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ABSTRACT

KEYWORDS

Inquiry-oriented pedagogy is a difficult pedagogy to enact in
the classroom. By placing students’ questions and textual ideas
at the center, the teacher opens the door to unanticipated and
sometimes off-the-wall comments in text discussion. And yet,
research has shown that it is exactly this type of pedagogy that
leads to increased engagement and comprehension. This study
examines two elementary school Hebrew Bible teachers’ enactment of inquiry-oriented pedagogy. It explores how one pedagogy can look very different in different contexts and the
contrasting motivations teachers hold.
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Introduction
Rabbi Goldman teaches fourth grade in an Orthodox day school located in
the metropolitan area of a West Coast city. His colleague, Yonatan,1 teaches
second grade at a liberal day school across town. Although these two teachers
have never met, and would disagree profoundly about how to practice
Judaism, their classrooms share some striking similarities. Even a casual
visitor would notice that these classrooms are not the stereotypical religious
school classroom where students read a verse and memorize Rashi’s answers
to the questions he poses. In both of these classes, student excitement is
palpable. The students generate their own questions about the biblical text,
bat around conflicting interpretations, and work together to build a compelling understanding of the text. Rabbi Goldman and Yonatan’s inquiryoriented pedagogy shares more with Emile and Democracy and Education
than it does with the Hebrew school scene from A Serious Man.
Previous research (Bekerman & Kopelowitz, 2008; Galili-Schachter, 2011;
Hassenfeld, 2017; Katzin, 2015; Lehmann, 2008; Segal & Bekerman, 2009) has
found that inquiry-oriented pedagogy is rare in Jewish education. In
Orthodox settings, this can be explained by a commitment to the idea that
the Torah is the word of God transmitted faithfully to Moses at Mount Sinai.
CONTACT Ziva R. Hassenfeld, PhD, is a Postdoctoral Fellow at the Mandel Center for Studies in Jewish Education
ziva.r.hassenfeld@gmail.com
at Brandeis University.
1
These two teachers’ pseudonyms reflect each teacher’s titles in the classroom. Rabbi Goldman went by Rabbi and
Yonatan went by his first name.
© 2018 Network for Research in Jewish Education
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In this worldview, the authority of the text and the Rabbinic tradition that
strives to make sense of it, remains unquestioned. But the image of Jewish
text education as the transmission of authoritative knowledge is not limited
to the Orthodox world. In liberal Jewish day schools, researchers have also
found that teachers become so concerned with establishing basic religious
literacy that they focus on transmitting what they see as essential religious
knowledge and leave little room for students to reach their own understanding of the text (Hassenfeld, 2017).
The case of Rabbi Goldman and Yonatan shows that a pedagogy based in
student inquiry is possible across denominational settings. These teachers
adopted the same pedagogy for teaching Hebrew Bible to young students, but
they talked about their teaching in very different terms and articulated very
different goals. The comparison of their teaching and their reflections on
their teaching sheds light on how an inquiry-oriented pedagogy can serve
many different Jewish educational visions.
This article aims to address two questions:
(1) What rationale do Jewish studies teachers with different religious
beliefs offer in explaining their use of an inquiry-oriented pedagogy?
(2) How does an inquiry-oriented pedagogy manifest itself in the very
different settings of an Orthodox and a liberal day school?

Literature review: Teaching texts through student inquiry
Research in general education raises concerns about the consequences of
overemphasizing teaching students authoritative interpretations of texts.
Even if it is important for students to learn what classical commentators
have said about texts, when schools overemphasize this approach, they transform textual interpretation into a solely mechanical process of memorization
and repetition. Over time, this transformation can stunt students’ capacity to
develop their own interpretations (Aukerman, 2008; Beck & McKeown, 2001;
Christoph & Nystrand, 2001; Dyson, 1999; Gutiérrez, Gutiérrez, BaquedanoLopez, & Turner, 1997; Hall, 2009; Mercer & Howe, 2012; Paley, 1986;
Rosenblatt, 1995). The 4-year-old who exuberantly offers her interpretation
of any text put in front of her, “Eishet Noach is sad,” she explains as she flips
through the pages of the PJ library book Noah’s Bark with her father, by
second grade may know Rashi’s interpretation of “righteous in his generation” (Genesis 6:9), but when asked questions about the parsha, begins to
insist, “I don’t know, Mama. Tell me the answer.”
Aukerman (2007) explains, “When reading instruction principally focuses
on a teacher’s interpretation and interpretive techniques, we misrepresent to
children what reading actually is” (p. 91). When the underlying goal of text
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instruction is to teach students the “right” answer concerning the meaning of
the text, teachers send the message that reading means accepting authoritative interpretations. The reading and interpreting of texts in schools becomes
cut off from the reading and interpreting of texts we do outside of school
(Engeström, 1991). Outside of school we read and interpret as part of our
natural activity of sense making (Kress, 1997; Wells, 1999). In school, we sit
and wait to be told what the text means. This misalignment is hard to
reconcile. More often than not, the school’s method prevails and children
begin to lose their confidence in their ability to interpret (Aukerman, 2008;
Beck & McKeown, 2001; Christoph & Nystrand, 2001; Dyson, 1999;
Gutiérrez et al., 1997; Hall, 2009; Mercer & Howe, 2012; Paley, 1986).
There is a long tradition of educational theorists who advocate putting
student inquiry at the center of the classroom (see, e.g., Bruner, 1960; Dewey,
1916; Vygotsky, 2012). Increasingly, educational researchers argue that the
inquiry approach is also the best way to teach students to read texts (see, e.g.,
2007; Aukerman, 2006, 2008; Haroutunian-Gordon, 2009; Nystrand, 1997;
Reznitskaya et al., 2001). These researchers argue that teachers should facilitate students asking interpretive questions that make meaning of what they
are reading. If this process works well, it creates young readers who are
invested in this way of reading and who find reading meaningful. In this
inquiry approach, text discussion is open, free, and guided by students’ own
textual insights and questions. This body of research finds its theoretical
grounding in the reader-response movement of literary theory (Fish, 1980;
Gadamer, 1989; Rosenblatt, 1995). Reader-response theorists have long
argued that “reading with understanding is always a kind of reproduction,
performance and interpretation” (Gadamer, 1989, p. 153).
Research in general education has documented the variety of benefits that
comes from this alternative approach to text instruction that prioritizes students’ textual inquiry in the classroom (Aukerman, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2016;
Chinn, Anderson, & Waggoner, 2001; Copenhaver, 2001; Dyson, 1993; Eeds &
Wells, 1989; Lewis, 1993; Paley, 1986; Reznitskaya et al., 2001). They’ve shown
that students in these type of classrooms advance more quickly than other
students in reading comprehension skills, like recall, verified recall, inference,
supporting inference (Eeds & Wells, 1989; Aukerman, 2016). They’ve found
that these students improve their traditional writing and argument skills:
relevant arguments, counterarguments, rebuttals, formal argument devices,
and uses of text information (Reznitskaya et al., 2001). And, they’ve found
that inquiry-oriented text instruction increases overall engagement and interest
(Aukerman, 2007; Copenhaver, 2001; Dyson, 1993; Lewis, 1993; Paley, 1986).
Important work has begun in Jewish education documenting the variety of
benefits that come from this alternative approach to text instruction for
Jewish studies. Most notably, Kent, Cook, and Holzer (Holzer & Kent,
2013; Kent, 2006, 2010; Kent & Cook, 2012) have researched the cooperative
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learning practice, havruta. When learning in havruta, two students work
together to make sense of a text. According to Holzer and Kent (2013), in an
effective havruta, students co-construct textual meaning. In some cases,
students never reach consensus about the text’s meaning, but rather oppose
each other’s interpretations, challenging each other to clarify and refine their
interpretation. In other cases, students cooperate and develop an interpretation in sync. They pick up on and expand each other’s ideas, echo each
other’s words, and reformulate and clarify each other’s interpretations. Either
way they engage in an interpretive activity wholly distinct from reciting a
teacher’s authoritative content, explanation, or interpretations. Of course,
what Kent, Cook, and Holzer’s work points to is that inquiry-oriented text
study, at the heart of havruta learning (which itself is a pervasive Jewish
practice), is essential to Jewish text study, even in contexts where authoritative interpretations carry the day. Horowitz (2009) explored her own studentcentered text pedagogy that she used when teaching kindergarten and firstgrade school children Parshat Ha-shavua. Horowitz’s “Torah Talk” placed
the focus on students’ interpretive priorities, questions, and comments.
Horowitz found that when given the space to do so, her students were able
to question one another, challenge each other’s comments, and sometimes
offer their own answers to their classmates’ questions. She explained that
over time their discourse improved: “We can often let go of the ‘one turn
each’ structure and they begin to talk to each other in a more natural way” (p.
335). None of this research, however, addresses the ideological dimension of
prioritizing student interpretations in teaching sacred texts. Is this appropriate for all Jewish contexts? Are there some Jewish spaces where prioritizing students’ interpretive work is incompatible with the Jewish outcome goals
of the school?
Researchers in Jewish education have suggested that an inquiry-oriented
pedagogy is not appropriate for all Jewish educational spaces, namely
Orthodox settings (Bekerman & Kopelowitz, 2008; Katzin, 2015; Lehmann,
2008; Segal & Bekerman, 2009). Katzin (2015) wrote, “The religious stance
toward knowledge, which accords it sacrosanct attributes, invites a conservative-positivist pedagogy of transmitting fixed contents” (p. 292). Lehmann
(2008), in her work, echoed this sentiment. She explained that Orthodox
Jewish studies teachers want “above all to develop Jews who were committed
to their tradition.” “This commitment,” she continued, entails, “not only
knowledge of the tradition, but also a sense of one’s own smallness in relation
to its wisdom and authority” (p. 312). Finally, Bekerman and Rosenfeld
(2011) characterized the traditional model for teaching Jewish texts to students as: “The message is imparted that understanding is a complex achievement, that students are not equal to the task of attaining this level themselves,
and that the constitutive texts of the tradition . . . are not accessible to them”
(p. 49). Put together, these researchers paint a stark picture: Orthodox
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educational goals do not allow for inquiry-oriented pedagogies when teaching sacred texts.
In my previous research, I have found that Jewish studies teachers in liberal
day schools also feel that an inquiry-oriented pedagogy is not workable given
their context (Hassenfeld, 2017). As one teacher so poignantly explained, “I
admire those teachers who ask the students to come up with their own questions that then they try to answer.” But, she explained, giving students so much
control comes at a cost: “If I go that way, then I’m giving up the ability to be
sure that they learn the difference between mitzvah a’seh (requirements) and
mitzvah lo’ta’aseh (prohibitions). There are certain key concepts that I want
them to learn about that they wouldn’t get to if I let their questions guide.” For
this teacher, along with so many others I spoke with, the weight of responsibility to be the bearer of Jewish tradition weighs too heavily on her shoulders to
consider any pedagogy other than transmission.
This article offers an in-depth comparison of two teachers who took the
road less traveled. These two teachers adopted an inquiry-oriented pedagogy
while teaching Hebrew Bible. Rabbi Goldman, an ultra-Orthodox fourthgrade teacher in an Orthodox day school and Yonatan, a liberal second-grade
teacher in a liberal day school, taught Hebrew Bible in a remarkably similar
manner. Comparing these two teachers, their teaching and their reflections
on their teaching, will shed light on how an inquiry-oriented pedagogy can
serve many different Jewish educational visions.

Methods
Sites

The two schools in which these two teachers teach are K-8 Jewish day
schools located in a large metropolitan area on the West Coast. The first
is a liberal community day school in an affluent neighborhood. This
school has high enrollment and attracts a mix of Israeli families, children
of Jewish professionals, and tech industry families. In this school, each
grade has a Jewish studies teacher distinct from the general studies
teachers. The second school is a modern Orthodox day school. Though
this school is, by name, modern Orthodox, the student body reflects the
small and diverse Orthodox community it serves. There are traditional
but non-observant families, Israeli families, Chabad families, Haredi
families who live in the area as part of kiruv organizations and other
families who are there as members of the small Kollel, as well as a small
group of modern Orthodox families. There are Ashkenazim and
Sephardim. Because of the diverse population, the school navigates an
unintended sort of pluralism. This school dedicated half of the academic
day to Jewish studies.
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Participants
Yonatan
A second-grade Jewish studies teacher in the liberal community day school,
Yonatan is a veteran Jewish studies teacher who has been teaching at this
school for over 10 years. Though trained in a non-Jewish, general education
preparatory program, Yonatan now teaches in exclusively Jewish settings,
including synagogues and Hebrew schools, as well as the community day
school.
Rabbi Goldman
A fourth-grade Jewish studies teacher in the Orthodox day school, Rabbi
Goldman is an ultra-Orthodox Jewish studies teacher teaching in an
Orthodox Jewish day school. Before coming to the school he currently
teaches in, he taught part time and learned in yeshiva (religious seminary)
part time. He has been teaching at his current school for 4 years. While
teaching he earned a Masters in Teaching from Yeshiva University.
Data collection

There were two data sources in this study: classroom observations and
stimulated recall interviews (SRIs).
Classroom observations
Rabbi Goldman and Yonatan selected the classes that I observed. I did not
mind observing their “best” classes. I wanted to see how the teachers taught
texts under ideal conditions. During class observation, I minimized my
interactions with the teacher and the students. I sat either in the back or to
one side of the classroom taking notes. While observing, I jotted notes
(Emerson, Fretz, & Shaw, 2011) about the teacher’s reactions throughout
class as well as about students’ comments and body language. Immediately
after leaving the school site I wrote additional field notes.
Stimulated recall interviews
In order to understand how Rabbi Goldman and Yonatan understood their
teaching, their goals, and their decisions in the classroom, I wanted their
reflections not in the abstract, but as closely tied to their actual teaching as
possible. For this reason, I chose to conduct SRIs with the teachers where
they watched and discussed their observed classes and reflected on them
(Calderhead, 1981; Dempsey, 2010; Nguyen, McFadden, Tangen, & Beutel,
2013; Stough, 2001).
After observing each class, I sat down with Rabbi Goldman or Yonatan to
conduct an SRI. Before the SRI, I transcribed the recorded class and divided
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the transcript into discrete topical episodes. Rabbi Goldman or Yonatan and
I then watched the class together. After watching through an entire topical
episode (sometimes less than 15 seconds, but often as long as 3 minutes), if
they had not stopped the video yet to reflect, I would stop it and ask for their
reflection from that part of class. The length of their recalls varied, as did the
amount of time they had for each interview, the length of interview ranged
from 37 to 56 minutes. If we were unable to watch the entire class, I skipped
around to make sure we watched topical episodes from the beginning,
middle, and end of class. A number of researchers have questioned the
validity of SRIs to access teachers’ thought processes from class (Baker &
Lee, 2011; Dempsey, 2010; Ericsson & Simon, 1984). In my effort to use the
SRI method correctly, I took a number of precautionary measures. See
Appendix A for more details on my SRI methods.
Data analysis

After transcribing the SRIs and checking them for accuracy, I divided the
transcripts into reflective episodes. I counted each issue Rabbi Goldman and
Yonatan reflected on as a reflective episode including answers to any followup questions I asked. Sometimes during the SRI, Rabbi Goldman and
Yonatan would watch a single clip (one topical episode from the classroom
transcript) and produce several reflective episodes. In other words, a single
topic from the class discussion often evoked multiple reflections from the
teacher. I coded each of these reflections as their own reflective episode.
To develop a coding scheme for the SRIs, I read through the transcripts of
the SRIs several times. I used open coding (Corbin & Strauss, 2008) to begin
exploring patterns in the data. I noticed that teachers’ recalls fell into four
categories: pedagogy, educational goals, classroom management, and off-topic.
Because of the focus of this research, I did not further analyze the codes
classroom management or off-topic. I developed sub-codes for two categories,
educational goals and pedagogy, that grew out of the interviews themselves.
Episodes coded as educational goals were then coded as either religious goals
or literary goals. Rabbi Goldman spoke exclusively about his teaching goals in
religious terms while Yonatan spoke exclusively about his teaching goals in
literary terms. Episodes coded as pedagogy were then coded as either transmission or inquiry-oriented. Most of the time, Rabbi Goldman and Yonatan
acknowledged their use of inquiry-oriented pedagogy. But there were rare
occasions where they talked about their teaching in more traditional transmission terms.
Religious goals
Reflective episodes coded as religious goals used language around shaping
students as Jews. Biblical stories were an occasion to introduce lessons about
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how to live as a Jew and find religious meaning in the world. Biblical
protagonists exemplified the same Jewish values the students were asked to
live by as Jews. The actions of God in the text revealed important theological
insights that are still true today. Religious goals were also expressed as
excitement and a sense of obligation to extra-textual discussions that dealt
with Jewish knowledge that the teacher deemed important for the students to
have. See Appendix B for a full discussion of this code.
Literary goals
Reflective episodes coded as literary goals reflected a desire to develop
students as good readers. The expressed goal was that students should
come to use literary categories and literary devices to find textual meaning.
One might question how it’s possible to distinguish literary goals from
religious goals. After all, close reading can very much be a part of a religious
stance toward the text. I was therefore very careful and conservative in
creating a literary goals code. While there can be significant overlap between
a literary and religious textual approach to the biblical text, there are characteristics that are distinct to each. As discussed above, certain principles,
namely the biblical text as a source of theology and ethics, were distinct to
reflective episodes coded as religious goals. Similarly, a focus on certain
literary devices were distinct to reflective episodes that received the code of
literary goals. When a teacher, namely Yonatan, employed these particular
terms and concepts in their SRIs, it signaled literary goals. Literary goals were
comprised of a number of sub-codes (See Table 1).
Transmission pedagogy
Though the relevant data source for the teachers’ pedagogies was the classroom observations themselves, Rabbi Goldman and Yonatan often characterized their own pedagogy during their SRIs. Most of the time, their
characterizations aligned with the inquiry-oriented pedagogy I had observed.
Sometimes, though, they spoke in terms of a more traditional, transmission
pedagogy. Reflective units coded as transmission pedagogy were characterized
by comments and reflections from the teachers about the discrete knowledge
they were trying to transmit to the students. While no one ever explicitly
employed the term “transmit” they used language such as, “I needed them to
see,” or, “what I was hoping they would say.” Of 41 reflective episodes coded
as pedagogy, only two of Rabbi Goldman’s episodes received this code. Of 60
reflective episodes coded as pedagogy, none of Yonatan’s episodes received
this code. See Appendix B for a full discussion of this code.
Inquiry-oriented pedagogy
Reflective units coded as inquiry-oriented pedagogy were characterized by
comments recalling their intention in the classroom moment to engage
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Table 1. Literary goals.
Literary goals: Subcodes
Symbol

Examples from SRI data
“I’m conscious of getting to the real playground, which is the three
symbols.”
(Yonatan SRI on Class #3)
Repetition
“So I was going to let them read another pasuk (verse) or two. And
this text happens to be one where it appears that things are
repeated over and over. It seems to say over and over again that
Potiphar noticed that Yoseph was talented. So I let them go for
three pasukim (verses) as opposed to one, and then let the questions
happen, which is not something I would usually do because there’s
enough richness in a single pasuk (verse).”
(Yonatan SRI on Class #1)
Pattern
“That’s the move I want them to do, to be doing with everything. If
they’re in math and they say, ‘Oh, I see a pattern here and patterns
are going to help me understand how to do functions of this sort.’
All of that is going to be an interpretive and meaning-making move
that I think helps people to become stronger learners and to enjoy
and really savor the richness of what they’re learning.”
(Yonatan SRI on Class #4)
Foreshadowing
“So there’s sort of like this marker in the text. If you’re following
along, you can say what’s going to happen next, just based on the
marker. And if you don’t see it the first time, come back and read
the text again, a second time, and you’ll see it.”
(Yonatan SRI on Class #2)
Leitwort/leitmotif
“I think many of us read not knowing that authors have multi layers
in their text. And, they’re giving us certain leitmotifs or leitworts that
are there. And they’re repeated. And, I want them to be looking for
them.”
(Yonatan SRI on Class #1)
Predictions
“Because again, when you make predictions and then it comes true,
it’s just this wonderful reward for having played the game.”
(Yonatan SRI on Class #3)
Intertextuality
“I’m hoping they’ll play with it, this idea of lifting the head. In other
classes, they will. It says in the interpretation, both of them get their
head lifted, but one of them, their head lifted is like, they’re down
and out, and they get pulled up out of jail, their head is lifted. And
the other one, it looks like his head is lifted off of his body and he’s
impaled and the birds come and get him. So I think it’s a play there
and it could go back to the things on the head. But this class isn’t
going to play with it so much, which is fine for me.”
(Yonatan SRI on Class #2)
Theme: Understanding the authors “So, the text sometimes gives details for you to paint a picture in
of the text
your mind, and sometimes it gives you the raw structure, and you
have to paint it in your mind. And sometimes the author’s hoping
that when you paint the extra details, you’re going to see things
that will then come in later, or that brings you into it because you
add your imagination to it.”
(Yonatan SRI on Class #2)
Theme: Understanding the text in “Why the wise men and the wizards could not interpret it. I think it’s
its historical context
rich for playing. I think there are a number of possible answers,
which one could imagine or one could say textually here’s what I
think, or historically, or here’s what I know about ancient Egypt that
might help it. So, it just opens up for what could be an interesting
discussion.”
(Yonatan SRI on Class #3)

JOURNAL OF JEWISH EDUCATION

13

students in textual inquiry and interpretation. Many of these comments
included the explicit recall that the teacher did not have any particular
interpretation or answer in mind. See Appendix B for a full discussion of
this code.
To assess reliability on the SRI codes, a second rater trained on 6 reflective
episodes and then, with the codebook open, independently coded 22 reflective
episodes by pedagogy, that is, transmission or interpretive facilitation; educational goals, that is, religious or literary; classroom management; and off-topic.
Each reflective episode, therefore, could receive up to three separate codes or a
single code. Overall, interrater agreement was 90%. Because the codes were not
mutually exclusive, it was not possible to calculate Cohen’s κ for these codes.
For educational goals, interrater agreement was 100%.

Findings
Finding #1: Why adopt an inquiry-oriented pedagogy in Jewish studies—
two rationales

Despite his acclaim as an educator, sought after for many Jewish education
programs, Yonatan did not see himself as a religious educator. As he
explained in his initial interview:
As a young teacher, I didn’t believe I had any sense of the way a person should live
their life, and I certainly didn’t feel like I should be framing texts so that other
students could sort of lean towards [a certain way of living].

Yonatan expressed his unease with the idea that the biblical text should
become an instrument for conveying a particular message for how to live.
Instead, he wanted his students to develop the capacity to make sense of the
biblical text for themselves.
For Yonatan, there was only one way of teaching the biblical text for
religious ends. Yonatan explained, “The traditional way of reading text,
which is ‘we’re doing it for the purpose of something, not just for interpreting, making meaning, but making meanings so that we live our lives in a
certain way,’ I’ve shied away from that.” For Yonatan, if one is teaching
Hebrew Bible religiously, then one is trying to encourage students to live
their lives in a certain way. If one doesn’t want to communicate a way of life
through authoritative interpretations, then, one cannot claim to be teaching
“the traditional way of reading the text.” Therefore, Yonatan saw his adoption of an inquiry-oriented pedagogy in opposition with “the traditional way
of reading texts.” In choosing an inquiry-oriented pedagogy, Yonatan
believed he had removed himself from religious education. Moreover, he
felt teaching Hebrew Bible through an inquiry-oriented pedagogy was a
choice not to be a religious educator.
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Instead, Yonatan chose this pedagogy in order to help his students become
empowered, independent, and literary readers of texts, biblical and nonbiblical. Yonatan hoped his students would come to use literary categories
and literary devices to find meaning in the biblical text. He felt this was
intimately connected to cultivating his students’ interpretive autonomy.
When I asked him in our initial interview about his goals for his class he
replied without hesitation, “The big goal is constant interaction with the text.”
He continued, “I want them to know that interpretation is so rich and wide.”
As Yonatan continued talking he concretized these goals:
I want them to be able to, each student individually, try to answer some of those
questions by making text-to-text connections, by making inferences based on clues
in the text, by visualizing what’s happening in the text, by being able to summarize,
by being able to pull parts of the pasukim (verses) out, and show how they would
support their idea.

Yonatan focused on how the biblical text used literary devices to produce
aesthetic effects. He talked about the kinds of discussions he hoped students
would have. He made explicit that he wanted to cultivate in his students “the
pleasure of reading,” and that the best way to do so was to allow them to ask
their textual questions and consider their textual ideas. Of the 41 total
reflective episodes in his SRIs coded as educational goals, all 41 were coded
as literary goals. In watching his own classes, Yonatan never referred to
religious goals.
Yonatan’s reasons for adopting an inquiry-oriented pedagogy reify the
assumption common among Jewish education researchers that student-centered text study is not appropriate for educational contexts that hold religious
outcome goals (Katzin, 2015; Lehmann, 2008; Segal & Bekerman, 2009). If he
were the only teacher in the study to adopt such a pedagogy then little insight
would be shed on the possibilities for inquiry-oriented text pedagogy in
Jewish education. But there was another teacher who adopted the same
pedagogy with an entirely different understanding of its purpose and
potential.
Rabbi Goldman understood his choice to teach Hebrew Bible through an
inquiry-oriented pedagogy differently than Yonatan. For him, it was very
much part of religious education. In our initial interview when I asked Rabbi
Goldman about his goals for his class he said he hoped his students would
“feel closeness to the Torah, love Torah, and get lessons out of it.” Rabbi
Goldman wanted his students to see the biblical text as a guide for how to
live their lives. In the next breath, Rabbi Goldman expressed his desire to
cultivate students’ interpretive autonomy, to encourage them to ask questions
of themselves and each other: “[My goal] is also to get them to open up their
minds and to get them to start thinking, trying to encourage them to ask a lot
questions like, ‘Well, why do you think this, why do you think that?’” Rabbi
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Goldman never expressed any tension between these goals. For him, cultivating students’ interpretive autonomy was a way of getting at the lessons in the
text concerning how to live. Rabbi Goldman never once in class or in his
SRIs expressed anything that hinted at literary goals. Of 17 total reflective
episodes in his SRI interviews coded as goals, all 17 were coded as religious
goals.
Rabbi Goldman reflected on student questions and comments throughout
our SRIs. Almost without exception, he praised student questions and comments as “good for the kids to think about,” or, “a good question to bring
up.” Sometimes, however, Rabbi Goldman criticized student comments.
Once, he said a question had “a pretty obvious answer.” On another occasion, he said, “I thought it was pretty much a ridiculous point” (of course,
none of these reactions were visible in class). Unlike Yonatan, who, in his
conscious a-priori commitment to student interpretive autonomy would
never call a student comment “ridiculous,” always pointing out the value in
every student comment, Rabbi Goldman did not shy away from negatively
evaluating students’ interpretations. So how did Rabbi Goldman justify
allowing comments that were wrong or ridiculous to be discussed in class
(a key component of an inquiry-oriented pedagogy)? When I asked him this,
his motivation for teaching Hebrew Bible through an inquiry-oriented pedagogy shone through:
[I’m] coming in with not just one answer that I’m looking for, but rather to discuss
what might make sense. If someone says something that makes no sense, then I’ll
say, “No, you can’t do that.” But things that they say that make sense, good,
because you know there are different meforshim (Jewish classical commentators)
who say different things, and I don’t know all the meforshim, so if someone says
something that makes sense, then maybe, you know, it could be true. And I think
also in doing that, I’m thinking it out with them. We’re learning it together.

At first glance, this comment may seem to stand in opposition to an inquiryoriented pedagogy. Rabbi Goldman said that if a student says “something that
makes no sense, then I’ll say, ‘No, you can’t do that.’” I was surprised to hear
him say this because in all the hours I observed him teaching, I never heard him
say this to a student. But as he continued, his conception of the religious value
in student-centered text discussion became clear. He talked about how many
readings the text can hold. The meforshim “say different things, and I don’t
know all the meforshim.”
Rabbi Goldman claimed to be limiting comments to those that the meforshim say, but in fact he was not. He acknowledged that students might come up
with answers that the meforshim say, and that he had never heard before. The
idea that one of the meforshim would have had to say it became a warrant for
admitting a huge range of student interpretations. He implicitly articulated the
following formula: anything found in the meforshim is considered admissible,
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and since the meforshim say many things that I don’t know of, every student
interpretation is potentially aligned with one of them. Rabbi Goldman’s class
operated under the fiction that they were merely recreating something that the
meforshim had already said. But, in fact, as far as any student was concerned,
they were coming up with new and exciting interpretations. Rabbi Goldman
situated his approach to text within a framework that allowed for the authority
of tradition as well as interpretive autonomy. Rabbi Goldman’s position is a
contemporary version of the rabbinic idea that every interpretive innovation
was spoken to Moses at Mount Sinai (Tractate Peah 13a).
But the key to Rabbi Goldman’s religious conception of inquiry-oriented
pedagogy comes in the final line of the above quote. Because students may be
teaching him something he doesn’t know, he was “thinking it out with them.
We’re learning it together.” For Rabbi Goldman, the Torah is a text that
contains ultimate truth, but a truth that humans, even Rabbis, can never
entirely possess. Therefore, the activity of interpreting the biblical text
becomes a religious obligation. Even interpretations that, at first glance,
seem to make no sense, might contain deep insights. Every new question,
close reading, discussion, brings students of Torah closer to “the truth.”
Therefore, one must be extremely cautious so that one does not inadvertently
discard an important insight. Understanding how to engage in this activity,
what Rabbi Goldman refers to as “learning,” was, in Rabbi Goldman’s mind,
as important to Jewish life as any ethical behavior or theological belief. When
Rabbi Goldman and his students learned together, they were not preparing
for some future religious activity, they were already engaging in it.
Finding #2: How does an inquiry-oriented text pedagogy manifest itself in
the very different settings of an Orthodox and a liberal day school?—
Inquiry-oriented pedagogy in service of two different goals

Yonatan and Rabbi Goldman adopted the same pedagogy. Both felt that the
biblical text could hold many different interpretations and that their students
could help them see things they had never seen before. They both posed
authentic questions in class, often taking them from the students’ comments,
and facilitated student-driven text discussion in which students engaged in
inquiry and collaborative textual interpretation. But they did so toward very
different ends. And this was reflected in the classes themselves. Text discussions in each of theses two classrooms looked very different. Each class
embodied its own set of interpretive assumptions, which produced very
different interpretive activities. Yonatan’s students interpreted the text
through a literary lens. Rabbi Goldman’s students interpreted the text
through a religious lens. Rabbi Goldman’s class was expected to treat the
text as a record of actual, historical events. Yonatan’s class, on the other
hand, was expected to relate to the text as a literary work. That is, the stories
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in the text had no reality outside its pages. These different assumptions about
the nature of the biblical text shaped the questions asked and the interpretations offered. Textual problems that existed for one class literally could not
be formulated given the assumptions of the other.
Rabbi Goldman prepared his students for an interpretive activity associated with a traditional Jewish community of practice. The interpretive
activity of Rabbi Goldman’s classroom was, quoting Rabbi Goldman himself,
“learning.” This does not refer to learning as we conventionally understand it
but rather to what, in traditional Jewish circles, is called lernen (Heilman,
2001). To maintain the distinction of meanings, I will use the Yiddish term
lernen to refer to the interpretive activity of Rabbi Goldman’s class. It is a
lifelong activity that religious Jewish adults (in some communities just adult
men) are expected to participate in as an integral part of their religious
practice. It takes place in the synagogue, the study hall, at home, and in
adult education classes. In these settings, one finds Jews, often learning in
havrutot (pairs), engaged in the close reading of Jewish texts. They might
learn those texts in English, Hebrew, or Aramaic, but in every case, like the
students in Rabbi Goldman’s class, they seek to identify ambiguities in the
text, generate questions, and consider possible answers (Heilman, 2001).
Rabbi Goldman’s class, characteristic of traditional Jewish learning, treated
rabbinic emendations to the text as part of the biblical text itself. As Batnitzky
(2016) explains, “Traditional Jews have never read scripture ‘alone’ but
always as mediated by the history of rabbinic exegesis” (p. 6). Rabbi
Goldman and his students filled textual lacunae with rabbinic material. But
the rabbinic material never ended the discussion. As the following example
shows, students treated the rabbinic material as almost equivalent to the text
and then addressed the new textual problems that emerged. It was as if the
text they studied was not simply the Hebrew Bible, but rather, a composite of
the Hebrew Bible and additional rabbinic material.
In the example below (Table 2), the biblical text refers to Joseph’s lead
servant simply as “his servant.” He remains nameless in the biblical text.
Rabbi Goldman told the class that the rabbinic tradition identifies the servant
as Joseph’s son, Menashe. This led the students to ask the question, “Why did
Joseph choose Menashe to be his lead servant?” In other words, for the
students, the rabbinic identification became a part of the text. The task
then became to understand this new version of the text. This question
could only be formulated because of the assumption that the text is missing
historical details filled in by the rabbinic tradition, the oral Torah.
In Rabbi Goldman’s class, the discussion quickly becomes far removed
from the biblical text. In the vignette above, the first question was prompted
by the rabbinic idea that the anonymous lead servant is in fact Joseph’s son.
This fact led to questions about why Joseph chose one of his sons over the
other. A student then noted a second rabbinic emendation, namely,
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Table 2. Lernen.
Classroom interaction
Benzion: But he had two sons?

Commentary
Benzion remembers that Joseph has two
sons and asks why Joseph chose one to
be lead servant over the other.

Rabbi Goldman: Okay good question, he had two sons
—Ephraim and Menashe. Why did he pick Menashe? I
don’t know the answer to that. What do you think?
Shmuel, yes?
Shmuel: I was going to say like you wouldn’t trust
anyone else. But I know if Menashe was only 9 years
old, Ephraim was definitely too young!

Shmuel brings in another rabbinic
emendation absent from the biblical text:
Menashe’s age. This piece of information
becomes essential to his sense making of
the text.

Rabbi Goldman: Right, I forgot how old Ephraim was. I
don’t think there’s a big difference between them, I
don’t remember the exact…
Talia: Ephraim was eight.
Rabbi Goldman: He was the oldest so that’s probably
why.
Silvi: But his son is only 9 years old and he’s still giving a
9 year old a very big job.

Silvi raises the objection that a 9 year old
couldn’t perform the job of lead servant.
Note that this question too is only
possible if the rabbinic emendation is
granted authority in filling in details in
the text.

Menashe’s age. This fact gave rise to other questions about how a young child
would be capable of serving as head servant.
This exchange shows how the interpretive assumptions operating in Rabbi
Goldman’s class, that the text is a record of real historical events, and that the
rabbinic tradition fills in details absent from the biblical text, shape class
discussion. The interpretive task is to use all the available sources to reconstruct a compelling account of the events. What does it mean that Joseph put
his 9 year old son in charge of his household? This becomes a pressing
textual problem.
In contrast to Rabbi Goldman’s class, Yonatan’s class assumed that the text
was a literary work, rather than a record of actual events. The interpretive
activity of Yonatan’s classroom could be termed literary play. Like Rabbi
Goldman, he hoped his students would learn to identify ambiguities and to
grapple endlessly with the meaning of the text. But for Yonatan, the hope was
that students might come to experience what literary theorist Louise
Rosenblatt (1995) has called “the aesthetic experience” of literature. Unlike
Rabbi Goldman, Yonatan didn’t believe that the text was bound by the
authority of the rabbinic tradition or the tenets of Jewish faith. In one of
Yonatan’s classes, when a student suggested that Pharaoh knew something
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because an Egyptian god told him, another student got upset and yelled out,
“Hey! There is only one God! Hashem (God)! There is only one God!”
Yonatan stepped in, but only to reinforce the classroom norm against calling
out. He then instructed the first student to proceed with her interpretation.
For Yonatan it didn’t matter that her interpretation assumed polytheism. It
used the tools of literary analysis and that was enough. In Yonatan’s class
religious interpretive assumptions were replaced with literary interpretive
assumptions. These interpretive assumptions included that the text uses
foreshadowing, symbolism, repetition, and dramatic irony to express meaning. Perhaps most significantly, was the interpretive assumption that the
biblical text is self-contained: all questions must arise from it and refer
back to it. To ask questions about events not found in the text would make
no more sense than asking questions about which direction Reverend
Dimmesdale’s hair was parted when he admitted his affair with Hester
Prynne.
In Yonatan’s class, meaning could only be found in the literary devices
that the text employed. For example, in one class, students were studying the
biblical story in which Joseph is elevated to head servant in Potiphar’s house.
Potiphar places Joseph in charge of everything except “the bread that he ate”
(Genesis 39:6). The students began asking questions about why Potiphar
would want to retain control over his bread when he put Joseph in control
of everything else in his possession (Table 3).
Rabbi Goldman’s class worked to make sense of a composite text that
included both the Hebrew Bible and rabbinic emendations. Yonatan’s class
assumed that there was nothing outside the biblical text. For this reason, they
Table 3. Literary play.
Classroom interaction
Jacob: Potiphar, why is he only keeping the bread? I
think it connects something to his brothers.
Yonatan: Wait, tell me more about his brothers and
bread?

Commentary
The class has noticed that Genesis 39:6 say that
Potiphar put everything “in Joseph’s hand” except
“the bread that he ate.” Jacob takes the reference to
bread literally.

Jacob: Well they (the brothers) sit to eat bread after Jacob reminds the class that Joseph’s brothers had
they throw him in the pit.
eaten bread after they threw Joseph in the pit.
Yonatan: So what’s the connection? Why would
Potiphar keep the bread away?

Encouraging the connection, Yonatan pushes Jacob
and the class to make meaning.

Adi: It might mean something bad for Yoseph
because they ate bread after they threw Yoseph
in the pit.

Adi jumps in. She takes the connection and suggests
that, in invoking bread, the text may be
foreshadowing the evil that is about to befall Joseph.

Yonatan: So Adi says bread is always going to be a Yonatan restates the point into the literary language
symbol of something bad to come. We’re going that characterized his class.
to see because bread’s going to come back.

20

Z. R. HASSENFELD

did not ask questions about the identity of the unnamed servant. In other
words, the interpretive assumptions of Rabbi Goldman’s class generated
textual questions that could not have been asked within the interpretive
assumptions of Yonatan’s class. Similarly, the interpretive assumptions of
Yonatan’s class allowed Yonatan’s students to come up with questions and
interpretations that could not arise in Rabbi Goldman’s class. Yonatan’s class
assumed that objects in the text—e.g., Potiphar’s bread—could operate as
literary symbols. Therefore, they could ask about the symbolic significance of
Potiphar retaining control of the bread, and come up with the answer that
bread is a symbol of evil and Potiphar’s control of it foreshadows the future
evil that will befall Joseph in Potiphar’s house. In Rabbi Goldman’s class, his
students could have asked why Potiphar retained control over the bread, but,
because of the interpretive norms of his classroom, their answer would have
had to be formulated in terms that assumed that Potiphar retained control
over actual bread rather than bread as a symbol.
It is important as a researcher to digress for a moment and challenge
Yonatan’s own understanding of his classroom. Yonatan’s assumption is
that in rejecting the interpretive norms of traditional Jewish text study, he
has necessarily transformed his students’ study of the Hebrew Bible into a
non-religious activity. But this criteria excludes too much. Rabbi Goldman’s
interpretive assumptions would not work in a liberal Jewish day school like
the one Yonatan teaches in. The institutional and communal structures that
sustain these norms are not present there. Most of Yonatan’s students
would find the claim that rabbinic emendations to the text have the same
weight as what’s in the biblical text quite puzzling and foreign. They do not
see the rabbinic tradition, interpretive and legal, as authoritative. Similarly,
the idea that the biblical text is a record of events would not work as an
interpretive assumption for liberal Jewish students that unquestionably
accept that water cannot spontaneously transform into blood (Exodus
7:20). Traditional interpretive norms would have to be imposed on students
(as I observed happen in so many Jewish studies classrooms in liberal day
schools). They can not be assumed as parameters for an otherwise studentcentered text discussion. It is not the Jewish cultural milieu these students
inhabit. Therefore, lernen, at least if it is limited to an activity that accepts
Rabbi Goldman’s interpretive assumptions, is not possible in liberal Jewish
day schools. But does that mean that lernen itself is impossible?
The fundamental openness of the biblical text to interpretation is a strong
voice in Jewish tradition. If there are 70 faces to every Jewish text, couldn’t
one of them be literary? Just how interpretable is biblical text? Both classes
engage in the close reading of the biblical text. Both turn it over and over
plumbing its depths for meaning. Both accept that ultimate meaning can
never be found. Although Yonatan explicitly stated that he did not see his
class as aiming at religious goals, the Jewish tradition itself might argue
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otherwise. Perhaps it is possible to understand the activity of lernen, so highly
valued in Jewish tradition, as rooted in, but not bound by, traditional
interpretive norms. If so, then Yonatan’s class offers a critical and compelling
case study of what it would mean to teach students how to engage in lernen
outside of the Orthodox milieu.
Inquiry-oriented exploration constrained
One might argue that the assumption of the historical veracity of the biblical
text or of the authority of rabbinic tradition, negates Rabbi Goldman’s claim
to being a facilitator of students’ interpretive inquiry. Similarly, one might
argue that the assumption of meaningful literary devices in the text or that no
knowledge is possible of the events of the story outside the text, negates
Yonatan’s claim to being a facilitator of students’ interpretive inquiry. After
all, aren’t they both, in different ways, imposing limits on the kinds of
interpretations students may offer?
Both of these teachers established interpretive assumptions that constrained students’ interpretive activity. But this fact does not negate the
inquiry-oriented pedagogy. What would an interpretive activity look like
with no constraints whatsoever? What if a student wanted to interpret the
white spaces in a book rather than the black text (Fish, 1980)? What if
students wanted to offer their interpretations as a series of barks? These
extreme examples highlight the fact that every interpretive activity must be
governed by some set of interpretive assumptions. Otherwise, no collaborative interpretation can take place. All interpretive activity necessarily relies on
shared interpretive assumptions.
It would be natural to ask how these interpretive assumptions were
established and communicated to students. Although I only observed these
teachers for several hours, and therefore, cannot draw definitive conclusions,
I hypothesize two main sources. Prior research suggests that Jewish studies
teachers set interpretive norms for their classrooms both through validating
particular types of questions, and by giving more class time to students who
share the teacher’s preferred interpretive stance (Hassenfeld, 2016). It is also
reasonable to assume that the communities of practice to which students
belong outside of school, their families, synagogues, camps, etc., may represent a source of interpretive assumptions.
Conclusion
I have outlined in this article two teachers’ motivations for, and implementation of, an inquiry-oriented pedagogy for the teaching of biblical texts. Rabbi
Goldman and Yonatan understand their reasoning for using this pedagogy
differently and engage their students in two different interpretive activities
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through this pedagogy. Rabbi Goldman’s class is constrained by interpretive
assumptions that characterize traditional Jewish approaches to text (Kugel,
2007). Yonatan rejects these assumptions in favor of those characteristic of
secular literature study.
I want to conclude with a strong and clear message: the findings of this
research serve as a proof text. They suggest that any assumption that
religious ideology maps onto pedagogy in a simple and straightforward
way is wrong. The existence of two distinct models and applications of an
inquiry-oriented pedagogy in the teaching of sacred texts is evidence that
student-centered text instruction is not only for some Jewish contexts.
When Devra Lehmann (2008) explains the use of the pedagogy of transmission in the Orthodox Jewish studies classroom as inevitable, a necessity
for developing Jews “who were committed to their tradition” (p. 312); or
Katzin (2015) explains it as the logical pedagogy for a “religious stance
toward knowledge, which accords it sacrosanct attributes” (p. 292), they
miss what Rabbi Goldman sees as the religious stance toward text. When
they talk about the teaching of sacred texts as necessarily being about
traditional interpretation, they miss the alternative vision Yonatan holds
for how Jewish students might relate to the biblical text. We cannot
conflate context or ideology with pedagogical approach. It is a mistake
to assume that most liberal teachers are inquiry-oriented or that no
Yeshiva-trained rabbi can be inquiry-oriented. This is rare in both contexts, but compatible with a range of religious ideologies.
Moreover, it is important not to equate inquiry-oriented pedagogy with a
practice of text-lite, self-exploration. This equation misses the textual rigor
that is possible when this pedagogy is adopted in a thoughtful manner. For
some, inquiry-oriented pedagogy, in its emphasis on students’ thoughts and
questions, fits a caricature of certain Jewish environments, where the text is
simply a canvas for personal meaning making and even the most nascent
readers of sacred texts are prized because they themselves are fascinating
enigmas whose every comment is an insight into their own narrative history.
In Yonatan and Rabbi Goldman’s hands, however, an inquiry-oriented pedagogy is much more than this: it is a rigorous process of text study, cultivating
a hard-nosed discipline toward the text. Each teacher is developing a slightly
different discipline toward the biblical text, but a close, careful, and thoughtful engagement with the text itself is the signature feature of both. These
teachers demonstrate that letting students ask their own questions does not
mean “letting go” of the text.
This study looked at only two teachers. In this way, it is akin to the
sighting of a rare bird. These are two classrooms where students, even in
these early grades, are able to become the type of engaged and informed
readers of sacred texts that we hope adults will be. Though it is only two
classrooms, the mere fact of their existence, one in an Orthodox school and
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one in a liberal school, shows us a path forward for text education in Jewish
studies. Bekerman and Rosenfeld (2011) offer a bleak diagnosis of Jewish
education and specifically the role of text study in Jewish education: “Less
threatening but just as conducive to creating failure is Jewish education’s
emphasis on texts that are- as currently taught- neither accessible nor
relevant to the students’ lives.” They go on, “We need to search for ways to
adapt the [textual] knowledge Jews value to make it relevant in present
contexts . . . in which students live” (p. 49–57). Inquiry-oriented pedagogy,
as Rabbi Goldman, Yonatan, and a growing consensus in literacy education
has shown, is the way. It serves as an antidote to the suggested irrelevance of
classical Jewish text study precisely because it creates a bridge between the
text and the learner’s imagination and mind.
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Appendix A. SRI methods
Introducing the Task
First, before any formal interviews I familiarized the teachers with the SRI technique so
that they could go into the interview understanding the goal of accessing their thought
processes from the classroom moment (Nguyen et al., 2013). Following the Ericsson and
Simon (1984) protocol, I also gave a practice task to the teachers to help them practice
retrospective verbal reporting. I gave each teacher one of two tasks. One task was to judge
whether two letters were in alphabetical order or not. I started with letters that are far
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removed (“BS” or “TC”) and then moved to letters paired closer together (“ML”). The other
task was asking them to evaluate 24 × 36. The main goal of these practice tasks was to get the
teachers in the mindset of recalling before our first SRI.
Second, I introduced the SRIs with a very clear protocol script that asked the teachers to
recall the thought processes that took place at the time of the classroom moment and to
preface any post-facto reflections as such (Nguyen et al., 2013). Before the first SRI with each
teacher, after the practice tasks, I gave instructions (Table A1).
Finally, I designed a series of verbal prompts (Table A2) that could be used throughout the
SRI to encourage the teachers to recall more fully what they were thinking in the moment
they were watching. I designed this based on previous research that found that without
prompting, teachers can be passive and reticent to speak after viewing the video clip of their
teaching (Nguyen et al., 2013). While I did use these prompts throughout the SRIs, overall, I
did not experience the teachers as reticent.
Procedure for SRIs
I conducted the SRIs as soon as possible after the classroom observations. Minimizing
the delay between the event and the recall has proven essential for recall validity (Nguyen
et al., 2013; Stough, 2001). For every SRI, I provided the video recording of the class as
well as a transcript of the class. In all but four cases, I conducted the SRIs within
48 hours.
Another concern with SRIs is the possibility that respondents, in this case the teachers,
identify the aims of the researcher and comply with them in their interviews. This would, of
course, compromise the validity of the SRI. This is an issue that has long been discussed in
the area of interview and questionnaire (Calderhead, 1981). I tried to address it through very
deliberate framing of my research. I let the teachers know that I was studying teachers’

Table A1. SRI script.
“I’m interested in how you make teaching decisions during classroom discussion. I want you to watch
this video of your class and report to me as much as you can about what you remember from decisions
that you made in this class. For example, deciding to intervene at a particular moment, how you responded
to a particular comment, how you decided to ask a particular question, what you were thinking when
students made a comment, deciding who to call on, deciding when to move on, etc. Ideally, I would have
loved for you to narrate your thought process as it was happening, but obviously, we couldn’t do that
because you were teaching. So this is second best. But remember, as we did in the practice exercises, the
idea is to recall your thought process from the moment. If you are reflecting on your decision from your
current perspective, please preface it as a reflection. Please pause the video when a memory occurs to you.
I will also pause the video sometimes to prompt you as well. This will mean many frequent pauses. Also, if
necessary, you can watch a longer clip to jog your memory and then we can return and pause at each
interaction.”

Table A2. SRI prompts.
-

What were your thoughts at this moment?
What were you thinking when you decided to do this/say that/move on/call on student X?
Tell me more about this interaction.
What were you thinking when the student said that?
What were you thinking when you asked that question?

thinking during class text discussion but not specifically that I was looking at teachers’
pedagogies and the balance between transmission of Jewish knowledge and interpretive
autonomy.
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Appendix B. Codebook for SRIs.
A single unit of analysis could receive only a single goals code and a single pedagogy code, but
often it received one of each (see Table B1 and B2). Note: Examples in the codebook are also
taken from the larger data set of this research project.

Table B1. Example of Full Reflective Episode.
Reflective episode from SRI
They don’t know that, right. It doesn’t say anything.
He hasn’t interpreted that yet. But see, that will
allow them to do that later. So, if someone says,
“Vulture,” and then they say, “Yeah, vultures eat
flesh.” And then he interprets it, and he says, “It
will eat your flesh.” Then someone will raise their
hand and say, “You’re right! It was a vulture!” And
then we see how taking the time to stop and do
this kind of discussion about the text, it’s the
pleasure of reading. Right? When we make
predictions and they come true, it lights up parts
of your brain that makes you want to read more
and solve those puzzles more. And if we don’t do
that, if we just read, that’s kids do for the most
part. Reading is me trying to decipher what the
letters and words and then keep going. Well,
really, what reading is, is making meaning, and
making meaning is when you make predictions
and then they come true.
(Yonatan SRI on Class #2)

Explanation of codes
In this SRI unit of analysis Yonatan reflects both on
his literary goals for his students and on his inquiryoriented pedagogy. It therefore received both
codes.
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Table B2. Codes for Reflective Episodes.
Code

Decision rule

Example
Aaron: So the other class, the B class, I got to
the David and Bathsheba and adultery, it
was like a heated conversation, it was cool.
(Aaron SRI #3)

Off topic

OFF

A reflection offered by
teachers during the
SRI that was not
about the class we
were watching and
their teaching
decisions.

Classroom
management

CM

A reflection/explanation Rachel: So what was going on here is, I had
offered by teachers
realized that they were not able to follow
during the SRI that
the full instructions that I had given them.
revealed that their
Because I used to teach, I taught middle
decision (in that
school and high school for the first 27,
teaching moment)
28 years of my teaching, and so I’m used to
was related to
being able to give a whole series of
particular needs of
instructions, like three steps, and they can
students and/or the
follow them. I had a break and so I forgot
class.
where the fifth-grade brain is and I
thought, so I had a reflection later that I
could have put that up that on the board,
but actually I’m not sure that that would
have helped them, it was too complex of
an instruction for them. So what I had
realized in class was, “Okay, they’re not
able to do that part. They did part of what
they are supposed to do. And I wanted to
do the responsive classroom thing where
you notice.”
(Rachel SRI #1)

Religious goals

RG

(Continued )
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Table B2. (Continued).
Text is a source of
theological
insights

THEO

Text is a source of
ethical lessons

ETH

A reflection/explanation Matan: So definitely when I went over to get
offered by teachers
the pen, I had already decided what I was
during the SRI that
going to do. And so, I don’t think this has
revealed that their
actually come up in this class before, but
decision (in that
yirah (biblical word for fear or awe), I’m
teaching moment)
very much aware of the issues
was related to
surrounding the word yirah for kids and
sharing with the
especially for liberal Jews. Fearing God is
students a
not something that they appreciate or
theological insight.
connect to. . . . I certainly could have gone
the direction of, “Maddie, that’s a really
good question, and we’re just going to
focus on the verses that everyone looked
at.” But this felt to me like a teachable
moment and also like something that,
well, not directly relevant to what we were
looking at and the objective of the lesson,
it felt like it was important to address it
then. . . . I wanted them not to walk away
with the idea that Torah says God is
fearful. I want them to feel like God is
something that is awe inspiring and also
terrifying in a positive way. . . . And so I
definitely wanted to hammer that home
and be really clear about that. (Matan SRI
#1)
A reflection/explanation Rachel: They still would’ve noticed that Jews
offered by teachers
had slaves, but it would not have hit them
during the SRI that
as hard, because we would not have just
revealed that their
spent two nights and a week celebrating
decision (in that
Passover. And some of the more observant
teaching moment)
kids also did a sort of a mini-Seder on the
was related to
eighth night. And so, it’s just in their face
sharing with the
that we have celebrated being slaves, this
students a Jewish
is supposed to be given at Sinai, right?
ethical lesson.
These are our laws, they know this, they
know what the cycle is, they’ve studied this
before, and they know that here we are in
the desert being told how we’re gonna
have slaves. So, one of the things I’m
thinking is I’m gonna talk about the ways
in which it’s different. People could sell
themselves into slavery, that it was more
like indentured servitude.
(Rachel SRI #1)

Literary goals

(Continued )
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Table B2. (Continued).
Literary terminology TERM

Human author text

HUM

Historical context of HIST
text

Shared goals with
English teacher

ENG

This code marked any
Ziva: So tell me about that.
time a teacher
Aaron: She pointed out something, like a
employed literary
connection I didn’t even think about, it’s
terminology during
awesome. I’m totally validating her and
the SRI in explaining fleshing it out for the other kids, ‘cause it’s a
their facilitation of
good thought. I want the kids to make those
class discussion and
connections, and when they do it’s so
their teacher moves/ exciting.
decisions. See Table 1Ziva: Be more specific, what kind of
for a list of the literary connections?
terminology along Aaron: Literary connections, intertextual points,
with examples from
again I just want them thinking, I want them
the data.
thinking critically. So if they’re looking at one
character and then comparing it to another,
that analysis is a developed way of thinking,
so those are some of the skills I want them to
do, I want them to analyze a text, not just
read it. So when she kind of does that on her
own, that’s exciting.
(Aaron SRI #2)
This code marked any
Ziva: Alright, so tell me what you’re thinking
time a teacher
here.
referenced human
Yonatan: Well, again, I want them to pay close
authorship of the
attention to the details there. And this is the
Hebrew Bible during the strategy of visioning, that’s not what it is
SRI in explaining their
called, visualization. So, the text sometimes
facilitation of class
gives you details for you to paint a picture in
discussion and their
your mind, and sometimes it gives you the
teacher moves/
raw structure, and you have to paint it in
decisions.
your mind. And sometimes the author’s
hoping that when you paint the extra details,
you’re gonna see things that will then come
in later, or that brings you into it because you
add your imagination to it.
(Yonatan SRI #2)
This code marked any
Yonatan: So, I want them to be connecting
time a teacher
that we’re in Egypt right now and that the
referenced the
writers might be playing with these ideas too.
historical context of
And they don’t have many resources for this,
the Hebrew Bible
but they’ve got a few in their books.
during the SRI in
(Yonatan SRI #2)
explaining their
facilitation of class
discussion and their
teacher moves/
decisions.
Aaron: . . . so she (the English teacher) and I
This code marked any
worked through basically scaffolded with
time a teacher
referenced coplanning them. And I basically wrote the essay for
with an English
them, which is more than I would ever do for
teacher during the
them.
SRI.
(Aaron SRI #3)

Transmission
pedagogy

(Continued )
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Table B2. (Continued).
Affirmation that
ONE
they were
INTERPR
intending to
move the
students toward a
particular
interpretation
Explanation of
content they
wanted to tell/
transmit to their
students

This code marked any
Matan: comments on student comment
time teachers
Ziva: Tell me more about your response.
explained in an SRI Matan: I wanted them to see that there is a
that they were
chain of thought, and there’s a chain of
pushing their
thought in the text itself that says, “Well, God
students toward a
did this, God declared it holy, and so God
single interpretation. required us to do that.”
(Matan SRI #2)
CONTENT This code marked any
Rachel: So I’m thinking to myself, “Let’s see,
time teachers
so what do I want to tell them about this?”
explained in an SRI
And I’m thinking, “Okay, well I think one of
that they were
the things I’ll mention is that one of the
pushing their
things that the commandments gave women
students towards
in that area compared to the surrounding
absorbing particular
communities was that it actually gave
content.
women a lot more power, and a lot more
control over their lives and their bodies.”
(Rachel SRI #1)

Inquiry-oriented
pedagogy
Discussion of
INTR
interpretive
ACTIV
activity they
wanted their
student to, or
were happy their
students had,
engaged in

Explanation that
MANY
they didn’t have a INTERPR
particular
interpretation/
answer to a
question in mind

This code marked any
time teachers explained
in an SRI that they
wanted their student to,
or were happy there
students had engaged
in, textual interpretation.

Yonatan: Okay. So that’s the kind of the
question that totally throws me off. It’s like,
that is a connection out of nowhere. But
what’s gonna happen is, I mean at the
moment, I’m thinking, “Okay. What are we
gonna do with this here?” But what’s going
to happen for me, what I’m thinking is I’m
storing that in the back of my mind because
that is a strange connection that’s gonna
yield something later, and maybe one of the
students is also going to pull something out
of that. And it’s a text-to-self connection,
which is a very powerful form of making
meaning of text, and Tamar’s the kind of
student who won’t let that go. She’ll bring it
up again.
(Yonatan SRI #2)
This code marked any
Rabbi Goldman: comments on student
time a teacher
question
explained in the SRI Ziva: And when you open it up to the class?
that they didn’t haveRabbi Goldman: I’m coming in with not just one
a particular
answer that I’m looking for but rather to
interpretation/answer discuss what might make sense.
in mind to a textual (Rabbi Goldman SRI #1)
question they had
asked in class.

