 

Hebrew was the language of instruction for the Jewish 

studies and English for the secular studies.ioe 

The Yeebivah day school wae con t r over sial on two 

different levels. Doubts were raised as to the adequacy of 

the secular studies. Moreover , these day schools operated 

under questionable facilities for interminable houra.ioe 

However, the real issue was t he opposition it poeed t o the 

public s c hool system. Consequently , many Jewish day schools 

operated without the support of prominent Jewish 

ioerbid., p. 77. 

ie7Nardi, p . 24. 

ioerbid . 

ioeGartner, Jewish Educa tion in the Uni t ed States , 
p. 29. 
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philanthropiee _iso 

In addition to the Jewish religious day schools, there 

existed t he secularist , socialist and Yiddish schools- The 

mission of the Arbeter Ring Folks-Shul included instructing 

the childr en to read, write and speak Yiddish, introduce 

them to Yiddish literature, familiarize them with t he life 

o f the worker, expose them to Jewish history and periods in 

secular history where people struggled for freedom, and 

feelings of ·· love f or the oppressed , love of freedom, and 

respect for the fighters of freedom . .. 1s1 

Ultimately, the students were allowed to learn about 

bibical patriarc hs a s long as God and religion were not the 

primary theme_ The only holidays which the c hildren were 

allowed to observe were those centering around religiou5 o r 

secular freedom . Included in this group were Passover, Lag 

ba-Omer. the First of Hay , Hanukkah. Marc h 18 (labor's 

struggle for freedom ), Purim. the Fourth o f July, Lincoln ' s 

Birthday (emancipat i on of t he Negro) , and the Russian 

Revolution.1e2 

The Yiddish schools were not established on traditional 

day schools agendas. Due to the fact that it lacked a 

foundation of prior examples, the Yiddish school went 

through various stages. From 1910 to 1918, the first eight 

iaorbid. 

1e1rbid., pp. 157- 158. 

162!bid., p . 160. 
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years, the national- radical school was r un by the Peale Zion 

and the Socialist Territorialists.1sa This was: 

a period whe n it was necessary to establish the very 
idea of teaching Yiddish and to seek support for it on 
the strength of the creativity of modern Yiddish 
literature.1s4. 

These Yiddish Schools taught the following subjects in 

Yiddish: history, literature, customs. ceremonies, music and 

socialism. Hebrew was taught irvit b"ivrit.ieo 

There were three major r easons that all-day schools 

were not completely successful during this era. Many 

immigrants found it difficult to adjust to their new 

environment. Consequently, Jewish education was not a 

priority for them. Although many immigrants possessed strong 

feelings regarding their Judaism~ many could not reject the 

opportunity to join the ranks of other Americans in the 

public schools. They had felt excluded for too long in 

Russia. Finally , day schoo l s were simply too expensive for 

the average family.166 Once these issues were reeolved 

the all-day school became a reality. 

The years 1917 to 1939 marked the fourth period of 

Jewish all-day schools in the United States . This period is 

significant as it denotes the true maturation of the Day 

18S!bid., p. 188. 

186Pilch, p. 105. 

168Schiff, Tbe Jewish Day School in America . p. 35. 
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School Movement in America. The Movement durins this era. 

became most notable. Dr. Schiff commonly refers to this 

period as, "Rise of the Modern Yeehivot. " is7 

The interval between the two World Ware witnessed the 

development of the modern Jewish day school as we unders t and 

it in the Twentieth Century. ise The Quota Laws of 1921 

and 1924 were significant for Jewi sh education. As J ewish 

immigration to the United States was restr icted , American 

Jewry realized that it could no longer look towa r ds Europe 

for its future teachers and rabbie.iee 

Thie period can be best understood by dividing it into 

two sub-periods . The firs t is poet-WWI ( 1917-1928) , and the 

second is pre- WWII, 1929-1939. During the former. twelve new 

s chools opened in New York City and one in Baltimore, 

Maryland. By the close o f the period, there were seventeen 

J ewish day schools with a student population of 4,290.l.70 

Growth during the second period was affected by the 

severe eco nomic crisis in America. Only two school were 

estab lished between 1929-1935.l.71. Within the next four 

years, however, thirteen yeehivot open ed. By the end o f t h is 

period there were thirty-two schools in the United States 

ie7 I b i d ., p. 20 , 

1eesch i f f, Contemporary Jewi sh Educatio n , p. 119 . 

ieesc h i f f , Tbe J ewieh Day Schoo l in America , p . 7. 

170lbid .• p. 37 . 

17 1 l b id. 
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and Canada.172 

Opening a new schoo l was a precarious reeponsibili~y. 

Usual ly, schools opened with only a few children in the 

lower grades, gradually adding grades as the student body 

progressed. Establishing and maintaining a school was 

expensive. Students often gathered in the basement of a 

synagogue or home.173 Consequently, schools usually only 

opened in areas such as New York, which possessed dense 

Jewish populations . In light of the fact that these schools 

depend~d upon local community funding, the founders often 

were forced to compromise their idealogy and submit to the 

wishes of their benefactors.17• 

In the all-boy schools the lower grades centered their 

attention on the study of Chumash. The focus of the older 

grades, fifth through twelfth, was on Talmud. Although the 

co-educational ach0ols were Hebraic in orientation, they, 

too, espoused a similar pattern of study. They differed as 

the co-educational schools offered various courses in 

Hebrew , Hebrew writing and grammar.176 

The new types of yeshivot which emerged during this 

period closely resembled the pattern of Etz Chaim ( 1886 ). 

Theee schools had an European precedent, which permitted the 

172Ibid., p . 38. 

173Ibid. 

17• Ibid., p. 39. 

170ibid., p. 42. 
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study of secular studies in conjunction with religious 

subjects.17 s Rabb i Samson Rapnael Hirsch, in 1853. 

founded the Buerger-und Realechule in Frankfort , Germany. 

This was the firs t Jewish all-day school in Europe. It 

stressed "Torah with worldly knowledge. " 17 7 Similarly, in 

1905 Rabbi Yitzhak Yaacov Reines, of Lida, Poland, known as 

the founder of the Mizrachi Movement , introduced secular 

studies in his Yeshivah . 178 

The Yiddish schoo ls which were established during the 

era of The Pioneer Yeshivot, lasting from 1880 to 1916, 

continued to experience changes during this era. For 

example, the Poale-Zion school was re-established. From 

1919-1926 . it included a cir cle of cosmopolitan-

assimilationists by tradition.17e 

The most illustrative years were from 1927-1930 when 

there was a Yiddish revival in the United States. Each 

school's ideology became clarified. For example: The Farband 

schools revitalized their intentions, "the Jewish child f or 

the Jewish people."1eo The new program included, an 

intensive Jewish education . two languages, intensive study 

17Slbid., p . 32. 

177!bid., p. 33. 

17Blbid. 

170Gartner. Jewish Education in the United States, 
p. 189. 

1BO!bid., p . 190. 
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of Hebrew and Bible, emphasis on the Jewish way of 

living.1e1 

The Sholom Aleichem schools based their studies on the 

child"e interests and on the vague concept of ' Jewish 

worldly environment. · 1e2 They preferred an apolitical 

school ae opposed to one with a Poale-Zion orientation. 

Their goals were to instill survivalist, nationalism and 

Zionism in the studente.i.e3 In the Wo rkmen·a Cir cle 

Schools the rationalist tendencies were strengthened. They 

considered the foundations of the school to be the Yiddish 

language. socialism and free thought.is• 

Each type of school tried to widely proliferate. Each 

school func tioned like a small congregation but without the 

rabbi. 1 ee Often. the ambition of the i ndividual 

o rganizations became a priority over the goal of educating 

students. 

By 1936 the Yiddish schools changed their focus . They 

were more concerned with teaching Jewish content. The Sholom 

Aleichem schools decided to include the study of Humash . 

Inde ed, they had always studied Bib l e, but now t h ey were 

1e i. rbid. 

1B2lbid. 

l.BSPilch, p . 107 . 

i e•Ga r t ne r, J ewish Educ at ion in t he United Stat es, 
p . 190. 

1Bt5Ibid. 
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publicly acknowledging their studiee.1es Both the Farband 

Schools and the Wo rkman Cir cle Sch ool s included more Hebrew 

and "Jewishness " into their studiea.107 Wi th the r ise of 

Hitler and anti-semitiem in the 1930s , schools began to 

introduce more Judaic studies i nto their curr iculum. 

The Ramaz school was establish in 1937 as a 

Progressive Day School o ffering a comprehensive Jewish and 

secular educatio n to boys and gir l s o f elementary s c hool 

age. ·· 100 I t o pened with only six students and t wo 

teache~e.1ee It was a difficult tjme for Jews in 1937. 

Black clouds loomed dangerously over European Jewry , and 

American Jews were experiencing an uneasiness regarding what 

they considered their home. 

One of the many goals of the Ramaz school was to reduce 

the sense of alienation many of the students experienced 

with regards to the- Christian world. Outside of school, they 

encouraged their pupils to make friendships with non -Jewish 

children after school h ours.100 The school. itself. was 

absolutely dedicated to integrating secular studies into the 

curriculum . In fact, secular and religious studies 

1eerbid., p. 192 . 

l.B7!bid. 

ieeJeffrey S. Gurock, 
Scholarship and Orthodoxy. 
House, 1989). p. 40. 

1eerbid. 

1eo1bid., p. 42 . 

ed., RAMAZ: School. Community. 
(New Jersey: KTAV Publishing 
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alternated throughout the day.191 They recog n i zed the 

impo rtance of giving their students a strong secular 

education . They were concerned with providing their etudents 

wi t h an adequate education enabling them to pursue a 

bueiness or pro fession.1e2 

Unlike more traditional yeshivot. Ramaz did n o t tota lly 

reject the secular world. They believed in imitating secular 

mores and culture when appropriate . 1e~ There educational 

goals i nc luded universal education . Moreover, they also he l d 

that education should be both quant i tative and qualit ative, 

in nature. Nonethe less , Ramaz was mo tivated by religio n and 

held religious life in sinc ere reverenc e. In short, the 

institution provided what they considered to be a well­

r ounded education. It was composed of religious, ethic al and 

national val ues.104 

Beth Hayeled was established in 1939 ae a pro gressive 

school for children between the ages three to eight. It was 

a Foundation school which a c quaint ed its young students with 

Judaism. Its purpose was to provide its students a quality 

Jewish experience and to prepare the students for further 

Jewish etudiee at a day or supplementary schoo1.i.eo 

l.01.lbid . • p. 43. 

ie2rbid., p. 44 . 

l.93Jbid . • p. 62. 

194 Jbid .• pp. 196-198. 

ieoNardi, p. 27 . 
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Also established in 1939 was the American Associatio n 

for Jewish Educ ation. Its intention wa s to further the cause 

of Jewish educ ation in America.1ee AAJE was i nherently 

a ga inst any type o f Federal assistanc e t o the day s c hools 

and consequently had a poor re lationship with Torah Umesorah 

who. on the o ther hand, favored Federal a ide.107 

The Hizrachi National Educational Committee was 

established in 1939.10e These re ligi ous Zion i sts based 

thei r philosophy on the fear o f heaven and the l ove o f Eretz 

Israel. 

The Lubavitcher Hasidic Movement joined t he ranks of 

day schools in 1940. They established their first day s c h ool 

i n Brooklyn. They emphasized rel i gious studies and their 

goal was to establish America as a "Torah Center. " Although 

ther e was not an fo rmal agreement between t he two, Torah 

Umesorah received funds from t he Lubavitcher Movement. 100 

For each of these schools addressed the particular needs of 

a communi ty. 

Many i mm i grants were reluctant to accept the Jewish 

all- day s c hoo l. As new immigrants, these Jews were faced 

with eo many o ther problems of daily living that a Jewish 

education wae not a priority. As previously diecueeed , after 

1eeKramer. p. 143 . 

ie7Ibid. , p. 144. 

19Blbid. , p. 152. 

1e0Kramer. p. 151. 
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being excluded from 

grateful to ~nroll 

public education in 

their children to 

Europe, they were 

America ' s public 

schools_ Similar to today · s concerns regarding the high cost 

of private education most new immigrants could not afford 

the economic burden of these private schools . 

This period witnessed the establishment. o f f our 

Progressive all-day Jewish institutions. They were co­

educational, and wished to "achieve a synthesis between 

progressive education and Jewish education. "200 Unlike 

the more traditional all-day Jewish schools they gave 

rela t i vely lit~le attention to Hebrew subjects. These 

institutions also scheduled their vacation time in 

conjunction with the calendars of the private and public 

institutions.20.i 

Three of the schools whi ch opened during this pe r iod, 

The Center School of the J ewi s h Center of t he Wes t Side 

(1918). The Center Academy of the Brook lyn Jewish Cent e r 

(19 28), and the Beth Hayeled School in Manhattan ( 1939), all 

closed a f ter a brief du ration of time due to a lack of 

en rollment and high ope r ating coata. 202 The four th 

s c hool. The Br andeis Sc hool o pened in 1931 a e a "b i­

c ul tural" i nstitutions. In 1962 the s chool became a pa rt of 

the Conservat ive Movement and consequent l y changed i t e 

2oosc hiff , Tbe Jewish Day Schoo l in America, p. 4 3 . 

20 1Jbid. 

2021bid . 
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miasion.203 

The new immigrants from Eastern Europe stimulated 

growth of the Beth Jacob Schools, an all-girls institution. 

Having been very popular in Poland between 1917 to 1938, 

they naturally proliferated in America during this 

period.204 The first school opened in 1937 in the 

Williamsburg section in Brooklyn. Originally, the schools 

were called Beth Sarah and Beth Rachel. These merged in 1941 

and assumed the name Beth Jacob o f Williamaburg.20° By 

1947 there were eight schools with 1200 students enrolled. 

In 1937 and 1938 Yeshivot opened beyond the borders of 

Brooklyn in the Bronx and Manhattan. The first suburban 

yeehivah, the Yeshivah D'Long Island, was established in 

1937 in Arvene. Queens. Similarly, Rabbi Joseph B. 

Soloveichik established the Maimonides School in Roxbury, 

Massachusetts in 1937. One year later the Yeshivah of Hudson 

County in Union City , New Jersey was organized . 2oe 

The Reform Movement was also involved in the i ssue of 

day schools in America. The Central Conference of American 

Rabbis in 1912 passed a statement over t he issue of moral 

education in the public s c hools . They concluded that: 

Ethic al i nstruction in the Public School Be it 

203Ibid., p. 44 . 

2o•Ibid. , p. 61. 

2o~Ibid. , pp. 61-62. 

2oerbid ., p. 44 . 
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therefore Resolved: that this conferenc e go 
as opposed to the instruction of formal and 
ethical instruction in the public schoo1.207 

on record 
systematic 

In 1919 Rabbi Zepin, a Reform rabbi, was concerned 

about the survival of American Jewry. He believed that 

through education American Judaism and Jews would flourish. 

The result of his concern was the Commission of Religious 

School Literature . Four years later the young Emanuel 

Gamoran became the first direc~or of the Commission on 

Jewish Education.2oe Gamoran laid the foundation for a 

very different Reform Jewish Educational system for decades 

to follow. 

Several programs of release time were prepared for 

discussion at the 1916 CCAR conference. "'The Gary Plan of 

Instruction·· by Tobias Schanfarber was the only plan to be 

seriously considered. It was comprised of six points which 

essentially assured that the public s chools would remain 

secular. It further suggested "release ·· time during the 

school day for religious instruction outside of the public 

schoo1.2oe The Gary Plan was particularly appealing to 

many Reform rabbis since it maintained the separation of 

Church and State and allowed for maximum hours of Jewish 

instruction.210 

207 cohen, p. 17_ 

20Blbid., p . 33. 

209lbid., p. 19. 

2.1.0ibid .• p. 20. 
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Although rabbis in the CCAR believed t hat the Gary Plan 

was the key to p r eserving t he separation b e t ween Ch u r ch and 

State , others viewed the concept o f re lease time as t he 

place they shou ld f ocus t he ir energy. Although the Gary Plan 

was discussed at great length, 

v ote.21 1 

i t was never called to a 

The United States Supreme Court in 1925 " ruled that 

religious training is t o b e left to t he private 

domain . .. 2 12 This ruling , in c onjunction with prior 

judgements, reinforced the notion of genuine public s c h oo l 

education without interference from religious groups. This 

established the groundwo rk for the reemergence o f the 

release time agenda. 

The issue was brought to t he CCAR table several times. 

In 1937 t here was a motion presented, which essentially 

disapproved o f release t ime. However , it was defeated.213 

The CCAR reaffirmed its stand again in 1941. Reform rabbis 

never abandoned their beliefs that it was to their benefit 

to have additional time for religious instruction. 

Therefore. they vehemently endorsed , the release time 

ieeue. 214 Of course, all religious instruction took place 

outside of the public school domain. 

211rbid. 

212rbid. , p . 28. 

213Ibid. , p. 29 . 

21•Ibid. , p. 30. 
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The era o f the "Emergence o f the Modern American 

Yeshivot " witnessed many day schoo l "firsts " including a 

Hebraic schoo ls, a national-secular school, an all-g irls 

school, a traditional-integrated program school , and 

progressive day schools. Furthermore, American Jewry 

witnessed the 

Yeshivah. All 

schoo ls , were 

establishment of the Talmudic-centered 

of these schools, save 

successful . Eac h n f 

the three progressive 

these i nstitutions 

contributed to the various foundations from which other day 

s chools would emerge.210 

Schools which opened in the "f'ionee r Yeshivot " stage 

continued to grow as did the concern £or Jewish learning . 

The modern Jewish day school slowly emerged as a result of 

the developments in Jewish life and Jewish education during 

this period. In short, advances in Jewi s h education were the 

result of the co nstant, unrelenting tension American Jews 

experienced while attempting to balance the we i ght of t wo 

very different cultures. 

2iosc hiff, ~Jewish Day Sc hool in America, p . 46 . 
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CHAPTER TWO 

THE PERIOD OF GREAT EXPANSION 
AND COMMUNAL DAY SCHOOLS IN THE UNITED STATES 

SINCE WORLD WAR II 
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According to Dr . Alvin Schiff the fifth stage o f 

develo pment of Jewish all-day s c hoo ls has been termed t he 

" Era of Great Expansion. · i. Although this epoch includes the 

period between 1940-1964. the most significant years o f this 

period corrunence with the close of World War II. During this 

era the Jewi sh day school movement experienced phenomenal 

growth and maturation. In comparison to congregational 

afternoon schools day s <:-hool 9nrollment in the United Stat.es 

at this time was four times the a c tual enrollment of those 

in supplementa l schools.2 

Ninety-two percent of c urrent ly existing day schools 

were established during this era. In addition, Americans 

witnessed the ri se in day s chool enrollment concurrent with 

the number of communities served by the se ins titutions. 

Prior to thie era the vast majority of day schools were 

located in and around New York City.a Although there wae a 

total of seventeen Jewish all-day schools in America with a 

student enrollment of 4,600, in 1935, the number grew to 

ninety-five schools with a student enrollment of 14 , 385 i n 

1946. Two years later the number of schools rose to 128 with 

1 Dr . Al vin I. Schiff, The Jewish Day School in America, 
( New York: Jewish Education Committee Preas, 1966), p. 20 . 

2Ibid . , p. 50. 

3 Dr. Al vin I. Schiff, Contemporarv Jewish Educ ation: 
Ieeachar Americ an Style, (Dallas: Roeeel Boeke , 1988 ) . 
p. 120. 
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18.654 pupi ls. • 

Dr . Schiff alluded to five quintessential reasons f or 

the growth of the modern day s c hool movemen t in America. The 

f o llowing motivations. according t o Schiff. c haracterized 

the perio d of 1940-1964 as the most ambitious phase of 

expansion: 1 .) the Holocaust . 2.) the bir th of the State of 

Israel . 3. ) a rise of ethnocentrism among Jews in America, 

4. ) the deterioration of the public school . and 5 . ) the 

tenacious support of the day school by unrelenting advocates 

who s ought a system of better Jewish education.o 

The devastating annihilation of the European Jewish 

community during the Second World War resulted in a 

tremendous i mpact on American Jews. The effects of the 

Holocaust forced American Jews to introspectively examine 

their heritage and their future in Americ a . A subsequent 

increase in Jewish interests and activities was experienc ed 

throughout American Jewish communities . Fur t hermore, 

Amer ican Jewry could no longer re l y upon European 

creativity. scholarship and religious leadership. The Jewish 

day school would henceforth provide the education for 

America · s future Jewish leaders . a 

Many Jews who emigrated from Europe desired an 

•A History of Jewish Education in Anierica, ed. Judah 
Pilch . ( New York: Walden Preee, 1969), p. 141. 

OSchiff. Contemporary Jewish Educ ation. p. 116 . 

6 Schiff. The Jewish Day School in Anierica . p. 76. 
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alternative to the Sunday School paradigm. These immigrants 

were disappoin t ed with the quality o f Jewish educat) o n in 

the United States. Their goal was to perpetuate the style o f 

intensive Jewish education, including an emphasis on Hebrew, 

as experienced in Eastern Europe prior to the war. It was, 

therefore, their hope that the Jewish all-day school would 

embody these goals.7 

With the birth of the S t ate of Israel, Americ an Jewry 

developed a heightened interest in Hebraic education. 

American Jewry experienced a novel kinship towards the 

Jewish homeland.a Concurrently , there was a post- war 

religious revival in America. As congregations grew with 

new, previously unaffiliated members, Jewish families began 

to search for meaning in their " Jewishness."B 

As a new American Judaism evolved so, too, were there 

new attitudes in Jewish education. Post war immigration 

resulted in the establishment of more diverse yeehivot.io 

Jews became increasingly supportive 0£ American born and 

trained rabbis. And, as expected , day school graduates of 

the early twentieth century were anxious to e s tablish a 

g r eater selection of day schools for their childr en. 

Paren ts became disillusioned with a fter noon, 

"Tibid. ' p. 75. 

BPilch, p . 119. 

9Ib i d., p. 120. 

iosch iff, Th e J ewi e h Day School i n Americ a, p. 77. 
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supplementary Jewish education . Despite the efforts of many 

congregations to intens1fy their afternoon religious school 

education to three days o week thei r efforts were primarily 

unsuccessful. As educ ationa l standards deteriorated parents 

were increasingly diesatisf ied with this type of 

education.ii 

Americ ans exPerienc ed improved economic conditions 

following the war. Thus , parents cou~d n ow a fford the 

luxuries previously unavailable to them. Mus ic and dance 

l essons as wel l ~s intramural athletics were just a few of 

the many extracurricular activities encouraged and supported 

by parents. These activities, however, curtailed the number 

of hours 

classroom. 

Jewish 

Thus. 

children 

children 

were able 

could not 

to spend in 

possibly receive 

quality re ligious education under these ci,rcumstances . 12 

the 

Concurrent with the demise of Jewish afternoon echool 

education was growing concern regarding the quality and 

condition of public school education. Increased juvenile 

delinquency, overly crowded conditions. deterioration of the 

infrastructure and a general lack of emphasis on academia 

provided parents with greater disdain for public education. 

Moreover, parents, during this period, were hesitant to 

enroll their children in an environment replete with Afro-

1.l.Jbid.' p. 78. 

l.2Pilch, p. 123-124. 
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Americans . 1 3 Consequently. Jewish day schools became a 

convenient solution to the litany o f problems and concerns 

held by Jewish parents. 

Day schools offered smal l classes, individual and 

personal attention, and the knowledge required to be an 

educated J ew in the Twentieth cent ury . Fur t hermore , mothers 

who entered the work force enj o yed t he mobility which day 

s c hools afforded to them. With the extended hours and d ay 

care services whic h many day s chools provided, mothers were 

more comfortable returning to work. Day school s al lowed 

children to participate in extracurricular activities as 

supplementary afternoon school was no longer a time­

consuming regui~ement. Finally , in the opinion of many 

parents , the day school enjoyed the statue and caliber o f 

private schools.i4 

During the decades following World War II, there was a 

heightened concern and invo lvement in the r o le of the 

National Commission on Jewish Educ a tion. In their 

intensifi ed awareness of the need for an impr oved program of 

Jewish education . the Commission began to publish 

educational periodicals for teachers, parents, and students. 

Their efforts to improve curric ulum included published 

textbook material as well as the suggestion that educators 

13Schiff, Tbe Jewish Day School in Am.erica , p. 79. 

14lbid. 
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extend the hours of a ctua l c lassroom instruction.i~ 

In the 1950s the Jewish Federation o pposed, i n 

principle. the establishment of Jewish day schools _ Their 

argument was similar to that o f t he early Refo rmers ~n 

America. They held that J ewish c hildren belonged in the 

pub lic school sys tem where c h ildren o f various ethnic and 

cultural her itages would l earn about one ano ther and 

consequently grow t o live t ogether as Americar.s. 1 6 The 

Federation ' & sentiment dramat ically altered when it realized 

the potential of Jewish leadersh ip pr ovided by the day 

school . The Federation also began to acknowledge that 

approximately five million Americ an children were enrolled 

in a private or parochial school without public c riticism. 

By 1948, as support grew , six Federations appropriated 

funding for eleven day schools.17 

Examination o f the Or thodox day s chools, at this time, 

revealed a variety o f educational styles. The traditional 

talmudic day s c hool concentrated, as its name implies, on 

the study of talmud. Instruction at t hese i nstitutions was 

either in Yiddish or English. In general, Jewish studies 

were conducted in the morning f ol lowed by secular studies in 

the afternoon . Naturally, the latter was required to meet 

1ep11ch , pp. 135-136. 

18Jbid . • p. 193. 

17Ibid . 
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city and state educational standards.is 

Another type of institution popular dur ing this period 

was the modern Hebraic day echool. This style of education 

emphasized the study of Hebrew and Hebrew literature. Other 

courses of instruction included Bible, Jewish history and 

tephillot. It was customary to instruct the Jewish studies 

courses in Hebrew. Secular studies were appropriated equal 

amounts of time and emphasis.1a 

The integrated school attempted to integrate both 

American and Jewish heritages. The founders of these schools 

wished to accomplish the task of blending Judaism and 

··Americanism.·· In order to stress the mutual relationship 

both secular and 

interdepartmental 

Judaic 

basie.20 

studies 

Faculty 

were taught on an 

members from many 

departments participated in the development and instruction 

of the curriculum . 

The Hebrew-English private schools were created for 

families with a progressive view of Judaism . They primarily 

featured a secular curriculum, thus, allowing for 

approximately five to eight hours per week of Jewish 

studies. These schools were designed for parents who did not 

want the burden of enrolling their children to a 

supplementary afternoon school and who wished to enroll 

1erbid, p. 142. 

1.B!bid. 

2orbid. 

-62-



their children on a private schoo1_21 

The year s following War II witneseed a decline in the 

number of Yiddish all- day schools . By in 1946 they 

constituted a marginal percentage of the total J ewish 

student population in day schools . They compr ised less than 

5% of the total Jewish pupil enrollment in euch private 

institutions. In 1950 this number fel l to leas than 3% and 

five years later i t was less t han 2% of the entire J ewish 

student body attending day schools .22 

A prevailing 

schools was the 

explanation for 

change in Jewish 

the decl ine in 

demographic s and 

these 

the 

inevitable process of acculturation to new cir cumstances. 

Orig inalJy Yiddish Schools were est abl i shed by immigrants 

who were i nfluenced by the popular s oc ial ist theories of 

eastern Europe. Once settled in America, t hey struggled to 

resist the inexo rable process of ass i milation . The result of 

this st:.•uggle was the develo pment of their own educational 

system. 2 3 The curriculum at these schools consisted 

primarily o f the Yiddish Language and Li terature , Jewish 

history, and socialism. 

Further explanation of J ewish day schools reveals the 

fact that the majority of suc h day schools do not function 

under the auspices of a local congregation. Rather, they are 

21rbid. 

22Ibid., p. 130. 

23Ibid. 
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considered communal schools. However. many of these communa l 

schools operate under t he umbrella o rganization of an 

i nstitution such as Torah Umesorah or The Solomon Schechte r 

Day School Association . There are, on the other hand , other 

institutions which are not affiliated with a parent 

organization. One such ~netitution is the Yavneh Day School 

in Cincinnati, Ohio . 

Yavneh wae founded in 1952 through the advocacy of a 

group of dedi~ated Labor Zionists. Although these Labor 

Zionists were uncomfortable in a synagogue environment, they 

pract iced their own form of Judaism through earnest study. 

They built thei r own synagogue named .. Yavneh ·· and 

subsequently constructed their own prayerbook. These 

pioneers wished to create their own Jewish identity within a 

secular Zionist world . 

The t we lve founders of Yavneh Day School envisioned an 

environment where the school developed an intimate 

relationship with the community. The RAMAZ school, located 

in New York City , was to be used as the model by which 

Yavneh was to be developed. Similar t o Yavneh the RAMAZ 

school wae an unaffiliated institution. The Yavneh day 

school wae established on the fundamental precept that all 

Jewish children would be welcome. Thie wae coneietent with 

their Zionist belief of .. K' lal Ierael. " In contraet to their 

colleagues in other Jewish educational inetitutione. the 

founders of Yavneh refused to impose specific ideological 
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constrictions on their pupils or their families. In short, 

Yavneh day school was t o be a private Jewish school 

incorporating many tradit i onal aspects while simultaneously 

espousing the role of the assimilated Jew. 

The Hebrew teachers at Yavneh were required to teach 

their students in Hebrew. Interestingly, t he establishment 

did not permit Israeli "Yeridim" to teach at the school. The 

founders did not want the i ~ c hildren t o assoc iate with these 

Israeli emigrants. Hebrew as a modern, living language was 

emphasized. Students worked from textbooks also used by 

their Israeli contemporaries. 

The Cincinnati Federation hoped to combine Yavneh Day 

School with the Orthodox day school. Chafetz Chaim, also 

located in Cincinnati. However, there were too many hurdles 

which could not be overcome in order to achieve this merger. 

For example, the Orthodox leaders objected to Dr. Ezra 

Spicehandler, of Cincinnati, as a board member of the join t 

day school as he was a Reform Jewish professor at the Hebrew 

Union College . In addition, Dr. Jacob Rader Marcus also of 

Hebrew Union College was asked to i ntervene . Colleagues 

requested t hat Dr . Marcus write a letter protesting a merger 

between two divergent philosophical institutions even though 

they enjoyed a common linguistic medium. Furthermore. 

neither institution could agree on how the subjects of 

evolution and creation should be taught . Consequently , the 

concept of a merger these institutions failed. 
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Due to t he open admissions policy the student body at 

Yavneh was rather diversified . Therefore, it was c r ucial 

that the faculty refrain from judging their pupils as Jews . 

Therefore. Halac ha was never taugh t as binding law. 

Alternatively, teachers presented Halac ha as: "This is what 

Judaism teaches Children were encouraged to practice 

Judaism in the manner of their parents . Students were 

motiv~ted to learn as much of Judaism as possible before 

t hey randomly rejected l aws and customs . Based upo n the 

philosophy that c hildren needed t o d o in o rder to learn, 

male students were u rged to wear k ippot dur ing Hebrew 

lessons. Similarly , when discuss ing the Torah, students 

would actually remove the Torah from the ark and P.Xamine it 

to loca te t he passage they were discussing in c lass . 

Durin g the 1960s, in r esponse to the belief that public 

schools were fa i ling to provide a qua lity education for 

their c hildren, many parents searched for a lternative 

academic institutions. It was c lear that parents· greatest 

c oncern. in selecting an alternative a c ademic institution. 

was the quality of the secular s tudies program. In response 

to this perceived need Yavneh developed an excellent 

reputation for its general studies as well as Jewish 

curriculum. Many parents, deprived of a quality Jewish 

education, have enrolled their children in schools such as 

Yavneh with the hope that the next generation of Jews will 

share a closer intimacy with their heritage. 
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In compariso n t o o ther day s choo ls Yavneh possesses i ts 

share of weaknesses. Many stude nts find the dual pro gram o f 

Hebrew and English rather difficult to master. Consequently, 

Yavneh suffers from a steady rate of attrit i on f o r wh ich few 

creative measure have been instituted. Fur t hermore, Yavneh 

is not equipped ~o educ a te ch i ldren who suffer from various 

learning 

Jewish 

disabilities. Due 

studies tea c hers 

to the pauc i t y o f qualified 

pro f essional c rea tiv i ty and 

enthusiasm are occasionally sac rific ed in o rde r to s taff the 

classrooms. This is most pro blematic as c h i ldren inherently 

enjoy secular studies mo r e than Jewish studies. 

Other challenges inc lude the Jewish home . Additional 

education must be conducted in the home in order for the 

c hi ldren to attach any value to the lessons and customs 

learned within the inst itution. There are those parents who 

fear the insidious development o f ethnocentrism in their 

children should they remain in a sequestered Jewish 

environment. It is, therefor e, not uncommon for parents to 

enroll their children in public high schools in order to 

achieve greater cultural diversity. 

According to one of the teachers at Yavneh, Mrs . Ophra 

Weisberg, it is integral for teachers to c reate within the 

children a "Jewish spirit." Moreover, aside from providing a 

quality education, Yavneh day school hopes to c reate a 

"Jewish etate of mind·· within the pupils. From these early 

Jewish seedlings, will blossom a rich and fulfilling Jewish 
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experience. Mrs. Weisberg eloquently summar i zed the mission 

of Yavneh day schools as not being s o different f r om that of 

other such institutions. Yavneh strives to provide an 

environment where children c an learn . grow, and ultimately 

develop a strong Jewish identity. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

ORTHODOX J EWI SH DAY SCHOOLS 
I N THE UNITED STATES SI NCE WORLD WAR II 
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In o rder to f ul l y apprec iat e ~he deve lopment o f ~he 

organization eventually known as To rah Ume sorah it is 

important t o recognize and understand the personality and 

motives behind its chief prop onent and organizer. Rabbi 

Shraga Feivel Mend lowitz. Bo rn in 1886 in Vilag. Austria-

Hungary. Hendlowitz arrived in America in 1 9 13 and set~led 

in Scranton. Pennsylvania. 1 

Mendlowitz func tioned as a teacher and princ ipal in the 

local Talmud Torah school until 1821 when he was o ffered a 

position as principal at Yeshiva Torah Vodaath , l ocated in 

New York City. It was no t long before Reb Feivel proved t o 

be an excellent pedagogue and administrator. However , 

Hendlowitz econ realized that an elementary school religious 

education was not sufficient for his students. In 1928 he 

established a yeshiva high school where students could 

continue to enjoy a Jewish studies program in a religious 

climate while simultaneously receiving an accredited 

secondary education.2 

Despite his success Mendlowitz had not realized hie 

greatest dream. He understood the future survival of 

Orthodox Judaism in America depended upon the education of 

the youth . Subsequently, Mendlowitz began to train hie 

brightest students as educators. These individuals were 

1Doniel Zvi Kramer , Tbe Dav Schoole and Torah Umesorah: 
The Seeding of Traditional Judaism in America ( New York: 
Yeshiva University Presa, 1984), p. 7. 

2Ibid. , p. 8. 
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instructed in advanced religious and pedagogical skills as 

well as qualities such as devotion and self sacrifice, 

neceeeary for a life dedicated to Jewish education.3 Reb 

Feivel was prepared: 

undertake to 
which would 
Tradition. 

to c reate an organization t ha t would 
establish throughout American day schools 
uphold the values of Torah and ' Hesorah .­
Thue was Torah Umesorah launched.~ 

After receiving initial support from the lay leadership 

of the Jewish community, a conference was held on April 20, 

1944 in order to promulgate the development of Torah 

Umesorah. 0 The following statements of purpose were thereby 

adopted: 

1. To open new Yeshivoth or parochial schools and 
Beth Jacob Schools in New York and the country. 2. To 
produce able l eaders for the above institution . 3. To 
grant subsidies to existing Yeshivoth or Beth Jacob 
Institutions for building or remodeling purposes . . 
4. To extend service to our affiliated institutions in 
question of curriculum and kindred subjects whenever 
suc h service is requested, and to supervise the 
educational activities of institutions founded by Torah 
Umeeorah. 5. Every Yeehivah shall become affiliated 
with Torah Umesorah and shall delegate ite 
representative into [sic] the Board of Torah 
Umesorah.s 

A further meeting was arranged for June 20. 1944. It was 

during this conference that Torah Umeeorah 

recognized. 

3Ibid., p. 9. 

•Ibid. 

erbid.' p. 10. 

6lbid., pp. 10-11 . 
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Prior to the June meeting, another conferenc e was held 

whereby the June meeting was confirmed and the minutes from 

the Apt•il meet i ng were de liberated in further detail . 

Finally, members of this committee discussed possible cities 

which could serve as sites f or future day echools. 7 

The First National Convention of Torah Umesorah 

convened on June 20, 1944 at The Waldorf Astoria Hotel in 

New York City. Three months later this organization was 

formally incorporated in New York State as •the "Torah 

Umesorah Society for the Establishment of Torah Schoole."e 

Based on the standards of the Torah, this organization was 

governed by the Rabbinical Administrative Board. 9 Members 

of t his Boa.rd included many prestigious Orth odox rabbis 

committed to the growth and development of the Torah 

Umeeo rah day s chools. 

In November. 1945 a general Rabbinic confer e nc e was 

held in New York City in order to generate broader supPort 

for t he Torah Umesorah Movement. During this conferenc e the 

members of this delegation adopted three resolutions. They 

held t hat the Orthodox Movement should mobilize a ll of its 

energies into a c ampaign f o r a: "Torah education for every 

7Ibid . . pp . 11-12. 

Blbid . , p, 12. 

9Hebrew Dav School Education: An Qyeryiew, ed . Dr . 
Joseph Kaminetsy (New York: Torah Umeeorah : The Nat ional 
Society for Hebrew Day Schools, 1970), p . 64. 
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Jewish child. " .l.O In addition, all Or t hodox rabbis were 

u rged to fully cooperate with To rah Umesorah in order to 

e s tablish Yeshiva day schools in t heir communities. Finally: 

Every devoted Jew has a duty to become a member of the 
"Elef Hamogen · Committee, composed of 1,000 sponsors 
who are to contribute from $ 100 upwards t o implement 
the sacred program of Torah Umesorah.1.1. 

The establishment o f Torah Umesorah sponso red day 

schools was not without its conflic ts. As with other day 

s chool programs many parents feared isolating their c h ildr en 

within the pro tective institutional walls of Torah Umesorah. 

The l e aders of Umesorah were quick to address this concern. 

In r espon se the directors o f Torah Umesorah cited an 

e xtensive secular cur riculum designe d to not only provide 

studen t s with the r equisite survival s ki lls, but to impart a 

deep appreciation of America, a land of re lig iou s 

toler ance . .i.2 This ins titution was committed to the v a l ues 

of both Judaism and Ame r i c an democra cy. As the founder s of 

Tor ah Umesora h believe d that mutual f a ith in thes e va lues 

only cre ated more educated Jews and more competent American 

citi z ens . .i.3 

During this era pa roch i a l schools gener ally p ossessed 

an unfavo r able connotation . In an a t tempt to gai n greater 

ioKramer, p. 13 . 

11rbi d ., p . 14 . 

l.2Ibid., p. 18 . 

iaor . Alvin I . Sc h i ff , Tbe Jewi sh Day School in Americ a 
( New York: Jewish Educatio n Committee Press, 19 66 ) , p. 131 . 
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public support educators emphasized the differences between 

Torah Umesorah and neighboring Catholic parochia l s c hools. 

Not bound by a central, eccles ias tical authority each To rah 

Umesorah school was administered b y an i ndependent 

board. 14 Hoping to a v o id fur t her pavochial school 

stereotypes the directors o f To rah Umesorah schools 

refrained ft"om the terms "Torah School s ," o r "All-Day 

Schools ,' in marketing these institutions. Phrases such as 

"Hebre\ot lJay Schools"' and "Jewish Day Schools " were often 

incorporated into their marketing in order to provide a more 

amenable connotation to perspective parents and 

studente.16 

Although much of the success of the Torah Umesorah 

Movement must be attributed to its ardent and dedicated 

leaders, one must also examine the climate in which this 

organization flourished. As stated previously, Americans 

were acutely traumatized by the effects of the Holocaust and 

the creation of the State of Israel. In addition. between 

1947 and 1951 approximately 120,000 Jews immigrated to the 

United States.is Included in this number were ecores of 

Orthodox Jewe who considered America a "wasteland of 

i•Kramer, p. 18. 

HS!bid . 

iewilliam B. Heimreich. The World of tbe Yeahiya (New 
York: The Free Presa. 1982) . p. 45. 
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religious life."17 Consequently. many new 

established in o rder to rep lenish the 

int ellectual void experienced by these 

Yeshivot were 

spiritua l and 

immigrants. Wi th 

these Jews c ame a myriad of me mor ies, customs . and 

traditions which permeated American-Jewish culture. 

During its inau gura l year Torah Umesora h opened 

seventeen institutions and directly assisted fourteen other 

schools. Thirteen additional school~ opened the f o llowing 

year and fif t een schools were established during the period 

between 1949 and 1951.1s Soon, the Torah Umesorah Movement 

permeated small Jewish communities and even t he South . 

As Torah Umesorah enjoyed dramatic , initial growth, 

similar efforts were being conducted to prov ide a secure and 

qualified service of instructors. Despite a aeries of 

attempts t o devel o p a dedic ated s ource of teachers Torah 

Umesorah met with little success u ntil 1962 . At that time 

Torah Umeso rah c reated t he Torah Umeaorah Institute for 

Teachers.is Interested senior students continued their 

Jewish studies pro gram while concurrently mastering various 

pedagogical techniques. Upon graduation students received 

Torah Umeeorah Teacher ' s Licenses and placement 

priority.20 

17Ibid. 

1BKr amer. p. 38. 

19 l b i d., p. 53. 

20!bid., p. 54. 
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In formulating a general studies program consistent 

with not only state requirements but with the high standards 

of education for which Torah Umesorah was committed 

educators hoped to borrow many of the quality textbooks 

succ essfully incorporated into the publ ic school system. 

However, upon further examination of these resources, it was 

evident that many of these t extbooks were pro-Christian in 

t heir orientation. The children depicted in t hese textbooks 

were playing ball on Saturdays and attending Church on 

Sundays. Christmas was a f r equent subjec t and the concept of 

Judaism was essentially nonexistent in these texts.21 

Although yeshiva representatives convened in 1956 in o rder 

to address this issue, little resulted from this meeting. 

They did, however. recognize the need for integration 

between the secular and Jewish studies programs. 

While all day schools were required to meet state 

requirements , there was no similar requisite for Judaic 

studies . The quality of Jewish education varied from school 

to school. Not surprisingly, many educators were concerned 

regarding the lack of educational standards and continuity 

in the Jewish studies programs . As articulated by Dr. 

Kaminetsky during the 1962 Convention of the Rabbinical 

Council of America: 

A Day School is a Yeshiva Keta.na - even if for apparent 
reasons we call it by its more euphonious name - and it 
must provide an extreme program . Our pupils - and their 

21rbid .• p . 67. 

-76-



parents - will water it down in due time. Tell your 
community leaders to have no fear of that. You as 
Rabbinic leaders must join us in the battle to 
maintain the religious and educational integrity of 
our Day Schools . 22 

In addition. members of the Council voiced doubts about boys 

and gir ls studying together and suggested that they be 

segregated as they had been in Europe. Unlike other Day 

School Movements Torah Umesorah attempted to pr ovide 

alternative Jewish education for those children with special 

needs . There was the Maimonides Institute for the retarded, 

the Beverly Hills Academy provided a class for the 

handicapped, and Rabbi Ebstein · s schools for the deaf in 

Brook lyn.23 

The administration of To rah Umes o rah realized that in 

order to administer a successful day s choo l the parents 

needed to share or at least appreciate the relig ious goals 

and values which educators were imparting to the students. 

Hence , the National Association of Hebrew Day Sch ool Parent 

Teacher Association (PTA) was est ablished in 1948 in 

Baltimore, Maryland at the Se con d Conference on Yeshiva 

Education.2• The constitution of this Assoc iation was 

based on seven obj ectives: 1. ) dedication to enlivening 

children with t he love of God and commitment t o s t udy about 

the Jewish people; 2. ) assisting the s c hool in the 

22lbid .• p. 69 . 

23Ibid., pp. 69-70 . 

2 • Ibid., p. 79. 

-77-



preservation of high educational standards; 3.) the 

responsibi l ity to 

encouraging family 

educate all 

education; 5) 

Jewish childre n ; 4 . ) 

communication between 

tea c hers and administrators 

psychological , a n d educational 

regarding the spiritual, 

growth of all children; 6. ) 

elevating the social and economical statue of the day school 

staff in o rder to attract qualified personnel; and 7.) 

establishi ng the g rowth of future day schools.zo 

On a more pra ctical note the Association began 

publishing the only magazine fo r Jewish day school parents . 

The J ewi sh Parent was circu l ated four to five timee a year 

from Apr il 1949 to 1976.2B Due to lac k of f i nancing 

publ i shing was dis contin ued. Dr. Joseph Kaminetsky was the 

magaz i ne 's first and only editor . During its public ation 

article s 

curricular 

appear-ed 

trends, 

perspective. 

on 

and 

psychology , peda gogy, general 

other topics from a Jewish 

Dr. Kaminetsky, as Director of Torah Umeeorah and 

editor of the Jewish Parent , exercised tremendous influenc e 

over t he National Association of Hebrew Day School PTAs. In 

noting the many successes of the Association ' s f irst decade 

of service Dr . Kaminetsky amassed even greater support for 

this organization . In just ten years the Association had 

focused on a number of issues including the improvement of 

2orbid . , p. 80. 

26Ibid. 
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the social environment within the s c hools which involved 

more comprehensive health care and school lunches. The 

Association turned its attention on improvin& educational 

features of the schools. The Association sought to establ ish 

an organized system of affiliation. The next task of the 

Association was to create yeshiva high schoole.27 

Although Torah Umesorah experienced numerous successes 

and accomplished tremendous advancements , additional funding 

was needed to maintain this institution. During the early 

years of its development Torah Umeaorah had little contact 

with the federal government. However, with the conquest of 

space i n 1957 by Sputnik I and t he subsequent technological 

humiliation the United States government began to evaluate 

America ' s educational aeeete. It became apparent that 

government assistance was required to rebuild an educational 

s ystem replete with deficienciee.2s 

In 1958 the National Defense Education Act ~ranted 

loans for mathematics, science, a nd foreign language 

progr ams. The Board of Directors of Torah Umeeorah and the 

Rabbinical Administrative Board lobbied successfully to 

obtain a share of these loans. Therefore, it was n o t 

eurpriein& when in 1961 Torah 

support federa l aes i s tanoe 

21Ibid. , p . 82 . 

28!bid .• p . 115. 

29lbid .• p. 116 . 
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Furthermore . on Apr il 20. 1961 , Dr. Kamineteky testified 

before the Senate Labor Relations Committee on "The Private 

School Construction Act . .. also known as the Clark-Moree 

Bill: 

It is our con t ention that there should be Federal aid 
to those religious s c hools on some formula which takes 
into account these two basic aspects: First, that while 
the parent who c hooses f or his children a religious 
school - out of deeply religious motives whic h are an 
asset to our total society - should expect to pay for 
t hat c hoice , he should not be expected to pay for all 
of the secular portion of that education which would 
otherwise be accepted without question as an 
obligat ion of the state; and second. that the 
schoo l system which has been created to satisfy such 
parental goals should be recognized as taking over for 
such child~en t he obligation o f the state to 
provide a basic program of education f or every 
child. 

Furthermore he added: 

It is surely discrimi natory that a public policy be 
evolved, embodied in our nation's legislation. which 
holds that children who receive an a ccredited eecular 
education are to be denied help i n a c risis which 
a f fects al l primary and secondary education solely 
because they receive a parallel and integrated 
religious education with it.ao 

Subsequently. in 1965 President Lyndon B. J ohnson si~ed the 

Element ary and Secondary Education Act allowing private 

inetitut ione to receive federal aid. Te c hnically it was the 

student who benefitted £rom the federal aeeietance. not the 

institution. 

In addition to the establishment of a day echool 

network, Torah Umeeorah lent c redibilit y to the perpetuation 

of Jewieh education. As a result of Torah Umeeorah ' e efforts 

30!bid .• pp. 116-117 . 
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Jews began to seriously consider the importance of Jewish 

education f or their children. Consequently , Bar Mitzvah boys 

were conducting greater portions of their Shabbat Service. 

Children were inspired to adopt more Sabbath and holiday 

rituals in the home. Furthermore, many parents began to 

r econsider maintaining a kosher home .3i As one observer 

noted: 

We, through these [day s chools) c hildren have changed 
the entire picture of the community. Our b oys and girls 
speak with confidence and pride when they describe a 
holiday to their playmates. They observe the 
comma ndments, not with blind faith alone, but with the 
assurance of knowledge.32 

For many children Torah Umesorah provided the initial 

essence of Jewish identity from which a love of Judaism and 

our rich heritage developed. Mordover, the days school 

program embodied within its students tpe zest for learning. 

Consequently, many day school graduates continued their 

9tudies with a quality secondary Jewish education. Graduates 

0 £ Torah Umeeorah have served ae teachers as well as role 

models for nonobservant Jews. 

As with other day school movements Torah Umeeorah 

shares many of the concerns regarding the fate of day 

s chools. Survival is predicat ed upon adequate enrollment. 

Filling the classroom remains a perennial c o nc ern for Torah 

Umeso rah educators . Success . ae held by Torah Umesorah. i e 

31Ibid., pp . 175-176. 

S2Ibid., p. 176. 
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often mitigated by the amount of support provided by the 

local Orthodox eynagogues. 33 However, effective teaching 

doee not preclude the requisite educators. Orthodox day 

schools often have a particular difficulty in recruiting 

qualified staff. Many Orthodox schools have required their 

instr uctors to be fluent in Hebrew, hold certification in 

secular and Jewish studies, and be committed to the tenets 

and practices of Or thodox Judaism.34 

Further areas of reevaluation include improved 

communication between the Jewish and secular studies 

departments. Grea t er integration of these subjects serves to 

facilitate t he transition made by the students. 

Extracurricular activities have also been a perennial 

deficiency for the s tudents. Consequently, greater emphasis 

has been placed on youth activities as wel l as s ummer 

programming.30 

As with other movements Torah Umesorah has been 

intere sted in solicitating more family participation. 

Experts claim that "the l a c k of parental s upport is perhaps 

the most debilit ating reality factor for the Hebrew Day 

School " 36 Parente must recognize the f act that the 

38lbid .• p. 180. 

34Mordec ai M. Schnaidman, "The Orthodox Day School: An 
Overview of the Day and High Schools, " The Pedagogic 
Reporter, 29 ( 1977) 9. 

30Kramer, p . 180 . 

38Ibid . 
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home is merely an extension of the day s choo l . 

While the family within the Jewish community may be in 
the proc ess of disintegrat ion, it is also true that the 
Hebrew Day School. because of its unique position, i s 
indeed uniquely geared to restor e the family t o its 
real meaning and significance.37 

Finally, Torah Umeso rah must continue to r each out t o the 

entire Jewish community in order to serve those who are 

currently unaffiliated with any Jewish education. 

Despite the fact that most Jewish day s chools operate 

independently many similarities exist amo ng the various 

Orthodox day schoo ls. They a r e akin for several r eason: 

First , Orthodox all-day schools share a common purpose and 

comparable e duc ational philosophy . They hope t o instill 

within their students the l ove of Torah and a life r eplete 

with educational pursuits. This is illustrated by Rabbi 

Aharon Kotler: 

The perpetuation o f Jewish peoplehood depends on the 
development and growth o f authent i c Torah scholars 
. In t he absence of Torah scholars, Jewry lacks the 
great teachers who are the links in the great c hain o f 
Tradition, spanning the ages . It lacks the educators to 
instruct the coming generations in the purity , 
wholeness and perfection of J udaism . And i t lacks thoee 
who can intuitively articulate the unique wisdom and 
insights of Torah and make them relevant and available 
to Jewish youth.as 

In keeping with this tenet Orthodox educators believe that 

37Ibid. , p. 181 . 

38William B. Heimre ich , The World of the Yeehiya (New 
York: The Free Preas, 1982), p . 132 . 
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"Judaism is lived t wenty- f our hours a day . 365 days a 

year. "ae Secondly, the integrated network of institutionf3 

a llows educ ators and administrators to easily exchange 

concepts i nvolving pedagogical techniques as well as 

cur ricula . In fact, the successful techniques of the older 

institutions are the foundation by which many newer schools 

operate. 4 0 

Demographics suggest t hat most Orthodox da y s c hoo l 

students are from Orthodox backgrounds . The determination a a 

to what institution a c hild will a ttend rests with the 

parents . However, addi tional factors involved in this 

decision inc lude: knowl edge of a specific rabbi, t he 

testimony of friends or family, and the location of the 

c hild ' s friende. • i 

The Orthodox schools , with the exception o f Haeidic 

inatitutione, teach a variety of subj ects including Humash. 

Raehi, Prophete, Hebrew Language Arte , Lawe and Customs, 

History, Mishnah, Gemara, Ethics and Israel . Generally , 

Humaeh i s e mphasize d in the lowe r grades while Talmud i s 

stressed in g r a des five through high s c hool. Since childr en 

are enr olled in Hasidic s c hools at age four they comme nce 

3BEugene I. Kwalwa s ee r , 
Orthodox Jewi s h Day School , " 
( 1987 ), 7 . 

"Yavneh Ac a demy: A Modern 
Tbe Pedagogic Reporter , 38 

~OSchiff, Tbe J ewi sh Da y Sch oo l in America, p . 108. 

41Heimreich, pp . 130- 132 . 
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with the study of Ta lmud at approximately age eight. 4 2 

There has been tremendous d i scussion over t he language 

of instruction in the religious s t udies department of Jewish 

day s chools. One school of thought is to use Hebrew in the 

relig ious studies classroom. Another group opposes the use 

of the "Holy Tongue" as a means o f instruction since Hebrew 

should onl y be spoken during prayer. A third group of 

educators believe it is impo rtant to u t i l ize Hebrew a s the 

medium of instruc tion However, they recognize difficult i es 

in successfully implementing the language and c oncede the 

benefits of utilizing the indigenous language as a means o f 

instruction. 

Educators have noted both advantages and disadvantages 

in using the ·· ivrit b - ivrit " method. Benefits in using 

Hebrew as the language of instruction include the notion 

that as the ori ginal language word connotation and time are 

not lost during translation. By using He brew to teach the 

Jewish studies cur riculum children are mor e thor oughly 

equipped to study Torah , Commentaries , Prophets and 

Wr itings. Through this method e ducators a r gue t hat children 

will experience a unigue bond wit h the State o f I s r a el while 

also develop i ng fo re ign language eki lls . • s 

Those opposed to t h i s meth od believe t hat as Hebrew ie 

considered the Ho ly Tongue it should not be s po ken as a 

42Sc hiff, Tbe Day Sch ool i n Americ a , p. 108 . 

43Jbid .• p . 110. 
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language of conversation especially in the Diaspora. Many 

educators believe that children more 

their native language. In addition, 

encourage positive attitudes and 

readily communicate in 

Orthodox day scho-0ls 

values towards Jewish 

learning in the early grades which may effectively be 

achieved through the students · native tongue. Finally, on a 

practical note, there are simply not enough qualified 

instr uctors who can teach using this approach. 44 

The following represen ts brief outlines of t hree 

different Orthodox day school programs and the unique styles 

of education thev represent. For the sake of comparison as 

well contraet, the curriculum in grades two, five, and seven 

will be examined. The first is an outline of the Hebraic Day 

School institution based upon a number of programs at 

Hebraic day schools including The Hebrew Academy of 

Washington. D.C. and the ieshiva Dov Revel of Forest Hills. 

N.Y. 

By the times these children enter the second grade, 

students at this institution begin to use their rudimentary 

ekille in Hebrew on a more regular basis. Simple stories are 

read in Hebrew. claseroom conversat ion ie encouraged in 

Hebrew. and basic Hebrew grammar ae well ae composition are 

now etaplee of the second grade curriculum. • o Further. 

prayerbook Hebrew is a regular aspect of the claee. 

••Ibid., p. 111. 

•Oibid., p. 112 . 
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In addition to their impressive Hebrew skills. these 

second graders wi ll continue to learn about the customs of 

Shabbat and the holidays as we ll as the ritua ls and prayers 

associated with them. Through Bible stories they cover 

J ewish history from Abraham to the destruction of the Firet 

Temple. During the year concepts regarding Jewi sh values and 

the State of Israel are emphasized. In many schools students 

begin to study Humash in the 8econd grade .•s 

Fifth grade students con tinue to r einfor ce their 

knowledge o f Hebrew language and literature. In histo ry 

class they s tudy the period between the Second Commonwealth 

and the Golden Era in Spain. Pupils review the book o f 

Kxodus with portions of Rashi and the Book o f Judges . 

Further study is perpetuat ed through the introduction of 

Mishnah and the Shulhan Arukh.•7 

The seventh grade marks the completion of the study o f 

the Bibl e with t he culmination of the study of the Books of 

Leviticus and Deuteronomy . Then the cycle begins anew with 

an examination of each sidra.h. Students continue with their 

study of the Talmud. Classes study Samuel II and the history 

program reviews the end of the Spanish period to the 

Haekalah period. In several institutions girls will e tudy 

Aggada.h and Jewish home economics in lieu of Talmud. 

Finally. the introduction of Jewish current events occure 

48!bid . 

47Ibid., p . 113_ 
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during seventh grade.4B 

The curriculum of a Talmudic day school is not as 

Hebrew- language orientated as the Hebraic day school. The 

following outline is baaed upon the curriculum of the Rabbi 

Jacob Joseph School. In the second grade of a Talmudic day 

school students concentrate on learning the daily prayers 

and reading simple stories in Hebrew . Pupils study the 

stories of Genesis and Noah as well as Lekh-Lekha, Vayera, 

Haye Sarah, and Toldot in the unabridged Humash text . 49 In 

a d dition. they regular ly work on Hebrew grammar and 

penmanship. Finally, the second grade class studies Jewish 

life through the laws and customs of Shabbat and the 

holidays.oo 

-
Fifth grade students continue their Bible s tudy with 

the last seven chapters of the Book of Leviticus and the 

Book of Numbers. They also review the sidra of the week as 

wel l as explore Samuel I, c hapters 15-31 and Samue l Ir.oi 

After an introduction to Talmud in the f ourth grade these 

fifth grade pupi ls continue learning Talmud with Raehl 

commentary. Hebrew is studied i n the form of verbs and 

compositional prose . Jewish life is emphasized t hrough The 

Kitzur Shulhan Arukh. Their e ducation is appropriately 

48!bi d ., p. 114. 

•Bibid .• p. 115 . 

OO!bid., p. 115 . 

o irbid., p . 116 . 
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completed with cantillat i on of To rah and Prophete.02 

The seventh grade class studies the sidra or the week 

with Raehi commentary, and reviews the Early Prophets. The 

study of Talmud is intensified with the addition o f Toeafot. 

Jewish life is c overed with the abridged review of tne 

Shulhan Arukh regarding dai l y, Sabbath, and h o liday 

religious observances. Finally , the seventh grade curriculum 

includes a class on t he ethic s of J udaism.o3 

The third outline is from a review of the curric u l um 

from the Hebrew Academy of Cleveland Heights , Ohio. Rabbi 

N.W . Dessler is the Direc tor of Education at this 

institution. The Hebrew Day School is under the guidance of 

the Telshe Yeshiva and its Rosh Yeshiva. Thie particular 

curriculum is published in New York City by To rah Umesorah 

and focuses on the instruction o f Torah and mitzvot. There 

exists a separate curr i culum for male and female 

etudenta.e.4 

The weekly time allotment for particular classes varies 

from grade to grade. During the first and second grades male 

students spend a large quality of time on Hebrew reading 

skills. In the first grade they spend six hours per week 

acquiring Hebrew language skills. This is reduced , however, 

e2lbid. 

e3l bid., p . 117 . 

e•Hebrew Curriculum for the Day School, Prepared by the 
Hebrew Academy of Cleveland Heights, Ohio (New York: Torah 
Umeeorah Publications, 1968) p . 1. 

-89-



to four and one half hours per week in the second grade. 00 

Despite these intensive hours little of this actual time is 

spent in Hebrew conversation. Rather. emphasis i s placed on 

Hebrew grammar. 

As the students progress greater time is allocated 

toward the study of classical text. In second grade young, 

male students spend about five hours per week studying 

humash with Rashi. This amount of time is increased to six 

hours in the third grade then averages approximately four 

hours per week through eighth grade . The study of Prophets 

and Writings begins in the fourth grade averaging four hours 

per week. 0 e During the fifth grade t he students allocate a 

significant amount of time learning gemara. By seventh grade 

boys are spending ten and one half hours per week on the 

study of gemara. Pupils study the laws of prayer for one and 

one half hours per week throughout their tenure at the day 

school . In contr ast to the other institutions who emphasize 

history only forty-five minutes per week is devoted to this 

subject.o7 

In a rather sexist policy the female students only 

study through the aixth grade as opposed to the male 

students who enjoy classes through grade eight. The focus 

for young women is very different from their male 

eorbid., pp . 4-5. 

OB Ibid. 

G7Ibid. 
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counterparts. The female pupi ls study the laws pert aining 

to prayer only three h ours per week. Hebrew comprehension 

remains intensive during the first grade in which they spend 

a mere four and one half h ours a week reading. By the thi r d 

grade the time is drastically reduced to one hour per week. 

Female students focus primarily on humash and Rashi 

averaging five hours per week. Mo reover. they learn Paraehat 

Haehevuah one h a lf hour per week along with on e hour o f 

history class per week .OS 

The curr iculum is rather specif i c regarding how 

students should conduct themselves. During the second grade 

children learn the laws of Shabbat, including the proper 

time to kindle the Sabbath candles , types of food to eat. 

and the appropriate blessings for erev Shabbat.oe Simi lar 

t o the other institutions the Hebrew Academy of Cleve land 

stresses gemara, Rashi commentary, details of blessings, and 

proper conduct b o th in and outside the synagogue. 

The general studies program in all s c hools is 

essentially uniform since the local and state boards of 

education are responsible for these guidelines, and not the 

individual institution. Generally , similar textbooks and 

supplies, which are employed in the public school system are 

utilized in the Jewish day school. Teachers and principals 

in the general studies department are often employed based 

OB Ibid. 

~eibid . , p. 29. 
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upon their knowledge o f 

Judaic a. 6 0 In many c ases , 

t he general studies. n o t 

part i cularly outside New York 

City, there are non-Jewish pr i ncipa l s and teachers i n t his 

field.61 

Ac c o rding 

Orthodox Day 

to Mordeca i H. Sc hnaidman · s 

School: An Overview o f the 

article . ··The 

Day and High 

Schools,·· the Jewish community has been more accepting of 

Orthodox day schools due tu the many contributions its 

graduates have made to soc iety. Furthermore, many graduates 

continue to study Bible and Talmud in yeshiva and secular 

environments of higher study. 

As concern grows for Jewish survival in America many 

view the 

halting 

day school as 

the erosion of 

the ··most effective instrument for 

the Jewish population base. "e2 

Consequently, day 

Orthodox schools 

schools are calling for open enrollment. 

are responding with special education 

classes. i mproved resource rooms and more teachers. Their 

goal, as with all institutions, is to attract a larger 

enrollment. 

Torah Umeeorah must be credited with the successes of 

the day school movement in America after World War II. Ae an 

organization Torah Umeeorah contributed moat to the progress 

of Jewish education and Jewish life. Although factors euch 

eoschiff, p. 120. 

61.lbid. 

B2Schnaid.man, p. 8. 

-92-



ae the Holocaust, the creation of the State of Israel and 

disillusionment with the public school system, contributed 

to this transformation . 

day school a viable 

it was Torah Umesorah who 

institution. Whether it 

made the 

was the 

establishment of a kindergarten or an entire day school, the 

founders of Torah Umesorah assisted communities in need of 

Jewish education and provided the requisite educational 

institutions. Through t~e relentless efforts of dedicated 

individuals who believed in a vision the day schoo l bec ame 

an accepted reality in America. 
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!Jpon initial examination of the Conservative Day School 

Movement it is evident tha t no single event marked the 

inception of this o rgan ization. However, two school s were 

noted precursors to the Solomon Schechter Day School 

Movement. The Brandeis School, founded in 1930, and the 

Bialik School, estab lished in 1945, were independent 

institutions which later merged with the Solomon Schechter 

Day School Movement i n 1966.1 Prior to their c reation 

families affiliated with Conservative congregations were 

enrolling their children in day schools under Orthodox a nd 

Communal supervision.2 In response to this phenomenon a 

Conservative congregation founded The Beth El Day School in 

1951 under the leadership of Rabbi Robert Gordis in Rockaway 

Park, New York . 3 

The Conservative Day School Movement experienced a 

modest beginning. Under the chairmanship of Rabbi Hyman 

Chanover the United Synagogue Commission on Jewish Education 

in 1951-1952 structured a school similar to a " a head start " 

program . This wae an all- day school through the third grade. 

The child would then enroll in a public s c hool and con tinue 

with a Jewish studies program in a s upplemental afternoon 

setting. These institutions , known as "Foundation SchooJ.e," 

1Tbe Solomon Sc hechter Dav School (Manual for 
Organizing and Administering) United Synagogue Commieeion on 
Jewish Educ ation. 1983 . p. 8. 

2Ibid . 

3lbid. 
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provided the child a sound Hebrew foundation and 

strengthened Jewish identity in the early developmental 

years.• With the encouragement and support o f both the 

Conservative lay and rabbinic leadership, as evidenced by 

these " Foundation Schools ," the c oncept of day schools 

accumulated the strength and impetus required to become a 

reality. Many Solomon Schechter Day Schools eventually 

developed from what were once known as "Foundation Schools.' 

In 1955 the United Synagogue Commission on Jewish 

Education began the Day School Education Committee under the 

leadership of Rabbi Josiah Derby.o In conjunction with the 

Commission Rabbis Derby, and Ben Zion Bokeer prepared to 

open the first Solomon Schechter Day School in Queens, New 

York. in the following year.e 

During this time Solomon Schechter Schoole began to 

emerge in various cities throughout the United States. In 

response the United Synagogue Commission sponsored the 

" Fi r st National Confer ence on Day School Education" at the 

Jewi sh Theological Seminary on April 30, 1957.7 The goal of 

this conference was " to encourage and to aseiet individual 

schools. "e As a result of this conference the Regional 

•Ibid. 

~Ibid., p . 9. 

Blbid. , pp. 8-9. 

7 Jb1d .• p. 9. 

Bibid. 
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Commissio n on J ewish Educ a tion and the Regiona l Off i c es of 

the United Synagogue facil itat ed the development o f 

Conservative all- day schools in cities as Chicago and 

Washington D.C . 8 The aim of this cooperat ive effor t was to 

assist c ongregations i n poo ling their resources t o 

adequately fund these insti tutions. 

By 1958 the United Synagogue Commission on Education 

recognized t he outstandi ng need to deve lop a ~eservoir o f 

deeply committed and educ ated individuals who wo u l d devel op 

into the Conservative lay and rabbinical leaders o f future 

generations. They believed this dream woul d only be 

accomplished thr ough a day school educ ational system 

supported by the Movement. Rabbi Simon Greenberg, the Vice 

Chancellor of the Jewish Theological Society, spoke of 

teaching the Jewish tradition with its moral and ethical 

implications. Yet, he believed this would beet be 

accomplished without the fanaticism and r i g id structure of 

the Orthodox Movement .10 

During the 1962 Rabbinical Assembly the rabbinic 

leadership made the following endorsement: 

The Rabbinical Assembly .. in recognition of the 
invaluable contribution t hat the Day School c an make t o 
our movement and to Ame ric an Jewry, . urges the 
establishment of Day Schools in our congregations and 

Bibid. 

10Jew1eh Day Schoole in the United States, prepared by 
Amy Malzberg, New York, 1971, p. 11-12 . 
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communities wherever possible __ •• 11 

They recognized the disappointing failure of t he 

Conservative afte r noon school. In short, supplemental, 

afternoon schools were not accomplishing their goals. 

The Solomon Schechter Day School Association was 

envisioned in December 1965 at t he First Conference of 

Solomon Schechter Day Schools which convened at the Waldorf 

Astoria Hotel in New York City . This umbre l la organization 

would subsequently make provisions for universal standards 

in day s chool education, provide a structure by which to 

assist these schools , and generate the development of 

further schools.12 It was at this conference that Mr. 

Horace Bier, the current president of the Solomon Schechter 

Day School of Northern New Jersey, was selected to be the 

first president of the Solomon Schechter Day School 

Aseociation.1s Enthusiasm abounded regarding the 

development of a program where the Judaic and secular 

studies would be fully integrated and Judaism would not be 

limite d to only a life of study ; it was to be lived as 

well. 1 4 

Progr e s s continued in 1967 when t he United Synagogue of 

11or. Alvin Schiff , Tbe J ewish Day Sc h oo l i n Americ a, 
(Jewi sh Educ a tion Committee Press: New York , 1966 ) p. 63. 

12Tbe So l omon Sch echter Day Sch ool. p . 9. 

l.3!bid . 

i •Malzbe rg , p . 13. 
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America ' s Biennial Convent ion hosted a meeting of the second 

Conference of Solomon Schechter Day Schools. It was at this 

memorable convention that Dr. Louis Finkelstein, then 

Chancellor of the Jewish Theological Seminary o f America. 

paid tribute to the growing Solomon Schechter Day School 

Hovement . 1 0 During thi s convention the majority of members 

of the Conservative Movement had the opportunity to beco me 

acquainted with their day school colleagues. 

The third Conference gathered in New Yo rk City in 

March, 1969. This assembly marked a turning point in the 

history of Solomon Schechter Day Schools. It was the first 

time that teacher and parental representatives participated 

in the wot-kshop sessions. The Association has subsequently 

held biennial conferences on a regular basis and remains an 

integral factor in the success 0£ the Solomon Schechter Day 

Schools. 

The Association is led by its Executive council which 
meets periodically, is governed by elected officials, 
operates with a frame of bylaws as approved by the 
United Synagogue commission on Jewish Education , its 
'parent, · and realizes ite programs through the 
Department of Education.ie 

Today , the Solomon Schechter Day School Association 

continues to offer many services and benefits to its 

affiliate schools. For example, the Association supervises 

the network of schools. develops curriculum, develops new 

ieTbe Solomon Schechter Day School, p. 8 . 

l.8!bid .• p. 10. 
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day echoole, provides educational consultation, and 

publishes a newsletter for day school faculty.i7 

Solomon Schechter Schools grew from the eight Solomon 

Schechter Day Schools and Foundation Schools in the United 

States and Canada in 1962, to nineteen echoole in 1966. 

Growth continued with thirty-two institutions by 1970. In 

1976 there were 7,000 students registered in forty-one 

Solomon Schechter Schools which included high schools.is 

This number subsequently grew in a short period of time to 

sixty-seven schools with a total of 12, 000 pupils in the 

United States and Canada.is According to the United 

Synagogue Commission on Jewish Education, in 1992, there 

were approximately seventy Solomon Schechter Day Schools in 

North America. It should be noted that it is difficult to 

provide an exact number of schools as many of these 

institutions have t wo or three satellite schools. 

Until the 1970s there existed a perc eption t hat many 

parents eent their children to day schools in orde r to not 

only avoid the inadequate educational system of the publ ic 

schools but to achieve t he statue of sending one ' s child to 

a private school . The Solomon Schechter Day School parent 

beld an unique view of education during this decade. The day 

17lbid .• p . 11. 

1eoavid Singer. 
Movement, " Commentary, 

" The Growth 
( 56) 1976, 53 . 

of the 

10 Tbe Solomon Schechter Day School, p . 10. 
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school was the means by which a c h ild could obtain a solid 

Jewish educa tion and thereby solidify one ' s Jewish identity . 

It would be th~ough this i ntensive instruction tha t young 

J ews would enjoy the opportunity to discover security and 

t ranquility in the i r J ewishness . Ideally, graduates would 

not feel threatened by assimilation, intermarriage o r 

i gnorance.20 

The Conserva t i ve Movement became invo l ved in day s c hool 

education. in part. as a response to the success of Orthodox 

day schools.21 Since many Conservative families were 

already enrolling their c hildren in Or thodox day schools , 

the Conservative Hovement believed that they were also 

c apable of creating effective day schools for their 

students. The Solomon Schechter heritage hoped to bequeath 

t wo fundamental educational values to American Judaism. 

These goals were the f ervent communication of Judaic wisdom 

and the emotional devotion to Judaism ae a way of life.22 

The day school was the next logical extension of this 

system. In essence the three underlying assumptions which 

support the existence of the Solomon Schechter Day Schools 

200r. Morton Siegel, "The Conservative Day School: The 
Solomon Schechter Day School Association, " The Pedagogic 
Reporter, ( 29) 1977 . 11. 

21.Ben Zion Bokser. " Solomon Schechter Day School 
Education and the Conservative Movement," Paper delivered at 
the Second Biennial Conference of the Solomon Schechter Day 
School Association, November 1967. Second reprint. Spring 
1978, p. 3. 

22Ibid., p. 5. 
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were: 

. t he day s chool is best equipped to a c quaint i t s 
pupils with a signific antly substantia l portion of the 
large body of the original sources of our religio­
cultural tradition ... it can emancipate ite students 
from . . the s c h i zophrenic concept of living in two 
cultures . . . and replace it with a 
psyc holo g ically and int ellectually i ntegrated Jewish 
version o f American c ivilization . . . and aspires t o 
educate young people to recognize not only that Judaism 
should be their $ism· - - their lifestyle; but that the 
conservative Movement in Judaism is squarely and 
securely established as the collective heir o f the moat 
genuine and the most relevant in our t r adit i on and 
warrants the ir l o yalty and adherenc e. 23 

The Conservative Hovement v i ewed i t self a e historic a l 

Judaism. However, education was n o t be bound t o fundamental 

beliefs or rigid struc ture as was experienc ed in the 

Orthodox da,y schools. The philosophy of the Conservative day 

school echoed the sentiments o f its parent Movement which 

recognized that human element worked in c onjunction with the 

Divi ne throughou t the universe, evolution developed within 

the precept s o f t radition, and the rapport of change existed 

within the tradition . 2 • The Solomon Schechter Schools 

reflected the Movement's convictions regarding halacha and 

mitzvot as well as ge ne ral religious observance and 

practice. 

The founders of the Solomon Schechter Day Schoo ls 

envisioned t he ir echoole as an emanc i pation from the cycle 

of alteration between two very different cultures . They 

2~Tbe So lomon Schechter Day School , p. 15 . 

2•Bokeer, p. 6. 
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be l ieved that the day school would provide an environment 

where a student would learn to naturally integrate ~is 

s e cular and Judaic worlds. I n lieu of attending both a 

public s c hool as well as an afternoon school, students could 

now learn Amer ican history taugh t in Hebrew and flow easily 

from Hebrew to math all under one roof. 

The Conservative Day School is, above anything elee, a 

Jewish day school. It does though, have muc h in common with 

other day schools. The majority of Jewish day schools have 

in common t.he physical environment , the r~ lationehip between 

s tud y and communal praye r, holiday celebrations, concer ns 

regarding the relationship between the Unite d States and 

I s r ael, and the dual responsibilities American Jews 

ma intain.26 Nonetheless, the day school ' a stri ctly 

Conservative premise is clearly emphasize d. Whe never 

possible, Jewish texts a r e taught and discussed i n He brew . 

D ~ rash and P'ehat are ins t r ucted as two different level s of 

interpretation , As mentioned p r eviously , histor y remai ns a t 

the core of the Conservative Movement, and subsequently, 

t h i s i s r eflected in the c l assroom t hrough inquiry and 

analysis. The s c hools are commi t t ed t o involvi ng t he e n t i re 

f ami ly in this l earning proceee whi le eimultaneously 

encouraging t he i ndividua lity o f t he etudent.26 In 

20El l iot D . Spi ege l , "Reflec tions on a Conservative Day 
School, " The Pedagogic Reporter, ( 38) 1987 , 10. 

2Bibid . 
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addition, daily prayer ie reaffirmed as an essential 

componen t to the Conservative Jewish experience. 

The United Synagogue of America Commission on Jewish 

Education has remained a strong advocate 0£ the relationship 

between the school a nd the home. During the inception of 

t hese schools. parents held a non-educational role. However. 

in 1987 the Commission finally realized the true capacity of 

parents . Recognizing that the home functioned ae an integral 

a spect of a child ' s life, the parents became " honorary 

members of the teaching profeesion ." 27 They " teach" a way 

of life through the examples they set for their ~hildren and 

the lifestyle they live. Biographical data indicate s that 

the average parent of a Solomon Schechter Day School student 

is not only a college graduate. but ho lds a litany of post 

graduate degrees.2e 

The creation of any day echool orig i nat es with a period 

of exploration often conducted by a handful of i nterested 

and committed parents. The first Solomon Schech t er Day 

School was fortunate to commence with t he assistance o f a 

local rabbi and educator . They began by asking many relevant 

questions . Those involved were not interested in isolating 

their children from other children . Parente hoped to aseure 

themselves that the Solomon Schechter c urriculum would n ot 

27Edya Arzt, 
Pedaiogic Reporter , 

"The Parent and 
( 38) 1987. 23. 

the Day School. ·· 

2eThe Solomon Schechter Day School, p. 54. 
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c reate thia barrier. Further, the need for such an 

institution had to be established. It was essential that the 

general studies program was equivalent to the curriculum 

found in the local public school. There was much sentiment 

that a solid Jewish educational experience should not be 

sought at the expense of a secular education. 

Initially there were concerns regarding the curriculum 

and the criteria for admission. Further questions developed 

as to the initial number of students, range of grades , and 

the source of educators. As with public schools discussion 

arose regarding the need for ext ra-curricular a ctivities. 

Heals , transportation, and financing were also issues 

discussed rather frequently . 2e 

Affiliation with a Solomon Schechter Day School 

program requires the adherence 

guidelines are for example, 

of various guidelines . These 

an enrollment standard and 

number of liaison policy, as well as a policy regarding the 

hours of instruction which the students must 

v irtue of this affi l iation , the schools are 

receive. By 

required to 

follow the practice of kashrut, and maintain a Conservative 

envi ronment , which includes a policy relating to Shabbat and 

the holidays. Finally. t here are guidelines by which the 

faculty is hired.30 

In addition to the emphasis on Conservative J udaism , 

2Bibid., pp. 20-21. 

SO Ibid ., p. 60. 
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the Solomon Schechter Day School encourages the student to 

engage in artistic and intellectual c reativity . It provides 

for this expression in a variety of opportunities, including 

regularly scheduled classes within the framework of the 

school period. Moreover, many echoole have taken the 

initiative to establish extr a-curricular clubs in music, 

dance , chess and photograph y. The possibilities are endless 

as the schools are generally rec eptive to new ideas in 

avocational pursuits.31 

Lenore P. Koppel, Director of the Solomon Schechter Day 

School of Cleveland, Ohio, outlined a number of fea tures 

offered by this particular school. This Solomon Schechter 

Day School operates through the eighth grade. On the primary 

and elementar y sc~ool level, actual class time is divided 

equally between secular and Judaic studies. The middle 

school , however , had to reduce Hebrew/Judaic time by 

approximately 2%, to 48% of the total timo, in order to meet 

state requirements for secular studies. As many educ ators 

believe that students l earn more effectively in the morning, 

the entire school a lternates days for studies in the 

morning. On Monday, Wednesday and Friday Judaic studies are 

in the morning and general studies are taught in the 

afternoon. This schedule is rev ersed on Tueedaye and 

Thursdays. There is a daily minyan according to grade level. 

In keeping with Conservative tradit ion. the Cleveland 

31lbid . • p. 68. 
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Solomon Schechter Day School observes the laws of kashrut. 

Therefore, parents alternate days serving lunch at school. 

Other Solomon Schechter Schools allow food to be provided 

from the outside. 

Mrs. 

The curr iculum at the Cleveland s c hool, 

Koppel, is well-diversified wh ich is 

according to 

what moat 

educators would expect in a classroom. The language arts 

program includes speaking , l istening , wr iting , and 

l iterature. as well as reading, spelling and handwriting. 

The math curriculum is similar to one in a public school. 

Students study calculation, comprehension and application. 

In the scienc e department t he lower grades study natural 

scienc e while the higher grades learn the physical s c iences 

which include biol0 gy, c hemistry, and physic s. Regarding 

social studies, pupils in the eighth grade study the state 

o f Ohio through the strategy of problem s olving whereas 

ninth grade student s write exams i n civice , reading and 

writing . 

In addition, students participate in health, music, 

physical education , and art classes. Al l students learn how 

to uee a computer keyboard and become familiar with 

educational s o ftware. Once a week an Israeli teacher 

conducts lessons on a Hebrew-baeed keyboard. 

The Solomon Schechter Day School of Cleveland has 

developed a sophisticated guidance counseling program which 

allows students to explore various career opportunities . 

- 107-



Three quarters of the counselor·s time is devoted to working 

with students on interpersonal problems. This particular 

school is dedicat ed to working with both parents and 

children. 

The Judaic program is divided into three categories: 

tephillah, language, and Hu.mash and Commentaries. Students 

from the second grade learn Rashi while pupils in the sixth 

through eighth grades study the Prophets . Classes are 

intr oduced to gamara during seventh grade. 

With the advent of non-Orthodox Day Schools comes the 

question of the relationship between the day school student 

and t he local congregation. Where does the day s chool 

student fit into the afternoon school system? Furthermore, 

does a family need to belong to a congregation i f the 

children are educate d in such an influential environment 

which is being concurrently supported a t home? After all, it 

is possible that the day school may be drawing upon t he 

Congregation's e nrollment population. It should be noted , 

however, that the day s c hool was never meant to replace the 

Congregat ional echoo1.a2 

In January 1973 the United Synago gue o f America ' s 

Commission on Jewish Educ ation adopted a "position paper " 

reaarding those issues under consideration for possible 

revision . One of the issues wae a diecueeion of the 

relationship between day schools and afternoon 

32Siegel, p . 13. 
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congregational schools. Since the Cons ervative Day Schoo ls 

were considered an acceptable option for Jewish education 

the Conservative Movement now had t wo normative educationa l 

s t ruc tures from which parents could c hoose . 

The Commission agreed to study i ssues such as the 

synagogue · s role in t he day school students · religious 

experience , the relationship between t he parents of day 

school children parents and the congre gation, a nd the 

situation in which parents enrolled some of t heir children 

in day s r.hools while others attended aft ernoon c lasses.as 

Another issue that t he Commission in 1973 examined was 

t he growing number of community day schools. These schools 

were the result of those who suppo rted the "community 

appro ach. ·· Community day schools were not supported by one 

rel i g ious movement. Rather , children from Orthodox . 

Conser vative and Reform fami lies attended these 

institutio ns. However, in practice , community schools were 

either Orthodox-oriented or they fav ored the approach of 

" c ul t ural Judaism. ·· Once again, parents enjoyed yet an 

additional choice in their selection o.f an educational 

system for their children.a• The Commission utilized this 

information in order to appeal to the Conserva tive Movement 

for a more secure financial commitment. It was rather clear 

33"Bikezur , ·· Solomon Schechter Day School Association 
Newsletter, (3) November 1973, 2. 

34!bid .• p. 3. 
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that the Movement, in order to survive, would need to be 

more responsible for funding new schools. lend greater 

assistance to existing schools . a nd culture further 

educational r esearch 

The day school studen~ presumably has a level o f Hebrew 

which is f ar superior to that of the c hild in afternoon 

school. Ye t , to refrain from any type of instruction at the 

religious school may be detr i mental to the student . The 

overriding factor encouraging communication between the day 

school family and the congregation is the simple fact that 

the day school is not a synagogue and should not be viewed 

as such . Holidays and family education should be celebrated 

at the synagogue and not merely in the classroom. The 

synagogue c an provide a sense of community through prayer. 

study, and f amily celebration.a~ 

Interestingly both the Reform and Conservative 

movements, consider this situation an educational challenge. 

All congregations have an obligation to provide a religious 

education for thei r youth whether or not the child attends a 

Jewish day echoo1.se Yet. the difficulty remains in 

providing the day schoo l student a challenging curriculum 

not found to be redundant. Therefore, the Congregation must 

seek to develop additional programs for these students which 

acsnr. Kerry M. Olitzky, "Nurturing Jewieh Education: 
Day Schools and Supplementary Schools," p. 4. 

SBlbid., p. 2. 
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will provide them with an unique educational experience. 

While day school students should not be expected to j oin the 

afternoon Hebrew class, the synagogue can create an advanced 

program for these pupils, thereby serving to complement 

their day school education. Another concept is to involve 

these students in a youth group or social action program. 

Finally, it is important to remember that ··e1u v ' elu divrei 

elohim chayim. ·· 

In the March 1974 issue of "'Bikt.zur, ·· the Solomon 

Schechter Day School Association Newsletter, Harry Keesler , 

the Principal 0£ the Sager Solomon Schechter Day School in 

Northbrook, Illinois, published a n article entitled, "The 

Religious Life in a Solomon Schechter Day School. " When 

Solomon Schechter Schools began, the founders spoke of the 

need for " religious practices" in the education of children. 

Hr. Kessler articulated what he believed these religious 

practices in the school should involve. He held that the day 

s chool environment should provide an opportunity to practice 

these religious duties. 

Keesler conceived that Solomon Schechter Schools should 

require the following: a Blessing before eating and Birkat 

Hamazon following meals, prayer with tefilin for age 

appropriate males, the study of Torah, Hebrew. Prophete, 

mishna and talmud. Thie was in conjunction with a tzedakah 

program as well as observing 

Passover religious practice 

the laws of kaehrut. During 

included B ~dikat Hametz. Beur 
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Hametz, and M"hirat Hametz . Kessler emphasized the 

importance o f respecting t eac hers , synagogue, rabbis and 

cantors. To Kessler. religious practice was a paradigm by 

which values were to be taught and morals.to be imparted. 

Final ly, modest dress and appropriate behavior were to be 

regular tenets of order and discipline within the 

classroom.37 

The Solomon Schec hter Day Sc hoois encourage a healthy 

relationship with not only the l o cal Conservative 

c ongregations but with the Jewish and non-Jewish 

communities. It is i mportant for the Jewish community to 

understand that there exists a symbiotic relationship 

between t he Jewish commun ity and the day s chools rather than 

a financially parasitic engagemen t between needy day 

schools and benevolent congregations. Ample opportunit i es 

arise for the mutual sharing of f a cilities as we ll as 

participation in joint activities. Day schools should extend 

themse lves to the ··secular '' commun ity by partaking in the 

c elebrat ion o f national holidays, participating in civic 

activities , and sponsoring various community services.as 

The United Synago gue Commission on Jewi sh Education , 

the parent organization of the Solomon Schec hter Day School 

Association, in October 1974 approved a new "Statement of 

37"Biktzur, " Solomon Schec h ter Day School Association. 
(3) March 1974, 3. 

38Tbe Solomon Schechter Doy Sch ool. p. 73. 
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Requirements for a Charter of Affiliation with the Solomon 

Schechter Day School Association . These requireme nts apply 

to both existing s chools and de novo institutions. The 

Commission established the minimum number of hours of Judaic 

studies in t he class r oom at t we lve hours per week or 

approximately 40% of the total instructional time .39 All 

general and secular studies were r equired to comply with the 

mandates as stated by the various local and state 

educational bureaucracies. Furthermore, t he curriculum 

needed to provide for integration of the Judaic and secular 

studies "as interpreted by the Solomon Schechter Day School 

syetem." 4 0 With regard to the admissions policy children 

who were not Jewish were not admitted to a Solomon Schechter 

Day School unleee the parents made a documented commitment 

by the time of registration for conversion of both t he 

parent and child.41 

The Solomon Schechter Day School Association has 

supported psychological testing of all its potential 

applicants. The rationale given for this policy reasons that 

students must be socially and emotionally mature in order to 

participate in this type of day school education. Aleo, 

it establishes whether the child ' s intellectual 
comPetency ie (at least} the · average · category. The 

3 B"Biktzur, " Solomon Schechter Day School Aeeociation. 
(4) March 1975, 1. 

•Oibid ., p. 2 . 

•J.Ibid . , p. 3. 
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purpose of the psychological examinati on is no..t to sift 
out all but those who have an unusually high 
intelligence or unusual maturity. Its purpose is to 
make certain that, as far as one can determine i n 
advance , the pupil c an func tion with reasonabl e 
effectiveness within a day school setting and belongs 
there.•2 

Unfortunately, in an era o f emphasis on learning 

disabilities, most schools to date do not sponsor c lasses 

for children with special educat ional needs. 

As with most successful i nsti t utions, the So l omon 

Schechter Schools have surv i ved controversies and debates. 

During its history many questioned the organization · s 

leg itimacy and authenticity. It was challenged with 

accusation s of attempting to "ghettoize" Jewish youth, and 

undermine the validity of public school education. Over 

time, these allegations have disappeared. Parente now worry 

about their children becoming too American and casting off 

their Jewish heritag e i n order to blend into the gr eat 

m~lting pot of American society. 

The Solomon Schechter Schools wish to provide the ir 

students with a solid foundation in which to grow and 

mature. They e xpect t heir graduates to un derst and the 

meaning of living a J ewi sh life in Ame r ica . Dr . Horton 

Siegel articula t e s t his s oal : 

The child who a t tends a Day School f inds himself in an 
educational system which p r ovides a coinplet e 
integration of Judaic s t udies and general studi es so 
t hat the two worlds which exist f or the child who 
attends publ i c school and congregational s c h ool - the 

4 2 Tbe Solomon Schechter Day Sc hool , p. 76 . 
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secular world and the relig ious world - do not e x ist 
for the Day School child. From the very beginning , 
therefore, he comes to look upon Judaism and hie 
American life as inex tricably interwoven wh ich, in 
itself , is a fundamental difference between the t wo 
educational eysteme.•3 

According to Dr. Siege l and other Conservative day s c hoo l 

advocates, J udaism is a way of life and the Conservative 

movement provides the most authentic manner of preserving 

th is fine heritage. 

The Conservative all - day school Movement ie not withou..t 

problems. The Solomon Schechter Day School Association is 

troubled by the financial pressure of a poor economy. As 

with many private institutions , Solomon Schechter Schools 

are increasingly concerned regarding t he financial health of 

existing schools and the goal of establishing further 

i nstitutions. Obligatory tuition increases may only serve to 

prohibit qualified, yet financially leas fortunate students. 

The Association would like to create new day s c hools in 

those communities where Conservative day schools do no t 

already exi s t. The Association wou l d als o like to develop 

new Solomon Schechter high schools . Other goals include 

training qualified teachers and principals committed to the 

Solomon Schechter Day School philosophy , consolidating and 

strengthening existing schools, and the further formation of 

•sor. Morton Siegel, "What Kind of Child Do We Want to 
Produce in the Solomon Schechter Schoo l?" Paper delivered at 
the 1965 Solomon Schechter Day School Association 
Con£erence, New York City. 
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a committed laity.44 

In addition, the Association would also like to develop 

an arrangement for those students who did not attend a 

Solomon Schechter elementary day school but wish to enroll 

in a secondary day school. Furthermore, the Conservative 

Movement is striving to provide supplemental family 

education eo that learning may continue in the home. 

Moreover , the Solomon Schechter Day School Assoc iation hopes 

to continue to train faculty on the supervisory and 

classroom level through the graduate program of the Jewish 

Theological Seminary of America.•e Finally. the survival 

of this organization is predicated upon the ability of the 

Conservative movement to attract elig ible students from 

among Conservative congr egations and unaffilia ted Jewe. • e 

• 4 Tbe Solomon Schec h t er Day Sc hool , p. 12. 

40lbid . • pp . 1 2-13. 

48Dr. Alvin Sc h iff , "The Ame ric an Jewish Day Sch ool : 
Retrospec t and Pro spect , " Tbe Pedago gic Reporter , (38) 
1987 , 2 . 
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Unli ke the Orthodox o r Conservative Movements the 

Reform Movement was not concerned with establishing day 

schools during the Nineteenth and early to mid Twentieth 

centuries. The very notion of abandoning the public school 

system during this time period was unthinkable.i Private 

schools, especially Jewish all-day schools, were 

antithetical t o the very posit ion the Reform Movement held 

during this c entury. 

1n 1948 the Reform Movement publicly supported 

President Harry S. Truman ' s Commission on Education. Vast 

numbers of American citizens did not have sufficient 

educa tional oppor tunities ava ila ble to them . Therefore, 

national and s tat e l eg islation were r equired in order to 

create more educational opportunities.2 

The Central Conference of American Rabbis held a 

symposium on t h e day school question in 1950. This was the 

fi r st time in which the CCAR candidly diecuee ed Lhe d ay 

school iss ue. Ra bb i Victor Re i c hert of Cincinnat i delivered 

a paper entitled , "The Jewish Da y School: Its Fallacy and 

Danger. " He c laimed t hat: 

The J ewish al l-day school, l ike Jonah ' s gourd, has come 
up in t he night of despai r . It will wi ther i n t he bro ad 
day l ight of renewed fai t h in freedom and democratic 

1Rabbi Dani el B. Syme, "Reform J u daism and Day School s: 
The Great Historic a l Dilemma , " Re lieious Educ atio n .. 78, 
( 1983 ) , 153. 

2Ibid., pp. 166-167. 
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process. 3 

Those who o pposed day schools raised t he i ssue o f 

separation. Day s c hools would ·· narrow Jewish loyalty ·· and 

ther eby cur t ail a child·s vision o f the world. 4 The genera l 

consensus in the CCAR was to affirm the merit o f public 

school education rather than c reate new day s chools .o 

The Holocaust and the c reati on of the State of Israel 

created lasting impressions on t he Jewish community in 

America . Proponents of day schoo ls wished to maximize these 

f eelings to show the Reform Movement that greater efforts 

shoul d be made in the area of J ewish education. 

Emanuel Gamoran, Reform Judaism ' s Director of 

Education, continued to s peak on behalf of day schools. 

Ther e we r e several arguments in suppo r t of t.hee e 

institutions . I n response to the issue t hat day schools 

promoted separation advoc ate s argued that all- day schools 

produc ed knowledgeable members of the Jewish community. Many 

parents who wer e concerned with assimilation were grudg ing ly 

enr olling their childr en in Orthodox day schools. I n 

addition. Reform parents were send ing their c h ildren to 

other t ypes of private schools. Hence , s eparation was not an 

3Rabbi Dani el B. Syme , "The Reform Day Sch ool : I t e 
Histo ry and Future Pr o s pects ," The Pedagogic Reoorter , 29 
( 1977 ). 14 . 

•David Sanford Cohe n , "Americ an Reform J udai sm and the 
Jewish Day School, " Thesis . Hebrew University, 1974, p. 45. 

os yme, "Reform Judaism and Day Sc hoo ls : The Great 
Hi storica l Dilemma, " p . 167. 
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issue for them. In fact . several Reform rabbis already 

enro lled their children in various day schools. Finally, and 

most simply stated , there was no reason that the concept of 

democracy and American values could not be taught in day 

echools.s 

Gamoran voiced his appeal again in 1951. He believed 

that the Reform Movement had an obligation to provide a 

liberal environment for those seeking a day school 

education. On the other hand, hie opponents maintained their 

belief that Reform Jews should remain loyal to the public 

schools . After all. it was through public education that 

Jews were afforded so many opportunities. By remaining in 

the public s chools Reform Jewe could aid other minorities. 

Through the public school as an institution, Jews would have 

the chance to eradicate racism, prejudice. and 

misconceptions held about them. Together they would hope to 

create a better world. Lastly, day schools were a symbol of 

the ghetto which so many Jews had longed to forget . 7 

Although Gamoran was ignored at the time, the very issues 

that he raised would surface in the future.a 

In 1953 the Reform Movement repudiated the accusation 

eeohen, pp . 45-46 . 

75yme, "Reform Judaism and Day Schools: The Great 
Historical Dilemma. " p . 167. 

e0r. Michael Zeldin. " 
Apart: American Reform Jews 
School Dilemma, 1870, 1970," 

A Century Later and Worlds 
and the Public School-Private 
p. 29. 
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that day schools were a mode by which t o 

This resolut i on was in response to the 

avoid integration. 

rapid growth of 

Orthodox day schools. The Reform Movement was a rdent ly 

opposed to any Jewish family deserting the public school 

system. 

The decade of the 1960s witnessed a different outlook 

to the day school question . This was an era of change and 

re-evaluation for the Reform Movement. Mos~ Reform Jews were 

in a very different position as compared to their parents. 

By 1960 the majority of Reform Jews were third generation 

artd no longer required the process of "Americanization. ··e 

They had become guite successful. These Jews were a part of 

professions which once barred them; they had entered into 

white-collar government posit ions, and they were gaining 

access to businesses once owned by non-Jews.10 The 1960's 

Jewish family was thoroughly middle c lass . These two 

children families lived in beautiful homes in larger cities. 

Moreover, approximately , 90% of Reform Jews had attended 

college. 11 

By 1961 the day school issue was once again a serious 

topic of discussion. A group of New York rabbinical students 

appealed to the UAHC-CCAR Commission on Jewish Education to 

ecohen, p. 50. 

l.Olbid. 

11lbid. 
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re-evaluate its s tance on full-time Jewish education.12 

These students believed t here was a genuine need t o train 

future Jewish leadership . Wi thin the day school environment 

students enjoyed a sense of security. Unfortunately, the 

converse was often the case in the public s c hool eystem.ia 

There, Jewish c hi l dren were frequently i ndoctrinated with 

Christian values. 

A motion was passed that a c ommittee should study the 

day school questio n and repo r t back t o the Commission. 

Although, the Commission reconvened in November 1961, there 

were no formal plane for the prospective study. The 

following statement wae issued, however, at the Biennial 

Assembly of the UAHC as the Movement assert ed: 

We respect the right of any religious denominat i on to 
establish and administer its own educational 
institutions. We applaud their contributions to the 
cultural and spiritual diversity of our nation. 1 4 

The CCAR passed the same resolution, but did not condone 

f e deral aid to any type of parochial school. The Commission 

had yet to address the issue of day schools by 1962 . 

The National Association of Temple Educators (NATE ) 

a lso shared a vested inter est in day schools. In 1962 the 

educ a tors held a debate entitled , "The Day School and Refo rm 

12syme, " The Reform Day Schoo l: Its History and Future 
Prospeota ," p. 14. 

1~Dr. Alvin Schiff, The Dav School in Americ a , ( New 
York: Jewish Education Committee Press, 1966), p. 212. 

i •Ibid ., p. 211. 
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Jewish Educ a tion.".1 6 The two speakers were Rabbi Samue l 

Glasner and Samuel Rosenkranz. Rabbi Glasner spoke on behalf 

of the establishment of day schools. He believed t hat day 

schools would help to c reate a J ewi sh identity in the 

staunchly Christian society in which American Jews lived. In 

addition , he raised the question of whether or not Reform 

parents wanted their children learning in an Orthodox 

environment. Wi thou t Reform day schools parents had no other 

choice but to enrol l thei r children in Orthodox schools i f 

they desired an int e nsive Jewish educ at ion.is 

Samuel Rosenkranz feared that day schools would c reate 

a "domino effect :·· 

I know that they want to establish only one or t wo or 
three Jewish Day schools ~ a limited number - to meet 
their needs . . . Please note . . . that in 1910 there 
were only t wo Jewish All Day Schools in America - the 
same magic number that the proponents of the Reform 
Jewish Day School are willing to accept . . . But the 
movement t ook on a l ife o f its own ... From two All 
Day Jewish Schools i n 1910 to 274 Jewish All Day 
Schools in 1961 ! .. . We must face the fact that t he 
Re£orm Movement would probably have the same 
experience - the Day School program if it is ever 
initiated, will grow until there are scores o f schools 
in dozens of communitiee.17 

Many Re£orm parents agreed with thie sentiment . 

The etudy committee o f the UAHC-CCAR Commiseion on 

Jewish Education . in October of 1963, submitted their 

1erbid . • p. 210. 

1ssyme , "'Reform Judaism and Day Schoole: The Great 
Historical Dilemma," p. 170. 

17Ibid . 
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report. ln princ iple they saw n o reaso n t o prevent the 

establishment o f day s c hools . It was held t hat any group o f 

individuals or Refo rm congregation should be a l lowed t o 

establish a liberal day schoo1. 1 e 

Conversely . the c ommittee stated that they were n o t 

convinced that they should c hampi o n or promote t he day 

school cause . They did not believe it would be wise t o 

publicly endorse the i ssue si nce there were many c o nf licting 

views. By pledging their backing the Reform Movement would 

be obliged to public ly give these schools, at the very 

least, mora l support. In addition, the committee believed it 

could not official ly endorse the project until they were 

convinced that day schools were a practica l need.is In 

order for the day school movement to emerge as a reality, it 

would have to deve lop at the grassroots level . 

Arguments fo r and against Reform J ewish day schools 

could be found in every discussion. Many e duc ators felt that 

Reform day schools would provide an ideal context by whic h 

to pursue excellence in education and to encourage 

individuality and creativity in the claseroom.20 For those 

who recognized the limitat ions of the public school they 

iesyme, '"The Reform Day School: Its History and Future 
Prospects, " p. 14 . 

20Rabbi Samuel Glasner, "The Day School and Reform 
jewieh Education- The Case for a Reform Jewish Day School, " 
Tbe Jewish Teacher . p . 16 . 
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wished to develop a aeries of small, experimental schools 

which would not only encourage individual progress but 

inspire "educational exploration. " 2 1. Once again. parents 

and educators voiced concerned regarding the overt and 

implied Christian values which s o inundated the public 

schools. 

The goals of a Reform Jewish day school were to not 

only provide an environment free of Christianity but 

cultivate the future l eaders of the Reform Movement. For the 

sake of cultural diversity , day school advocates encouraged 

Jewish children to befriend non-Jewish contacts after school 

hours.22 Jewish children no longer suffered from a lack of 

Americanization. Rather, they were deficient in Jewish 

literacy. 2a Damaged by the loss of European roots, 

American Jews urgent ly needed to follow Hillel's maxim, "go 

and study. ··2• 
In November 1963 the UAHC General Assembly gathered in 

Chicago. Rabbi Alexander Schindler . vice-president of the 

UAHC and director of the Commission on Jewish Education, 

publicly supported Jewish day schools. He 'argued that the 

entire Jewish community would benefit from such 

21Ibid. 

22Jbid., p. 17. 

2aRabbi Alexander Schindler. "Day Schools a Vital 
Option for the Reform Jewish Community," Temple Israel, MA. 
1988, p. 2. 

2 4Ibid. 
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institutions. Aft er all, Jewish all-day schools were 

cultivating a new generation of Jewish leaders . Furthermore, 

these schools would not jeopardize the constitutional 

premise of the separation of Chur ch and State.2° 

The question of financing was addressed in a New York 

Times interview when Rabbi Schindler stated that he hoped 

that several private individuals would support the first 

Reform Jewish Day School. 26 The Reform Movement. 

cullectively issued a statement . 

America ·s system of public education is not fulfilling 
either the needs of individuals or of the nation as a 
whole Inadequate schoole facilities, 
understaffed and underpaid school personnel, and 
outmoded curricula and materials threaten deleterious 
consequences for our society.27 

Not all Reform rabbis were as supportive as Rabbi 

Schindler. Rabbi Sylvian Schwartzman in his article, "Who 

Wants Reform All-Day Schools?" directed his readers · 

attention to those Reform Jews who clearly opposed such 

institutions. In addition, he argued that Reform all-day 

schools would resul t in a "fait accompli " regardless of the 

community 's deeires.2s 

Schwartzman argued that the Reform Jewish community was 

2eschixf, The Day School in America , p. 215. 

26Syme, "The Reform Day School: Its History and Future 
Prospects. " p. 14. 

27!bid .• p. 15. 

28Sylvian Schwartzman, ''Who Wants 
Schools?" CCARJ 12 (1964), 3. 
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not truly supportive of day schools. In fact, Reform Judaism 

and all-day schools were incompatible. Rabbi Schwartzman 

conceded that there was room for i mprovement in the 

educational department, yet there were means by which t o 

address these deficiencies 

schools.29 

prior to establishing day 

All-day schools contradicted some of the very tenets of 

Reform Judaism such as equality for all Jews, complete 

separation of Church and State, Israel ' s "calling·· as a 

mission to the world, and support of the public school as 

part of a democratic eociety . 3o Rabbi Schwartz.man 

suggested that an alternative to the day school dilemma was 

augmented family education . He held if that parent s were 

more committed to Jewish education, then their children 

would consequently enjoy an i mproved 

Judaism.si 

attitude towards 

Rabbi Schwartzman offered many alternatives to day 

schools including family summer camping. innovative ways of 

teaching by enlarging the curriculum committee. improving 

the high school curriculum . and promoting Ka llah programs 

for college-age students who were h ome during vacatione.s2 

The Commission on Jewish Education continued to reject 

29Ibid., p . 4 . 

SOlbid., p. 7. 

3l.Ibid., p . 8 . 

S2Ibid . • p . 10 . 
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reeolutionl:5 which called for the eetabliohment of Reform day 

schools. In 1964 the vote was seventeen votes against and 

one vote for ~he creation of day schools. By 1965, the vote 

was slightly impr oved. A similar trend was noted in 1966 

with a seventeen to three vote . 33 On the other hand, on 

April 19 , 1964, the UAHC's..New York Federation of Reform 

Synagogues requested that the Commission on Jewish Education 

establish six Reform day schools in large American 

ci tiee. 3 4 This was largeh· due to a e)'lergetic grassroots 

endeavor. These creative schools would pioneer the way for 

other institutions to follow. 

Opposition remained strong to the creation of day 

schools. The rat ionale for Reform day schools was 

incongruous with the philosophy of Reform J udaism . In 

keeping with the educational dogma of the Reform Movement , 

if member s of the Movement were unhappy with the current 

public school education, they should s trive to i mprove it 

rather than create a ll-day schools. In short, the Reform 

Movement held that day schools were not a necessity for,, 

liberal Jews.so 

Arguments within the Movement for the c reation of day 

schools inc luded the fact that private echoole had always 

33Syme, " Reform Judaism a nd Day Schools : The Great 
Historical Dilemma, " p. 172. 

s•Ibid. 

30Schiff, Tbe Day School in America, pp. 217-216 . 
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been an accepte d op tion in American educa t i o n . Horeover , 

there were many who believe d t ha t privat e schoo ls, o f any 

kind. made int egr a l contribu t i ons t o Americ an e du c a t i o n and 

society . 36 

Through 1967 the Refo rm Movement failed t o po ssess day 

schools. American J ews, espec ially Reform Jews , desired t o 

be Jewish only wi t hin a pluralistic c ontext.37 It was not 

until Israel· s Six Da y Wa r i n J une of t hat year t ha t 

American Refo rm J ews fo rmed a different op i nio n regarding 

day schools. Fo llowing I srael ' s miraculous v ictory Reform 

Jews altered their thoughts as to how they defined an 

educated Jew.as With their new sense of identity and 

pride , American Jews began to search for their Jewish 

r-oots. 3 s 

The Six Day War marked a watershed in Reform Judaism ' s 

att itude towards all-da~· schools . Reform Jews had always 

viewed themselves ae pluralistic in thinking and action. 

Reform Jews were proud of their r elationship with another 

minority , Blacks. Reform Jews had championed the Civil 

Rights Movement only years prior to Israel ' s war. However, 

Afro-Americans did not support the Jews in a reciprocal 

aeor. Michael Zeldin, " Beyond the Day School Debat e, " 
Refo rm Judaism , 1986, pp. 10-11. 

37Cohen, p . 57. 

serbid. 

aesyme. "The Reform Day School: Its History and Future 
Prospects," p. 15 . 
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fashion. Shamefully, the very same Afro-American leaders who 

wo rked closely with many Reform Jews during the Civil Rights 

Movement were now vocally anti-semitic.•o Subsequently, 

many Reform Jews found themselves disillusioned with the 

Civil Rights Movement and the concept of desegregation. 

The Jewish leaders were particularly disappointed in 

the Christian community. When Israel was attacked, the 

Church remained s~ient and i ndifferent toward s Israe l .•~ 

The Reform Movement was disenchanted with their Christian 

neighbors whom they had engaged in productive interfaith 

dialogue . 

As a result, many Reform Jews became less liberal and 

more ethnocentric in their attitudes towards education. 

Their commitment to public school education dramatically 

changed , as many Reform parents enrolled their children in 

traditional Jewish day schools.•2 Ignorant of their own 

heritage. Reform Jews turned inward. Since there were no 

liberal day schools, they had no alternative but to enroll 

their children in Orthodox and Conservative echoole.•3 

Whether for or against Jewieh day echoole, there were 

numerous questions which needed to be addressed. They were: 

40 Ibid . 

•ssyme. "Reform J ews and Day Schools: The Great 
Historical Dileana, " p. 174. 
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1) What was the rationale o f a Reform Jewish day school ? 2 ) 

Was this type of education compatible with Reform Juda i sm? 

3) Is the day s c hool "American .. or does it have a place 

within American culture ? 4 ) Is the Reform community ready 

for full-time Jewish education? 6 ) Can the UAHC financially 

and morally support these s c hoo ls? 7) Wi ll the Reform 

Movement be f orced to change its position on federal funding 

of private institutions? 8 ) Are the day school proponents 

attempting to escape the public schoo ls? Is this a form of 

.. ghettoiza tion? .. 44 

Reform leaders turned to their heritage for answers. 

Many o f the original Reform leaders a c tual l y supported 

Jewish all-day schoo ls. However, the Reform Movement was the 

first Jewish organization t o champion the public e c hoo1.10 

One compromise was to schedule an additional day of ....._ 
Religious School to t he mid-week schedule. Yet, other rabbis 

encouraged the s tudy of Hebrew after t he age of Bar 

Mitzvah.•s Others rabbis argued that this was not enough , 

Rabbi Stanley Chyet, in 1968, delivered the sermon at the 

Hebrew Union College Founder ' s Day ceremony. Concerned about 

Jews abandoning their Jewieh identity and heritage, Rabbi 

Chyet argued: 

If Judaism is a way of life and of looking at the 

"'"'Cohen , p . 61 _ 

• •esrbid. , p. 64 . 

•Bibid. , p . 66. 
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world, it is a way which cannot be experienced on 
weekend mornings. It cannot be experienced even on 
Monday and Wednesday afternoons , or in the finest 
summer camps. It can be experienced only within the 
confines of a daily ongoing exposure to Jewish 
concerns- and there is but one institution able to 
o f fer such an exposure. I mean. of course, a Reform 
Jewish Day School.47 

In October 1969 the Commission on Jewish Educ ation 

passed a day school resolution. The resolution indicated 

that day schools were not necessarily in direct conflict 

with public schools. 4 6 The Commission recognized the need 

for more intensive structured Jewish education. and outlined 

a number of points supporting their position. Reform Jews 

would remain loyal to public schools but day schools would 

provide an alternative educational choice. In short. the 

Commission implied that day schools were congruous with 

American democracy . 

The Commission was vehemently against fede ral funding 

for day schools. Such institutions were financed privately. 

The Commission denied any plan to establish a series of 

"parochial " schools under the auspices of the Reform 

Movement. Finally, the Commission favored pilot programs on 

a local level.•9 The Commission would not establish all-

day schools, but they would help those who were interested 

47!bid . , pp. 67-68. 

,.BSyme, "The Reform Day School: Its History and Future 
Prospects, ·· p. 15. 

•SSyme, "Reform Judaism and Day Schoole: The Great 
Historical Dilemma,·· p. 175. 
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in undertaking such a project.150 

Although they supported the day school idea , Reform Jews 

were not willing to openly take a stand that would 

compromise their support f o r the public s c hoo1. oi 

In the same year the UAHC defeated an attempt for an 

experiment with full-time Jewish education. Once again, 

Reform Jews proclaimed their commitment to public education. 

It was not 10ng after this reeolution that the Reform 

Movemen t realized that it was, in fact, poesible to remain 

as loyal Americ ans while pursuing Jewish knowledge through 

all-day Jewish education.02 Consequently, individuals were 

encouraged to pursue Reform day schoole . However, the Reform 

Movement could not give its official sanction to the 

plan.153 

The Reform Jewish Day School question entered a new 

phase in 1970. Congregation Rodeph Sholom in New York City 

established an elementary all-day grade school in 1970. 

Rodeph Sholom had a nursery and kindergarten school since 

1957 . 154 Also in the same year, another Reform day school 

OO!bid, p. 176 . 

eizeldin, " A Century Later and Worlds Apart, " p. 30. 

152Dr. Michael Zeldin, "Establishing Reform Jewish Day 
Schools: A Revolutionary Move in Perspective, " The Pedagogic 
Reporter, 38, ( 1987), 13. 

essyme, "Reform Judaism and Day Schools: The Great 
Historical Dilemma," p. 176 . 

o•Cohen, p. 79. 
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I 

opened in Miami, Florida at Congregation Beth Am. This 

school was an extension of the previously established pre-

school program. 

In Miam i the Temple ' s Religious School Board nnd 

eubsequentLY tre Temple's Board were quite enthusiastic 

regarding the prospect of a Refo rm Jewish day school on an 

experimental basis. using t he Temple's existing facilities. 

The first class consisted of fifteen students, unti l one of 

the teachers removed seven of the pupils and established a 

Conservative day school at another synagogue. oo Today: in 

1992, there are 450 pupils in grades one through six at the 

Beth Am Day School. 

There were several important factors involved in the 

creation of the Beth Am Day School. Realizing that Jews 

generally seek quality education for their children. it was 

not unusual that Reform parents would also desire the same 

type of education for their children. Therefore, the secular 

education at a day school must either be of equal or 

superior quality to other private schools or the public 

schools in the community.oe The ultimate goal was to 

ensure ~xcellence in education within these day schools. 

The founders of Beth Am Day School were aware that a 

Reform Jewish day school needed to be distinguished from 

eeThe Formation of the Temple Beth Am Day School, 
Mission Statement, Miami, Florida. 

eesima Lesser, "The Beth Am Experiment: A Reform Day 
School, " Temple Beth Am, Miami, Florida, 1974. p. 5. 
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other established "parochial " schools in t h e community . 

Rabbi Leonard Beerman · s Reform Day School Philosophy 

captured the eeeence of Beth Am·a intentions. 

We want our children to be at home in their Jewishness , 
to have that comfortable sense of belonging which is 
such a rarity amo ng us. We want their Jewishness to be 
neither a burden, nor a source of shame or contempt to 
them . . . We want our c hildren to have a religious 
attitude towards li£e, to have a reverence for all that 
enhances life . We wan t life and t he r eligious 
understanding of it to be a joyous thing . 0 7 

Actua lly, the intensity of the Judaic program was not 

considerably greater than what existed in t h e weekend Jewish 

school . One of the many benefits of the day school was that 

Judaic studies were integrated with other subjects, thereby 

making it more tangible for the young student. Take for 

example the subject of abortion . After studying the subject 

of abortion as a current events topic from a legal and 

ethical point of view, the Rabb i of the day school could 

explain Reform Judaism' s position on abortion.oe Thus, 

a l lowing t he students to realize that Judaism has an 

integral role in their decision making on germane topics. 

Perhaps an examination of a current role model in 

Reform Jewish day school education would provide further 

insight to this subject. Temple Beth Am ' s Day School Judaic 

Studies Director, Lenore C. Kipper, R.J.E. states that the 

school"s curriculum is based on the notion that Judaism is a 

67lbid .• p. 8. 

~Blbid., p. 11. 
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Religious Culture. In doiug eo the school : 

aims to develop an educated American Jew who iB 
emotionally stable, at home with his/her Amer ican and 
Jewish identity, who is spiritually and historic al ly 
linked to the concepts of God, Torah and Israel , and 
who chooses to adopt a personal life style as an 
observing, literate member of a Reform eynagogue and 
the total Jewish community.~e 

The day echool·s goals include integr ation of both American 

and Jewish heritages, a life-long love of education, 

development of leadership qualities which will ena ble the 

individual to serve both the Jewish a nd secular world~ . a 

commitment to practice ethical mitzvot, and to observe 

Shabbat holidGys and life-cycle events.so 

The philosophy a t Beth Am Day School is learning f or 

the sake of learning. Thie is reflect ed in the grading and 

evaluation process. Instead o f report cards there are 

parent-teac h er conferences. Pr ogress r eports are only sent 

home at t he end of the s chool year.si 

The Beth Am Day School i s a l s o committed to the 

education of t he Hebrew language, with the hope of fostering 

a love and respect for t his language . Another goal of the 

Hebrew curr iculum is to teach Hebrew as a living , modern 

language . Through t he study of Torah, Siddur , Holidays, and 

Midrashi m, students learn about their Jewi sh heritage. 

eeLenore C. Kipper , R. J . E. , "Judaic Studies Goals and 
Curriculum," Beth Am Day School, Miami, Florida, p. 2. 

BO!bid . , pp . 2-3 . 

&1Leseer , pp. 95-96 . 

- 136-



At each stage of development students will learn 

comprehension and linguistic skills, in both the o ral and 

wr itten fashion. Although Hebrew classes are s cheduled for 

approximately fifty minutes a day. Hebrew ie used in other 

ways as wel l. For example, arithmetic instructions may be 

written in Hebrew . The most important goal of the Hebrew 

curr iculum is to: "create a positive attitude about Hebrew 

and encourage students to become lifelong students of Jewish 

studies. " 6 2 

In teaching liturgy the students at the Beth Am Day 

School are exposed to both the Uni on Prayer Book and 

traditions other than Reform Judaism. The students are also 

encouraged to conduct creative and integrated services. 

Every c hild that applies for- a dmi ssion to t he Be th Am 

Day School must undergo a series of evaluations. I ncluded in 

these tests are an I.Q. test, achievement test, and a 

perceptual skills evaluation . e3 The testing is to ensure 

that the students are s ocially mature. emotiona lly stable 

and withou t a serious learning disabilities. Subsequent 

testing is conducted annual l y . 

The curriculum ie designed at the Beth Am Day School to 

a ccommodate each student ae an individual. Ae Bet h Am did 

not have the luxury of prior Reform educational models, much 

of the curriculum development was c reated on a trial and 

62Kipper , p. 6. 

63Beth Am Day School Parent Handbook , p. 2. 
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error basis . 64 The director of the school, Mrs. Leaser, 

believes that the curriculum should be center ed around 

living, ethical Judaism.so This day school has a spiralled 

curriculum. Hence, each grade will learn about the Holidays , 

for example, but at an advancing cognitive level. 

All student activities at the Beth Am Day School are 

centered around the expressed goal of integrating Judaism 

into the total life experience. For example, a study on the 

Evolution o f Vertebrates may be augmented with a uni t on 

Noah and the Ark.ea 

Two major areas of difficulty in the Reform curriculum 

are the study of God and Bible. When examining 

of God. Beth Am borrowed material from 

the question 

Rabbi Harold 

Kushner · s book, When Children Ask About God . They attempt to 

teach children that God ie a difficult concept for adults as 

wel l as children and our understanding of God changes as we 

mature.s7 With regard to Bible 

encouraged at the earliest ages to 

text. Beth Am Day School wants 

comfortable with the Bible. 

class , studen~s are 

refer to the original 

its students to feel 

This particular day school 

once a week, in order to 

offers its students "clubs" 

enhance their avocational 

s•Lesser, p . 42 . 

SOibid., p. 44. 

88lbid .• p . 65. 

B7Ibid .• p. 62. 
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experience. Children can choose from activities such as . 

cooking , sewing , stamp coll e cting . c hess-and-checkers. 

recorder and macrame, artB and crafts, sports and newepa.per. 

Every six t o eight weeks, students choose a new 

activity.es 

The c reato rs of Beth Am Day Schqol believe that growth 

of student population should be slow and deliberate. It 

should be an evolutionary, not revolutionary process .sa At 

its inc eption Beth Am Day School had many more non-members 

of the congregation than members · children enrolled. 

Presently, the converse has developed. Members do have 

priority over non-members a t the time of admission. 

Both the Beth Am Day School and the Rodeph Sholom 

School in New York City were accused of contributing to the 

phenomenon of "white flight" from the public school. Since 

both schools were established by suburban f amilies, they 

were charged with trying to avoid desegregation in their 

childrene · schools. As with other communities throughout the 

United States, bussing in Miami began in 1970. Rabbi Herbert 

Baumgard of Beth Am responded with , 

Because I love the Black man, I do not have to sit idly 
by while Judaism and the Jewish community evaporates. I 
shal l not do lees for the Black man than I have always 
done. What the present seems to require for Jewe ie 

SB Ibid., p. 54.. 

69!bid .• p. 84. 
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more intensive [Jewish ] education.7o 

Advancing Jewish education was not necessarily incompatible 

with social justice. 

Parente o f Beth Am and Rodeph Sholom were disillusio ned 

with the quality of the public school education. They were 

a lso disappointed with the weekend and afternoon Religious 

Schools. It would be incorrect to omit segregation as an 

additional reason for the c reation of Refo rm Jewish day 

schools. 7 1 Had these schools not opened, parents would 

have turned to other private institutions. Although t he 

concept of social justice was taught, hypoc risy and 

prejudice prevailed. 

Since the establishment of these t wo pioneer schools 

there has been a tremendous growth of the Reform Day School. 

In 1973 Rodeph Sholom broke ground for the construct ion of 

its new day school building. By the autumn of 1974 there 

existed three new institutions followed by anotr.er s c hool in 

1975. 

At the 1975 UAHC Biennial in Dallas a decision was made 

to examine the statue of these day schools. A conference was 

s c heduled for February. of 1976 , to present the results of 

this study of day schools in t h e Refo rm Movement. 

The UAHC Nationa l Day School Conferenc e aeeembled in 

70Zeldin, '' Establishing Reform Jewish Day Schools: A 
Revolutionary Move in Perspective . ·· p. 13. 

7 1Cohen , p. 80. 
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New York in February 1976. This was the first time that 

directors of the established day schools held a conference 

to review their work. No longer was the day school t he 

subject of theoretical discussion. 7 2 Together wi th nine 

other UAHC congregations. the directors articulated the 

various challenges and processes involved in the creation of 

Reform day schools. 7 3 Reform Jewish Day Schools were now a 

valid alternative in Re £ o rm Jewish education. 

By 1981 there were already a total of nine Reform day 

schools. This n ·...unber grew to t welve in 1986, now serving 

approximately 2,000 students. 74 Also that year, the UAHC 

Biennial passed a resolution supporting the development of 

Reform Jewish Day Schools. The Reform Movement was estimated 

to have 1.8% of the total of students attending Jewish day 

echools.<e. Although the UAHC did not mandate the 

e stabl ishment of such schools, they did provide support t o 

existing schools and were committed to assisting those 

communities which h a d the potential for the development of 

such echools.7e 

7 2Syme. " Reform Judaism and Day Schools: The Great 
Historical Dilemma," p. 178. 

73Syme, ·· The Refo rm Day School: Its History and Future 
Prospects , " p . 15 _ 

? •Zeldi n , " A Century Lat er and Worlds Apart ,·· p . 41. 

7~Dr. Alvin Schiff. Contemoorar v Jewish Educat i o n, 
(Dallas : Rossel Books. 1988 ) , p. 279. 

7 6In Progreee , 1 (1992). 2. 
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According to Rabb i Alexander Schindler, Refo rm Day 

Schools provided a healthy alternative to Orthodox day 

schools. Reform day schools exhibit an equaliLy between 

genders. Similar to congregations, day schools extend 

themselves to families of intermarried couples. They espouse 

the Reform commitment to social action . and the education of 

Judaism as a living faith.77 

The Progressive Associatio n c f Refo rm Day Schools , 

otherwise known as PARDeS, is the newest associate of the 

UAHC. The first copy o f their newsletter, .In Progr ess, was 

published in 1992. PARDeS adds a unique dimension as their 

membership is composed of professional and lay leaders who 

advocate Reform Day Schools. Their stated goals are: 

. to educate a generation of Reform Jews who have a 
strong sense of their Jewish identity with an equally 
strong knowledge base about their heritage . . they 
will be the leaders of tomorrow.7e 

As of t he 1992 Newsletter t here were thirteen Reform Day 

Schools in North America with a fourteenth school opening in 

September 1992 . Three addit ional s chools are currently being 

planned for 1993 . 

Prior to the Reform Movement ' s endorsement of day 

schools, several issues required resolution. These issues 

concerned, the "democratization" of private s chools. the 

"de-coup ling" of the public school-civil rights conne ction, 

77Schindler. p. 4. 

7B l n Pro gre s s . 1 (1992), 1 . 
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and the concern for quality secular educ ation. Once a 

consensus was reached on these issues the Reform Movement 

was now able to fully support, in theory and practice, day 

schools. 7 e Reformers substituted the Catholic term 

"parochial " for the more secular category of private 

schools. The Rodeph Sholom school in New York emphasized the 

ethnic components of its s c hool rather than its religious 

fac-ets. :t was considered a " private school for Jewish 

children, " not a Jewish Day Schoo1.eo The former sounded 

less parochial. 

Always concerned with Civil Rights the Reform Movement 

emphasized that they were not abandoning the cause. Rodeph 

Sholom claimed that it mainta ined urban fami lies . thereby 

avoiding the "white flight " to the suburbs. Thus. improving 

racial relations . The Day School Movement underscored the 

importance of combatting assimilation. They maintained that 

one or t wo day a week Religious School training was not 

sufficient to escape the perils of assimilation. Children 

required the daily exposure that day schools would provide . 

If our children are incessantly exposed to specious 
values in their public schools and in society, then we 
should provide them with greater o pportunities to 
confront and explore the values o f primary importance 
in Jewish tradition. Removed from the dehumanizing 
value system of their secular culture, they may be able 
to accept Judaism as the dominant reality of their 
lives . One way to assure the survival of Judaism 
in a secular society may be the creation of day schools 

7SZeldin, " A Century Later and Worlds Apart ." p. 31. 

BO!bid. 1 p. 36. 
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within the Reform movement.Bi 

Reform Jewish Day Schools provide an integrated 

curriculum wh ich is fitting for liberal American Jews in the 

late 20th century. Each day school must decide how best to 

achieve this goa1.e2 These day schools have evolved into a 

type of laboratory for Reform education. Within the 

classroom setting full-time educators are empowered to fully 

develop Reform Judaism -a v ision both e theological and 

educational basis. 8 3 Proponents of Reform J ewish Day 

Schools affirm t hat these schools contribute to the 

betterment of America for several reasons_ Reform Jewish day 

schools generate and encourage an important liberal 

religious voice in the exchange of ideas concerning 

America's future. Libera l d a y schools prepare stude nts to 

enter the Ame r ican democratic process with regard for 

religious ideals, while remaining dedicated to t he principle 

of religious pluralism. Moreover, studen t s poeeeeeing a 

strong background in both secular and r eligious studies 

share the unique opportunity to examine c urrent issues 

c halleng i ng American society utilizing the knowledge of 

Bl.Ibid ., p. 41. 

e2or . Michael Zeldin, "Merging General and 
Studies in the Reform Jewish Day Schoo l, " Compass, 
1981, p . 4. 

Jewish 
Summer 

83Jacqueline Gilbert, Sue S. Klau, end Rim Meirowitz, 
" The Reform Jewish Day School - Vi sion of Excellence, 'tlay I 
Ask You a Question?'" p. 23. 
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their own religious values.8 4 

Day Schools h"lve also benefitted the Jewish community 

in the area of affiliation. Reform Day Schools allow for 

greater participation in Jewish life while simultaneously 

r ecognizing that children are also members of the greater 

society. "Part of the uniqueness of the Reform Day School s 

is that - fo r the most part - they are synagogue sponsored 

and synagogue oriented . "Bo Consequently, many Reform 

Temples have been witness to an increase in membership and 

attendance. 

Reform Jewish Day Schools are generally more concerned 

with teaching Jew ish context rather than Jewish content. The 

goal is to instill within s tudents an underlying commitmen t 

to the betterment of American life . A goal of Reform J ewish 

Day Schools, according to Dr. Michael Ze ldin, is to: 

help children and their families develop social , 
communal and religious ties that transcend the school 
and eerve to provide a framewo~k for a long-lasting 
commitment to J ewish life.es 

Refo rm J ewish Day Schools have been in existence for a 

little more than two decades. Although they have evolved in 

terms of acceptance and reality , they are, nevertheless, 

faced with many c hal lenges. Since eac h school operates 

autonomously, there needs t o be an accepted eet of criteria 

B4Zeldin, "Establishing Reform Jewish Day Schools,·· 
p. 13. 

BO Ibid . 

BB Ibid . 

- 145-



whic h each schoo l must achieve in o rder to be considered a 

Refo rm Jewish day school. 6~ By developing an accreditation 

for the J ewish studies program a uniformed standard would 

exist fo r the quality o f education in the Reform Jewish day 

schools. 

Ano ther c ri t ical challenge to not only the day schoo l s , 

but all religious schools , is t he conc ept of family 

education. Students cannot be educated in a vac uum . Parents 

of day school students must understand that the s c hools are 

merely i mpar ting Jewish knowledge, values and observances, 

and not ensuring the practice o f t hem. Further e mpr,asis must 

be conducted to involve the family as a Jewish unit in the 

i ns truction and i mpl ementatio n of life cycle events. 

On the subject of economic s the cost o f day schools can 

o ften be prohibitive. According to a study conducted in 

1986- 1987 most s chools provide some kind of s c holarship 

assistance. Tuition accounts for approximately 79.8% o f t h e 

total i ncome o f Reform day schools.BB The perc e ntage of 

f u ndi ng f r om J ewish communit y is ge ne r ally rather small. 

Locating qualified t eache rs is a l s o a con c ern f or these 

s c hools. On the average day s c hool teach e r s begi n at 8 2% of 

t h e sal ary whi ch they would earn i n a public s c hool. Many 

s c hools require their teac h e rs to be J ewish . Others have 

B7 ln Progress. p. 5 . 

BBRabbi Julian I. Cook. A Data- Base Suryey of Reform 
Jewish Day Schools . 1986- 1987. p . 5. 
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additional qua l ific a t i o ns suc h as , advanced degrees , 

teaching experience, and a working understanding o f Refo rm 

JewLsh ideology.ea 

Despi te the many impediments , the number o f Reform Day 

Schools is increasing with a growing student enrollment. 

Refo rm educ a tors foresee a positive future f o r Reform day 

schoo l s. Many have predic ted tha t public schools will 

continue t o decline and paren t s wi l l look f o r a l ternat ive s 

in educ a t ion . As we approa c h t he 21st century time is 

becoming a precious c ommodity . Day schools allow for 

increased leisure time. Thus if a child is not attending a 

weekend Religious School, it leaves additional time 

allocated to family activities. Aleo, day schools provide an 

incentive to the single parent family. In the situation of a 

single-parent family the non-custodial parent often has 

v isitation rights with the child on the weekend. Sh ould the 

child attend a day school the visit will not be interr~pted 

by Sunday School. Day Schools may offer the possibility of 

tuition tax credits . Finally, with the growing commitment to 

a mo re intensive Jewish education in a world increasingly 

filled with eecul ariem, liberal day schools may be the 

answer for more families. t heir children , and the Reform 

Jewish community.ea 

BSibid. , p . 7. 

eosyme, " Reform Judaism and Day Schools: The Great 
Historical Dilemma, " pp . 180- 181. 
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As t he end o f the Twent i e t h Centu~y nears i t i s evi dent 

that Jewish day s c hools have ac hieved respec tabi l ity and 

gained a c ceptance throughout the Un i ted States . According t o 

Dr. Michael Zeldin , Education Pro fessor at Hebrew Union 

College in Lo s Angeles, these once fledgling institut ions 

are presently supported and subsidized by most American 

Jewish c ommunities.1 Hist orians would have erred had t hey 

relied upon past sentiment s t o de t ermi ne the future outcome 

of such inst itut i o ns. For t her e were numerous oppo nents to 

all - day Jewish schools . Yet. h i story does play an important 

role. As noted by Dr. Zeldin: 

meaning. History 
make today are a 
out a place for 

history can give our decisions 
perspective; the decisions we 
a larger struggle - to carve 
a non-Jewish world. History 
issues we face as Jews. 
beings.2 

helps to point 
Americans and as 

can add 
part of 
Jews in 

out the 
human 

As no ted previously day schools have evolved through 

five stages. According to Dr. Alvin Schiff these stages are: 

the Colonial Period , (1654-1785 ), the Century of Growth and 

Decline (1786-1879 ) , The Pioneer Yeshivot (1880-1916), The 

Emergence o f the Modern American Yeshivot (1917-1939). and 

The Era of Great Expansion (1940-1964). Since World War II 

American Jewry has w1tneeeed the srowth of Orthodox, 

Conservative, Reform and Communal Day Schools . 

.l.Dr. Michael Zeldin, "The Promise of Historical Inquiry 
in Jewish Education: 19th Century Day Schools and 20th 
century Policy , " p. 1. 

2Ibid~ , p. 3. 
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There are several r easons given for the current 

existence and s uccess of t h e wide variety of Jewish all-day 

schools in the Twentieth Century~ According to one educator 

it is not merely enough to c redit the deterioration of the 

pub lic schools system with the rise of Jewish day schools. 

Similarly, it would be incorrect to po i nt solely towa rds an 

ethnic and relig ious revival in American Judaism. Indeed, it 

was t he amalgamation of these two factors. s 

As initially witnessed in the Nineteenth Century, Jews 

have assumed a practical approach with regard to education. 

With the exception of the Orthodox, parents have 

consistently enrol led t heir c hildren in t he s chool sys tem 

which offers the highest quality secular educ ation. After 

all , " . secular excellence is a road to Jewish survival 

[ whic h] should be openly acknowledged. " • 

Those in favor of day schools argue that Jewish all-day 

schools are dedicated t o the highest values in ,Judaism and 

American democracy . Eac h approach enric hes the o ther. The 

result is a wel l informed Jew and a truly educated American 

able t o contribute to soc iety. Those opposed to Jewish all­

day schools maintain that such institutions segregate Jewish 

children . They conclude that parente who support euch 

education value the religious program at the expense of 

secular education. 

3Ibid., p . 16 . 

•Ibid., pp. 16-17 . 
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Additional reaso ns f or t he suppo r t o f J ewish day 

schools include the fai l ure o f t he suppl ementary a fternoon 

s chools. Irving Greenberg articu l a t ed this sent iment as 

early as 1966: 

We must reckon [with ] student and teacher lateness and 
absences ; the ballet lessons and dentist appointments 
that r eceive first priority~ the host of d i stractions 
and interruptions . . . ; the fact that [such s chools] 
are gene r ally of margin c oncern t o rabbi s upo n whom 
congregation s place . . . a host of other rabb inic a l 
obligations .. . ; the frequent l a c k o f commitment o f 
teachers and administrato r s t h e r r equent 
absence o f s t andardized a nd / or prope rly eval u a ted 
curricula . ~ 

I n sho rt , afternoon Congregat i ona l s c h oo l s hav e been u nab le 

to c ompete with all- day i~etitut ions regarding the qual ity 

and c ontent of educatio n . Greater allocation of time and 

resources must be commi t ted if the study of Jewish and 

Israel i c ulture as we l l as t he study o f Hebrew are t o remain 

pr~oritiee for American Jewry. 

In 1900 Professor B. A. Abrams, Assistant Superintendent 

o f Schools in Milwaukee made the following rather poignant 

and t~elese observa tion: 

But even the activity of the beet teacher cannot be 
fruitful if he hae to fight against the indifference in the 
home. It is a strange fact t hat parents who take great c are 
to eee to it that their children attend public school 
regularly and punctually keep the very ea.me children at home 
for nonsensical reasons. since it is only Sabbath School 
that they are mieeing. A mere whim of the c hild, a party, a 
music lesson, are often considered important enough to 
justify an absence from religious school. 

ODavid Singer, "The Growth of the Day Schoo l Movement. ·· 
Commentary, vol. 56. no. 2. Aug 1976 , p. 54. 
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Additionally, 

Their mothers rarely realize that the chi ld learns e con 
enough the subtle difference between public and 
religious school, that he uses it with the utmost 
cunning . and that, thereby, a cer tain indifference is 
being awakened. The fact that often, in the presence of 
the children, the value of religion in general, and of 
religious instr uction, in particular, is being judged 
in a negative way, and that even jokes are being made 
on the subject, while the school at the very same day 
should e nthuse the child with the religion of hie 
parents, is still the most i mpo r tant obstacle which 
prevents a more efficient influence of the Sabbath 
School. If we could only convince the mothers that only 
an intimate understanding- cooperation of home and 
school-is able to a r ouse in the younger generatio n the 
true feeling for our ancestral religion ; if we could 
only encourage them to increase the interest of their 
children by coming frequently to t he classrooms or 
by finding out the progress of t he child, then , a new, 
more successful activity of our Sabbath Schools could 
be brought about, and the future of Israel in this 
country would be assured.a 

Through curr iculum integrat ion teac hers enjo~ the 

opportunity to instruct Judaism on a similar level of 

contemporary importance as o ther subjects. Based upon this 

technique, educators integrate Judaism into the e nt ire 

Americ an-Jewish , educational exper ience.7 As noted by 

Prof eseor Abrams parents and children share other 

priorities. Consequently, afternoon activities including 

sports, s couting and s ocializing have replaced the afternoon 

religious school experience. In addition , public school 

children are often saturated with information and. 

BDr. Alvin Schiff , "From Sunday School to Day School, " 
Jewish Education, vol. 50, no. 2 , Summer 1982, p. 9. 

7Judah Pilch, ed. A Historv of Jewish Education in 
A.merica . ( New York: Walden Press, Inc., 1969 ) p. 211 . 
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therefo re . unabl e to maximize t heir reli g ious school 

education. 

In 1962 approxi mately 5 40,000 J ewi sh chi l dren were 

enrolled in Congregat i onal supplement a l s c h ools . By 1986 

this number had dec rea s ed to 250,000 . 6 Howeve r . during this 

period J ewish day school enr ollment i nc r e a sed f r om 60,000 ~o 

130 , 00o .e Cu r rent ly, 85% of t he s c hool popula tion i s 

enro lled in Ortho d ox spon sor ed sc~ools. 9~ etudy in 

Conservative sponsored s c hools, 3% are u n de r communa l 

auspic es, and 3% are d ivide d between Refo rm and sec u l ar 

sponso rship . 10 Factors contr i buting t o t h is u nprec edent ed 

growth include the ext rao rdinary high birt hrat e amo ng 

Orthodox Jews, the growing number o f sing l e and working 

mothers. dissatisfaction wi th Jewish afternoon s c hools, and 

the immigrat i on o f Israeli, Russian and Iran i an Jews.11 

There are essentially five types o f parents who enroll 

their c hildren in J ewish al l-day schools . There are t hose 

parents who possess little knowledge of Hebrew o r Judaic 

studies but wish t o enlighten their children . Other parents 

appreciate an institutian · e cultural orientation but do no t 

8 Dr. Alvin I. Schiff, "The American Jewish Day School: 
Retrospect and Prospect, " The Pedagogic Reporter, vol. 38, 
no . 3. Nov . 1987, p. l. 

9!bid . 

l.ODr. Alvin I . Schiff, "On the Statue of All-Day Jewish 
Education, " Jewish Education , vol. 51. no 1, Spring 1983, 
p. 2. 

l.l.Jbid .• p. 3. 
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hold similar religious values. Observant families enrol l 

their children in day echool pro grams. Moreover, there a re 

parents who are unaffected by the secta rian precepts of the 

institution but are impressed with the particular secular 

studies program. Unofficia lly , many families s u f f er from a 

phenomenon known as .. white flight . .. With the advent of court 

mandated laws of desegregation in the 1960s, large numbers 

of J ewish parents enrolled t he ir childr en in all-day s c hools 

in order to avoid contact with Afro-Americans. Finally, 

there were the European parents who had enj oyed an i ntensive 

religious school pro gram and des ired such a curriculum for 

their c hildren . 12 

Although proponents of Jewish all-day schools hope that 

graduat es of these institutions wi ll retain Jewish values 

and prac tices into t heir adult lives , studies have yet to 

prove tha t ·· .. the day echool by itself can counteract 

the forces of an ope n eociety ." J.3 Many Jewish students 

enroll in a pub lic, junior or senio r high school, henc e 

completing their f o rmal Jewish education at a young age. 

Precious little data a re known as to the amount of 

information retained or the percent of those children who 

continue their Jewish studies either formally or informally. 

Jewish education does not guarantee a life of Judaism. It is 

12Amy Malzberg. "Jewish Day Schools in the United 
States," New York. 1971 , p . 22. 

1arbid., p . 19. 
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impossible t o separate the influences o f the home , the 

litany of external forces, as well as those of a spouse . on 

the continuity of Judaism during life.14 

Day schools face numerous challenges. Economically it 

is extremely difficul t for day schools to maintain present 

operations based upon tuit ion alone. Consequently , these 

institutions attempt to enlist the support of the local 

community. Communities subsequently decide if they should 

support day schools of all religious movements or insist 

upon interdenominationa l coordination. As the day s c hoo l 

program grows it will continue to reflect the dogma and 

interests intrinsic to the Jewish community. 

Another issue plaguing Jewish day schools is whether 

such institutions serve only the financially privileged or 

are all Jewish children entitl ed to a quality Jewish 

education?io Additionally , the issue of special education 

i e at stake. Are Jewish day schools only for the gifted 

child? Is the supplementary afternoon s c hool adequate for 

the child with learning dieabilitiee o r should he be 

encouraged to obtain a Jewish education through an all-day 

program? Many educators believe that all children regardless 

of emotional. physical, mental, or financial disabilities 

are entitled to such an education. 

Many Jewish schools encounter perennial staffing 

1•Ibid., p . 21. 

1ap11ch , p. 212 . 
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problems. There is a dearth of quali.fied educational 

personnel who find Jewish education a laudable profession. 

Consequent l y , s chools are often forced to hire educators 

with less t han ideal curriculum vitae. Other c areers offer 

greater financial renumeration and status. It must be the 

responsibility of the Jewish commun ity to elevate the status 

and standards of full-time Jewish educators. By assembling a 

qualified staff of educ a tors the goal of academic excellence 

must be pursued. As noted by Dr. Shimon Frost: 

The task of maintaining t he highest level of scholastic 
offerings, coupled with a genuine education mindedness 
in the administrative/superviso ry/curricular domains of 
the schoo l is the second challenge we must 
consider . 1e 

A c hallenge unique to the n on-Or thodox s chools is the 

development of a Hebraic curriculum. Schools must provide a 

reasonable level of Hebrew proficiency . Otherwise these 

institutions are merely private schools, Jewish in name 

only . ln addition, most Communal, Reform. ~ and Conservative 

day schools only operate through the sixth o r eighth grade. 

Educators, with t he support of parents, need t o build upon 

this education or the day school will have failed to produce 

any enduring effec ts.17 Areas of suggested growth include 

full time Hebrew high schools as wel l as more rigorous 

continuing education. 

1s0r. Shimon Fro st , 
Orthodox School. " Jewish 
1983, p. 26. 

17lbid. 

"Crucial Challenges to the Non­
Education . vol. 51 no. 1 Spring 
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Schools of al l denominations are troubled by the 

inherent problem of lac k of commitment in the home. Too many 

parents do not practice a similar level of Judaism that is 

taught in the schools. The home remains the greatest 

influence on the student. In o rder for Jewish education to 

be completely successful parents must provide an educational 

environment in the home. 1 e Furthermo re, there are those 

parents who send their children to a school whic h ie 

ideologically inconsistent with their practices in the home. 

Ideally, Reform parents should not enroll their c hild in an 

Orthodox day school. In order for the institution to be 

successful children require constant reinforcement and 

consistency in the home. Educators must act as effective 

role models as well as facilitators with the parente.10 

The goal, of course, is the home developing into a natural 

extension of the classroom . 

The Jewi sh day school has emerged as a salient factor 

in the American Jewish educational and social philosophy. 

Although Jewish day schools were a segment of American 

society prior to World War II, the greatest period of growth 

has been since 1945 . The factors which account for this 

development include: the effects of the Holocaust. the 

emergence of the State of Israel, the rise of ethnocentrism 

1Blbid. 

i BDr. Alvin I. Schiff, Contemporary Jewish Education: 
Ieeacbar Americ an Style, (Dallas: Rosse l Books, 1988) 
p. 150 . 
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in America, the deterioration of the public s c hool system 

and consequent "white flight, " and the promotion of the day 

school by zealous advocates . Although these schools were 

i nitially established by various Orthodox groups, they have 

been joined by their Conservat ive , Refo rm, and Communal 

counterparts. 

It is questionable whether or not al l o f t he goals o f 

Jewish day schoo ls have been a ccomplished. Although i t is 

difficult to realize the effic acy of enro lling chi l dren in 

all-day schools, research has shown that these graduates 

will often seek congregational affiliation and may become 

active in Jewish communal affairs as well as provide 

leadership to organizationa.20 

Nonetheless, Jewish day schools must not be construed 

as anything more than educational institutions. Graduates 

are not automatically conferred a life of Judaism. In fact, 

Dr. Schiff has noted: [many graduates] display 

greater interest in building home libraries of general 

literature than in acquiring books of Jewish content."21 

Jewish day schools have not necessarily guaranteed future 

Jewish leadership for the American Jewish community. 

All movements have been challenged by countless 

successes and failures. Yet, each movement continues to 

sponsor a system of thriving institutions . While Orthodox 

20Schiff, The Jewjeh Day School in America, p. 152. 

21Ibid. 
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day schools and yeshivot will continue to exist and grow 

non-Orthodox Jewish day schools will also remain as a viable 

educational alternative. For many J ews day schools are 

viewed as the most effective medium for ext-ensive Jewish 

education in a Diaspora marked by assimilation and 

intermarriage. 
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