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" Bill Robinson, 09:10 AM 4/8/97 E, Data Archive Guidelines

Date: 08 Apr 97 09:10:27 EDT
From: Bill Robinson <74104.3335@CompuServe.COM>
To: Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu>,
Ellen Goldring <goldrieb@ctrvax.vanderbilt.edu>
Subject: Data Archive Guidelines

Adam,

Concerning the Code of Practice for the CIJE Educators Survey Data Archive, I
have four suggestions:

1. Almost always, insert "data from" in front of "the CIJE Educators Survey",
"other surveys", "a survey", and "Surveys'. [The exception is in the section
called Survey Procedures.]

2. The section Survey Procedures should probably be called Conditions for
Accepting Data. It should read:
"4. Data from the CIJE Educators Survey and other surveys will be accepted into
the Data Archive under the following conditions:

P kit
[Points 4-7 as listed in the draft become sub-points a through d. The tense of
the sentences should read "...should have been...".]

3. I am concerned about the identification of individual communities (cities)
in the reporting of data. Communities may have chosen to give a certain spin to
their data in the reports they have disseminated. If researchers publish
information about a particular community that doesn't quite match the data the
community reported or reveals data that the community decided to omit in their
report, we could be in political trouble (not to forget the ethics of this). I
suggest that communities only be described in ways that will NOT allow ther
identity to be easily known. For instance, they can be described by the number
of teachers in the community or their size accordirg to Federation standards, as
well as other characteristics that fit a group of communities. They could not
be described in such detail as only one community would fit the description,
such as "a community in the Southeast with a large-size Federation."”

4. At the end of the second paragraph on the Declaration of Confidentiality, I
would add: "... or appointed representative."

That's it,
Bill

| Printed for Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu> Ty




[ ANNETTE@vms.huji.ac, 09:52 AM 5/12/97 , Gender and Privacy

Date: Mon, 12 May 97 9:52 +0300
From: <ANNETTE@vms.huji.ac.il>

To: Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu>
Cc: annette

Subject: Gender and Privacy

Dear Adam,

this is to confirm again that I see no problem with

the paper on gender differences regarding

questions of confidentiality. I see no brszach of confidentiality
in the text, whether regarding individuals or

a specific community.

I hope there will be an

executive summary and policy brief on this

analysis. It could both empower women teachers to
make their case more effectively and female community
leaders or men sympathetic to equality to alter
practice.

See you soon,
chag sameach,

annette

[s;intod for Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu>
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| Bill Robinson, 03:00 PM 6/19/97 , Teachers Report

Date: 19 Jun 97 15:00:53 EDT
From: Bill Robinson <74104.3335@CompuServe.COM>
To: Nessa Rapoport <74671.3370@CompuServe.COM>
Cc: Gail Dorph <73321.1217@CompuServe.COM>,
Adam Gamoran <GAMORANE@ssc.wisc.edu>,
Ellen Goldring <GOLDRIEBE@CTRVAX.VANDERBILT.EDU>
Subject: Teachers Report

Nessa,
I haven't forgot about you.

1. I checked all the numbers on the October 1996 version this past winter. Adam
informs me that the tables and figures have not been changed since then (unless
they were per my request).

2. Sorry for the delay on sending you the tables and figures in separate files.
I had the figures, but only Adam had the tables in a file (embedded in the
text). I will send you it all in separate files next week.

3. In regard to Table #9:

DEFINITIONS [I continue to expand on these definitions in the following
section.]

-- Career Development refers to the possibilities for career advancement in the
field of Jewish education. Thus ---> Would the availability of positions beyond
classroom teacher that one could move into at a later date be an incentive for
full-time employment?

-- More Job Opportunities refers to the availability of other jobs, not
necessarily ones further up the career ladder (though there is overlap with
Career Development) .

-- Training Opportunities refers to the availability of affordable
(subsidized?) formal professional development opportunities.

-- Work Resources refers to both material and colleagial support in one's work
as a teacher. Thus --> Would better equiped classrooms and curricular guides
(for instance) be incentives to full-time employment?

-- Presence of Colleagues refers to the opportunity to work and learn
(informally) with and from colleagues in one's school or community. Thus --->
Would opportunities to co-teach with colleagues and/or observe each others'
teaching (for instance) be an incentive to full-time employment?

NATURE OF INCENTIVES

You are correct. Many of these items are not actually incentives in the sence
of being a "carrot."

-- More Job Opportunities and Change in Family Status is better conceptualized
as the removal of a possible obstacle to full-time employment. The latter could
also be conceptualized as increasing the need to obtain full-time employment

-- Training Opportunities, Work Resources, (having had a) Better Judaica
Background, and (having had a) Better Education Background are connected to the
desire for more full-time employment through the proposition that if one was
better equiped to perform the job successfully one may be more likely to engage
in full-time work.

-- Presence of Colleagues could be seen as connected to the desire for full-time
employment in both of the ways stated above, and, additionally, through the
proposition that a more pleasant work environment might lead to an increased
desire to work full-time.

YOU SHOULD KNOW THAT when we revised the Educators Survey, we eliminated More
Job Opportunities, Better Judaica Background, and Bettter Edcuation Background
from the list.

| Printed for Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu> 2]
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O V E R Vil E W

What can be done to improve Jewish education in North America? According to the Commission
on Jewish Education in North America (1988-1990), one essential condition for revitalizing
Jewish education is to build the profession of Jewish education.

The Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CIJE), a not-for-profit organization whose mis-
sion is to help transform North American Jewish life through Jewish education, was established
to implement the Commission’s recommendations. To embark on this task, CIJE first posed the
question: What are the characteristics of teachers in Jewish schools? In collaboration with its
three Lead Communities of Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee, CIJE carried out a study of
educators in all the Jewish day schools, supplementary schools, and pre-school programs.

Key findings of this study—the strong commitment of teachers, coupled with their limited train-
ing and minimal opportunities for professional development—have already influenced the
continental debate about revitalizing Jewish education. This report provides the full details of the
study of teachers in Jewish schools, including information from surveys and interviews. Where
possible, results from the study are compared to those of earlier surveys from Boston,
Los Angeles, and Miami.

Among the critical findings are these: In Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee, about half of the
teachers have completed formal training in the field of education, but far fewer have degrees or
certification in Jewish content areas. Jewish education during childhood does little to compensate
for the lack of later training in Jewish studies; almost one third of the teachers received no
Jewish education after age 13. Similarly, in-service protessional development fails to make up
for limited formal training. Most teachers attend around two workshops per year, or fewer. The
quality of workshops is also problematic; in-service education is not aimed at teachersf specific
needs, and in most schools it is not part of a coherent plan for professional growth.

Generally, work conditions are not professionalized. Most teachers work part-time in Jewish
education. Only 20% of teachers say their earnings from Jewish education are their main source
of family income, although this figure is much higher in Orthodox day schools. Benefits are
scarce, even for full-time teachers. For example, among full-time teachers in all three settings,
only 48% report that they are offered health benefits and only 45% have access to pensions.

Despite these conditions, the teachers are strongly committed to their work in Jewish education.
Close to 60% describe their work in Jewish education as a career. Even among part-time

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

In light of teachers’ limited training but strong commitment, the authors argue that improving
the quality and quantity of professional development should be the primary focus of reform
efforts. Improving working conditions, including increasing access to benefits and opportunities
for full-time work, should also be part of a comprehensive plan for reform.







Introduction

The need for well-trained teachers in Jewish edu-
cation has been recognized since the beginning of
the modern American Jewish community. In a

1907 lecture on the problems of Jewish education,

Solomon Schechter explained (1915, p. 110):

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

duties in a satisfactory manner.

Schechter recognized the need for modern educa-
tional methods in the Jewish classroom and,
simultaneously, the need for educators to be well-
versed in Jewish studies. In a similar vein, Emanuel
Gamoran commented in his manual for teacher

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

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

For Gamoran, the essential components in the
background of a Jewish educator were com-
mitment to and knowledge of Judaica and peda-
gogical training. Yet one or more of these were
usually missing. Gamoran explained that
teachers lacked training (p. 5):
Training is absolutely essential for the devel-
opment of adequate Jewish teachers. Very
few people today would think of entrusting
their legal affairs to anyone but a lawyer who
had received special training entitling him to

engage in his professional activities. Still less

would people permit anyone who had not
received a long and arduous course of
training followed by a period of practice
in medicine to minister to their physical
ailments. Yet those who are entrusted with
the responsibility of molding the character
of the young—of developing the Jews of

tomorrow—are too often people who

present no other qualification for their task
than that of availability.

The concerns of Schechter and Gamoran are

still echoed today. According to A Time to Act,

the 1990 report of the Commission on Jewish
Education in North America, building the profes-
sion of Jewish education is one essential condition
for improving Jewish education in North America.
The Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education
(CIJE) was established to implement the

Commission’s recommendations.

A first step in the process of building the profes-
sion of Jewish education is to ask the question:
What is the character of the teaching profession
in today’s Jewish schools? To address this ques-
tion, CLJE carried out a study of teachers and
leaders in Jewish schools in collaboration with its
three Lead Communities—Atlanta, Baltimore,

and Milwaukee.

The findings of The CIJE Study of Educators have
contributed to new local initiatives as well as to
national programs sponsored by CIJE (CLJE, 1997).
Findings about the teachers’ background and profes-
sional training were published in 1994 (Gamoran,
Goldring, Goodman, Robinson, and Tammivaara,
1994). Findings about the leaders are forthcoming

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

The purpose of this report is to share the findings
about Jewish teachers with the wider Jewish
community, in hopes of bringing continental
attention to the problems and prospects of build-
ing the profession of Jewish education.



Questions
for Research
and Policy

One of the central questions of the CIJE study
was to learn about the professional background
of teachers who work in Jewish schools. How
adequate is their training in the field of educa-
tion? How extensive is their background in
Jewish studies? Do they engage in activities that
continually enhance their preparation for teach-
ing? Answers to these questions are essential
for policy decisions.

If professional preparation and growth for teach-

ers are important, professional conditions for

work may be closely related. What are the earn-

ings and benefits for teachers in Jewish schools?
How many hours do they work? Are teachers
commonly employed in more than one school?
What are the prospects for tull-time work as a

Jewish teacher?

A third set of issues concerns Jewish education
as a career. How are teachers recruited to Jewish
education? How experienced are they? Do they
view their work as a career? What are their
future plans? Addressing these questions may
provide guidance about communal investment

in our current teaching force.

~ About the Study and its Participants
This study was carried out by the Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CIJE) in collabora-
tion with the three Lead Communities of Aﬂanta. Baltimore, and Milwaukee. Data sources includ-
ed surveys of nearly 1000 teachers and interviews with over 100 educators. Further information
on the data and methodology of the study may be found in the Appendix.

The survey indicated that teachers in the three communities are predominahtly female (84%) and
married (80%). A large ma}oﬁ_ty_ are Ameﬁcaln-bom (86%), while 7% percent were born in Israel.
Surveys from other cities have indicated much higher proportions of Israeli-born teachers: 17% in
Boston (Frank, Margolis, and Weisner, 1992); 25% in Los Anfelc_:s (Aron and Phillips, 1988); and
in Miami, 15% of synagogue school teachers and 29% of Judaic studies day school teachers
(Sheskin, 1988).

Our respondents represent a variety of religious affiliations. Thirty-two percent are Orthodox, and
8% define themselves as traditional. Thirty-one perc'éﬁi identify with the Reform movement; 25%
see themselves as Conservative. (The remaining 4% list other affiliations, including 1%
Reconstructionist.) Sixty-three percent of the teachers have visited Israel, and 51% of those have
lived in Israel for three months or more. Twenty-one percent of the teachers in our survey
described themselves as ﬂuent Hebrew speakers. :
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Background
and Training
of Teachers in
Jewish Schools

To what extent are teachers in Jewish schools
trained as educators? Are they prepared in areas
of Jewish content? What standards are maintained
for their ongoing professional development?

Qur first task is to examine the background and

training of teachers in Jewish schools.

EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND

Teachers in the Jewish schools of Atlanta,
Baltimore, and Milwaukee are highly educated.
Table 1 shows that 74% have college degrees,
and 29% have graduate or prolessional degrees.
Compared to the national Jewish population, the
teachers are more likely to have college degrees,
and about equally likely to have post-collegiate
degrees. According to the 1990 National Jewish
Population Survey, around 50% of both men and
women who identify as Jews have college degrees,
and 24% of women and 32% of men have gradu-
ate degrees (Kosmin, Goldstein, Waksberg,

Lerer, Keysar, and Scheckner, 1993).

More important for our interests is the finding
that as many as 43% of the teachers in the Jewish
schools of the three communities have university
degrees in education, and another 11% have

education degrees from teachers institutes. Just

over half the teachers have worked in general
education. Whereas day, supplementary, and
pre-school teachers are about equally likely to
have degrees and experience in general educa-
tion, these comparisons mask important denomi-
national differences within settings: Teachers in
day and pre-schools under Orthodox sponsorship
have less formal training and experience in
general education compared to those in day and

pre-schools under other sponsorships.

Thirty-seven percent of the day school teachers
reported a college major or seminary degree in
Jewish studies, and slightly more are certified in
Jewish education (see Table 2). (Certification is
typically granted by a local Board of Jewish
Education; standards for certification may vary
across communities.) Again, these ligures differ-
ed within the day school setting: Teachers in
Orthodox day schools are substantially more
likely to have training or certification in Jewish

education or studies.

Teachers in other settings, whether Orthodox or
not, have far less formal preparation in Jewish

studies. Table 2 indicates that only 12% of sup-
plementary school teachers, 16% of teachers in

Orthodox pre-schools, and 3% of teachers in

Table 1. General Educational Backgrounds of Teachers in Jewish Schools

SETTING Grad./Prof.

Degree

College
Degree

Day Schools

Supplementary
Schools

Pre-Schools

Worked in
General Education

From Teachers
Institute

From
University




Background

and Training Table 2. Collegiate and Professional Jewish Jewish schools in the three communities lack
Educational Background of Teachers in

of Teachers in  Jewish schools

> SETTING Certification Degree in Figure 1 provides a graphic display of this pattern
Jewish Schools in Jewish Jewish

Education Studies

collegiate or professional degrees in both areas.

for all teachers. The pattern differs somewhat across
T : settings and sponsorships: Among day school teach-

Day Schoois :

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

: _ 3 . sl non-Orthodox schools lack degrees in both areas,

i Supﬁlementary i : : whereas the figure is 38% for pre-school teachers

Sthools 0 : : and 44% for supplementary school teachers.

Pre-Schools . ol o g
2 : This analysis views teachers who are certified

in Jewish education but who lack a degree in
general education as partially trained, because

YOTAL

certification in Jewish education typically does
not require the same level of training in educa-

other pre-schools majored in Jewish studies; the tion as a secular degree. To count those with
percentages are moderately higher but follow the certificates in Jewish education as trained in
same pattern for certilication in Jewish education. general education would lead to the conclusion
(These figures are for post-secondary degrees and that about 25% instead of 19% are formally
certifications; yeshiva study is represented only trained in education and in Jewish studies—still
when it resulted in ordination, degrees, or other only a quarter of all teachers in Jewish settings.

formal certification.) Similar contrasts in Judaic

studies training between day school and other Figure 1. Extent of Professional Training in General
teachers were reported in Miami (Sheskin, 1988). Education and Jewish Studies

Teachers in supplementary schools and pre- Trained in
schools have relatively little formal preparation Trained in Ef,‘:“;{.ﬂ,,
to be Jewish educators (see Table 2). Even in - Only
day schools, where formal preparation is most

extensive, only half the teachers are trained in

education, and half are prepared in Jewish Trained in
studies at the collegiate or professional level. ,.x;t‘;fu':i,, e
(This includes both Jewish studies majors and ity

Jewish education certification.)

Overall, 19% of the teachers we surveyed have An important qualification to these findings is
collegiate or professional training in both Jewish that they emphasize formal schooling. Jewish
studies and education (this includes teachers content, however, is learned not only in school
institutes). Another 47% have formal training but in informal settings, such as the home, the
in one field or the other but not both, including synagogue, summer camp, and Israel experiences,
35% with backgrounds in education and 12% among others. To focus only on formal education
certified in Jewish subjects (including Jewish thus underestimates the extent of Jewish knowl-
education). The remaining 34% of teachers in edge among teachers in Jewish schools. Still, it is

6



Background
and Training
of Teachers in
Jewish Schools

widely recognized in the field of education that

full preparation for teaching includes formal

training in one’s subject matter as well as in peda-

gogy (e.g., Darling-Hammond, 1994), so that the
lack of formal training in Jewish studies among

many of the teachers is a matter of concern.

PRE-COLLEGIATE JEWISH
EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND
What sort of Jewish education did the teachers

receive when they were children?

On the whole, teachers in Jewish schools are
much better educated Jewishly than the typical

American Jew. For example, according to the

1990 National Jewish Population Survey
(Kosmin et al., 1993), 22% ol males and 38%
of females who identify as Jews received no
Jewish education as children; the comparable
figure is only 8% for the teachers in our survey
when childhood education both before and

after age 13 is considered.

Table 3 indicates that among teachers in Ortho-
dox day schools and pre-schools, a majority
attended day schools (or schools in Israel), and
nearly all teachers in Orthodox day schools and
over two thirds of those in Orthodox pre-schools
attended a Jewish school at least 2 days a week
both before and after age 13. Among teachers in

Table 3. Pre-Collegiate Jlewish Educational Background of Teachers in Jewish Schools

BEFORE AGE 13

None

SETTING

Day Schools :

Supplementary Schools

Pre-Schools

TOTAL

1 Day Per
Week Only

AFTER AGE 13

1 Day Per
Week Only

School in Israel
or Day School

2 Days or More
Supplementary

School in Israel
Yeshiva, or
Day School

~ 2 Days or More
Supplementary
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Jewish Schools

other day schools, about two thirds attended a
Jewish school at least twice a week before age
13, and over half attended at least that often after
age 13. Supplementary school teachers partici-
pated less, but still much more than the average
American Jew: Before age 13, 24% of teachers
attended day schools, and another 40% attended
a supplementary school of 2 days or more a
week, while 25% attended only once a week,
and 11% did not attend at all. After age 13, 29%
attended day school, 17% attended a Jewish
school twice a week, and the proportion that

reported “none” rose to 29%.

Teachers in non-Orthodox pre-schools stand

out as having received substantially less Jewish
schooling as children. Fewer than one third
before age 13 and less than one seventh after age
13 attended a Jewish school twice or more cach
week. One reason for these low figures is that 11%
of teachers in non-Orthodox pre-schools are not
Jewish. (A survey in Miami also reported that 7%
of early childhood teachers in Jewish schools were
not Jewish; see Sheskin, 1988). Even excluding
the non-Jewish teachers, however, over hall of
teachers in non-Orthodox pre-schools received no

Jewish schooling after the age of Bat Mitzvah.

PROFESSIONAL

DEVELOPMENT

Nearly all pre-school teachers reported that they
were required to attend in-service workshops. In
our interviews, we learned that most pre-schools
were licensed by the states in which they were
located, and state accreditation requirements
demanded staff development, On the surveys,
pre-school teachers reported they were required
to attend an average of 6.2 in-service workshops
over a two-year period. While these workshops
generally satisfied state requirements, they are
not sufficient to compensate for the limited Judaic

backgrounds of most pre-school teachers.

8

Day school teachers attend substantially [ewer
workshops. Almost 80% said workshops were
required, but the number required averaged
only 3.8 workshops over a two-year period

(see Figure 2). This level of staff development is
far below normal standards in public education.
For example, teachers in Wisconsin are required
to complete 180 hours of workshops over a
five-year period in order to maintain their
teaching license. On the assumption that a
typical workshop lasts 3 hours, day school teach-
ers in our study averaged about 29 hours of
workshops over a five-year period, less than
one sixth of what is required for state-licensed

teachers in Wisconsin.

Figure 2. Average Number of Required Workshops
Over a Two-Year Period

N oW oA VN oo N @
\
\

A

s
Supplementary

Day School Pre-School

Wisconsin teachers can also maintain their licenses
by earning six college or university credits over

a live-year period. About 32% of the day school
teachers reported taking a course in Judaica or
Hebrew at a university, community center, or
synagogue during the previous 12 months.
Although we did not ask more specific questions
about these courses, it is clear that attendance

at workshops does not capture the full extent of
continuing education obtained by day school
teachers. Furthermore, the survey did not ask
about university courses in education. When these

courses are counted, day school teachers come
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closer to the level of professional development
required in public education, but they do not
attain it, nor are they required to do so, even
though they are less well prepared initially

compared to their peers in public education.

Supplementary school teachers reported slightly
more in-service training than day school teachers,
although not as much as pre-school teachers (see
Figure 2). Also, 44% of the supplementary school
teachers reported taking a Judaica or Hebrew
course at a university, community center, or
synagogue (although many of these courses meet
for only a few hours). As in the case of day school
teachers, professional development for supple-
mentary teachers falls well short of common

professional standards for public school teachers.

Staff development activities were even less
frequent in a Miami survey (Sheskin, 1988),
which found that day school teachers averaged
3.7 Judaica workshops over a three-year period;
supplementary school teachers averaged 3.2
Judaica workshops; and pre-school teachers
averaged 3.4 such workshops. During the same
three-year period, day school and pre-school

teachers reported having taken 0.8 courses in

teaching methods on average, and supplement-

ary school teachers averaged 1.1 courses.

Consistent with their diverse backgrounds, the
teachers varied substantially in the areas in which
they would like to improve (see Table 4). Among
the most popular were skills in motivating
children to learn, creating materials, and content
knowledge in Hebrew and history. Variation
across settings followed predictable patterns. For
example, pre-school teachers were more con-
cerned with child development, and teachers in
non-Orthodox pre-schools were especially
interested in learning about Jewish customs and
ceremonies. Teachers in Orthodox day schools
were most concerned with learning more history,
while teachers in non-Orthodox day schools more
often perceived a need for improved Bible knowl-
edge. It is noteworthy that interests in motiva-
ting students, creating materials, and learning

Hebrew were uniformly strong across settings.

In-service training is not only infrequent but,
especially in day and supplementary schools, it
tends to be sporadic and not geared to teachers’
specific needs. On the survey, teachers indicated

they typically find the workshops “somewhat

Table 4. Teacher Workshop Areas: What would teachers like to improve? What workshops have they attended?

Percent desnnng |rnprovemen‘t'
Jewlsh content !

Percent who attended workshopson the following topics in the last two years:
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helpful.” Aside from Hebrew language, many
teachers had in fact attended a workshop in

an area in which they desired to improve. Yet
our interviews indicated several concerns about
the workshops. Particularly in day and supple-
mentary schools, there is rarely any overall
coordination among offerings or programs of
professional development: Teachers feel that a
workshop is an event unto itself, without any
apparent connection to previous staff develop-

ment activities or follow-up afterwards.

Teachers who learn something practical and

concrete see the workshop as useful. One

pre-school teacher commented about workshops:
[SJome of them are wonderful and really do
address just the issues you need to hear about,
very practical things.... I went to a wonderful
one that covered several of the major Jewish
holidays. She showed us some very useful

things we could take back to our classroom.

Conversely, another teacher who found nothing of
practical value dismissed the workshop experience
as “dreadfully boring and non-helpful to me.”
Moreover, in-service training tends to be provided
uniformly for all teachers, rather than offering
different programs designed to meet the varied
needs of teachers with diverse backgrounds in
pedagogy and Jewish content. Given the wide
range of training, experience, subject matter, and
grade levels among teachers in Jewish schools, it
is unlikely that a given workshop will be appro-
priate for many teachers, even within the same
school. As one day school teacher remarked,
A lot of times, I guess because Jewish education
is so small, you end up in a [workshop] class
with a range ol people teaching all the way
from pre-school to tenth grade. You can’t
teach a [workshop] class like that. The way you
approach the material depends entirely on
the age that the children are. Developmentally
what works for an eighth grader does not

work for a kindergartner and vice versa.
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SUMMARY AND

IMPLICATIONS

Compared to other settings, day school teachers
of Judaica are relatively well prepared, both
Jewishly and pedagogically. Still, fewer than half
have undergone the level of professional prepara-
tion that is standard among public school teach-
ers, although day schools generally require their
teachers of secular subjects to meet the standard
requirements. In addition, staff development
demands for day school Judaica teachers are
minimal, and are fewer than the requirements
for day school teachers of secular subjects, who
typically meet state requirements for ongoing
certification to maintain their teaching licenses.
Both for pre-service preparation and in-service
development, Jewish day schools in Atlanta,
Baltimore, and Milwaukee typically hold teachers
ol sccular subjects to higher standards than

teachers of Jewish subjects.

Among supplementary and pre-school teachers,
few are fully prepared as professional Jewish
educators. That is, enly small proportions of teach-
ers in those settings have extensive training in
both education and Judaica. In particular, only
46% of supplementary school teachers are trained
in education, and most teachers in non-Orthodox
pre-schools received minimal formal Jewish
education as children, let alone at the college level.
Professional growth opportunities are needed to

advance their levels of knowledge and skills.

Professional development for Jewish educators is
not only a matter of remediation, of making up
for deficiencies. It is also a means of renewal and
growth, which is imperative for all teachers. Even
those who are well prepared for their positions
must have opportunities to keep abreast of the
field, to learn exciting new ideas, and to be invigo-
rated by contact with other educators. (For a
concise review of current directions in professional

development, see Dilworth and Imig, 1995.)
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What must teachers know in order to teach?
Beyond pedagogic and content knowledge is the
notion of “pedagogic content knowledge"—that
is, the knowledge of what it is about the content
that is most essential for successfully imparting
it to a student (Shulman, 1986). This is the
knowledge of how to create bridges between
subject matter and student. Teachers need a

rich and deep knowledge of the subject matter

1o place it in a meaningful context for their

Conditions
of Work

Having identified a need for the professional
preparation and development of teachers, we
must also consider whether work conditions for
teachers in Jewish schools make it reasonable
to think about a profession of Jewish education.
How many hours do teachers work each week?
How many teachers work full-time? What are
their earnings and benefits? What incentives
might stimulate more teachers to work full-time

if positions were available?

SETTINGS AND HOURS

OF WORK

Most of the teachers we surveyed reported that
they work in one school. Specifically, 80% teach
in one school, 17% teach in two schools, and 3%
teach in more than two schools. Thirty-one per-
cent of the respondents teach in day schools as
their primary setting (the setting in which they
work the most hours), including 18% under
Orthodox sponsorship and 13% under other
sponsorships. Forty percent work in supplemen-
tary schools. The remaining 29% teach in pre-
schools, including 4% under Orthodox sponsor-
ship and 25% under other sponsorships. Whereas

20% of teachers work in more than one school,
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students. Although students do not always
respond (o instruction in predictable ways, a
teacher who possesses pedagogic content
knowledge has the power to find new ways of
enabling students to learn the material at hand.
In thinking and planning professional develop-
ment for Jewish teachers in the future, then,
we must consider not only pedagogy and not
only Judaica but their integration—the

teaching of Jewish subject matter.

approximately 35% of positions are held by

teachers who teach in more than one school.

There is no agreed-upon definition of tull-time
work in the field of Jewish education. When we
define full-time teaching as 25 hours per week
or more, we find that 28% work full-time in

one school, and 32% work full-time when all
their positions in Jewish education are taken into
account. When asked on the survey, 31% of

the teachers described themselves as a “tull-time
Jewish educator.” Thus, alternative definitions

give similar results, on average.

Teaching in supplementary schools is overwhelm-
ingly a part-time occupation; 96% teach 12
hours or less in their primary setting, and almos:
two thirds teach fewer than 5 hours per week
(see Table 5). By contrast, day school teachers
are about evenly split between those who work
25 hours per week or more in their primary set-
ting and those who work less. Among pre-school
teachers, 43% work full-time, 37% work 13 to
24 hours per week, and 20% work 12 hours

per week or less. Similar differences appeared in
Miami, where 55% of day school teachers and

50% of pre-school teachers reported working
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Table 5. Weekly Hours of Work among Teachers in Jewish Schools (Primary Setting)

HOURS

SETTING 14

25 hours per week or more, compared with

5% of supplementary school teachers (Sheskin,
1988). In Los Angeles, only 16% of teachers
reported 25 hours of teaching per week or more
(Aron and Phillips, 1988). This figure was not
broken down by setting, but two thirds of the
respondents were supplementary school teachers,
and one third were day school teachers. (Pre-
school teachers were not included in the Los
Angeles survey.) In Atlanta, Baltimore, and
Milwaukee, about two thirds of the teachers who
work in more than one school teach in supple-

mentary schools as their second school.

In our interviews with teachers, we discovered
that teachers and principals work together to
assemble “employment packages” to provide
some teachers with more paid work. Rabbis in
Orthodox day school settings are commonly
recruited to take responsibility for worship and
extracurricular activities to fill out their work
week. Teachers in other settings assume responsi-
bility for a variety of additional activities, includ-
ing working in the library, tutoring students at
the school, engaging in family education, leading
worship services, directing grant-related projects,
and so forth. Even with these additional responsi-
bilities, few are able to put together an employ-
ment package that is considered full-time,
although many find they devote more than 40

hours per week to their institutions.

12

5-12

13-24 25+

One pre-school teacher who presently teaches

part-time exemplifies the struggle of putting
together a full-time position. Looking ahead at her
career plans, she expressed a desire to work full-
time as a Judaic pre-school teacher. But her school,
like most others in her community, offers Judaic
programs only in the morning. She could become
full-time only by teaching non-Judaic subjects in
the afternoon, by working with older students in

a day school in the afternoon, or by the school’s
reorganization ol the timing of curricular offerings.
Typically, the Jewish educational “marketplace”
does not provide an opportunity for a teacher like
this one to specialize (teaching a particular subject

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

SALARY

Earnings from Jewish education must be viewed
in the context of the part-time nature of the
work. Table 6 shows that 58% of the teachers
we surveyed reported earning less than $10,000
from their work in Jewish education in one
school, while 43% reported earning less than
$5,000. (In Los Angeles, 69% of teachers earned
less than $10,000 per year, according to Aron
and Phillips, 1988, but their sample was two
thirds supplementary teachers.) Fifteen percent
of the teachers in our survey said they earned
between $10,000 and $15,000; 18% reported
wages between $15,000 and $30,000; while 9%

reported earnings of over $30,000 annually. As



P

Conditions
of Work

one educational director of a day school lament-
ed: “We certainly lose the best teachers to princi-
palships, assistant principalships, administrative
roles, because that is what day schools are willing
to pay for. They are not willing to pay the same

thing for teachers.”

This is a problem with which all education sys-
tems (not only Jewish education) must contend:
Because there are few opportunities for job
promotion within teaching, often a teacher must

leave the classroom to advance professionally.

Teaching at more than one school provides
modest gains to teachers’ incomes; the gains are
limited because teachers rarely work more than
10 hours per week at the second school. Seventy-
four percent of those who teach in more than
one school reported they receive less than $5,000
for the additional work, while 19% receive
between $5,000 and $10,000.

Table 6. Teachers’ Earnings from One School

EARNINGS Percent

Less than $1000

Over $30000

We asked the teachers: “How important to your
household is the income you receive from Jewish
education?” Only 20% of teachers surveyed
reported that their income from Jewish education
is the main source of income for their household.
Fifty-one percent indicated that their income from
Jewish education is an important source of addi-
tional income, while 29% said their wages from

teaching were insignificant to their household
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income. Responses to a similar question in Los
Angeles were more evenly distributed: 32% said
their income from Jewish education was the main
source of household income; 34% called it an
important supplement; and 32% said it was unim-
portant (Aron and Phillips, 1988). In Miami, 57%
of day school teachers reported that more than
hall their household income came from Jewish
teaching, but only 24% of pre-school teachers and
18% of supplementary school teachers reported
that level of importance (Sheskin, 1988).

An exception to the general pattern in Atlanta,
Baltimore, and Milwaukee, and more consistent
with Miami’s, is that income from teaching for
teachers in Orthodox day schools is typically not
only an important source of additional pay but
the main source of income. Fifty-nine percent

of teachers in Orthodox day schools reported that
their wages from Jewish education were the main
source of income, compared to 35% who indicat-
ed their wages were an important source of addi-
tional income; only 6% of teachers in Orthodox
schools reported their income from Jewish educa-
tion was insignificant. Moreover, among those
who work full-time in Orthodox day schools (that
is, those who work 25 hours per week or more,
or about four fifths of teachers in Orthodox day
schools), 79% said their wages from Jewish

education were their main source of income.

For many teachers the additional income, how-
ever small, is very meaningful. As one educator
stated: “The salary is extremely important. That’s
how I pay for my kid's education. I have to be
working. I want to be working, but also that
salary is essential.” Overall, teachers were more
satisfied than dissatisfied with their salaries, but
the level of satisfaction varied substantially by
setting. As Table 7 illustrates, a substantial
majority of supplementary school teachers were
somewhat or very satisfied with their salaries.
However, just under half the day school teachers
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Of Work Table 7. Teachers’ Satisfaction with Salaries
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very
SETTING satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied

and only 37% of pre-school teachers reported
satisfaction with their salaries. A comparison
between full-time and part-time teachers revealed
somewhat less satisfaction among [ull-time
teachers, but the main diflerences in satisfaction
occurred across the three settings, as exhibited in
Table 7. Our interviews confirmed a general
pattern of greater satisfaction with salaries among
supplementary school teachers, and the most

dissatisfaction among pre-school teachers.

BENEFITS

Few benefits are available to teachers in Jewish
schools. Given the part-time nature of teaching, the
scarcity of benefits may not be surprising. However,
most full-time Jewish educators (those teaching
more than 25 hours per week) reported that they
are not offered many benefits (see Table 8). Full-
time teachers are most likely to be offered tuition
subsidies (75%) (i.e., reduced tuition for their
children at their school) and money to attend con-
ferences (66%). Of those who teach full-time, only
28% are offered disability benelfits, 48% are offered
health benefits, and 45% have pension plans.

When teachers put together “job packages” that
include part-time positions in a number of settings,
they are not eligible for health, pension, or disab-
ility benefits from any one institution. Even when
benefits are offered, the size of the benefits may

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

Benefits differ somewhat across settings, mainly
as a [unction of the percentage of teachers in that
setting who work full-time. Forty-seven percent
of teachers in day schools reported that health

benefits are available to them. Only 29% of
Table 8. Availability of Benefits for Full-Time and

Part-Time Teachers: Percentages of teachers who
are offered various benefits

Full-Time Part-Time All

BENEFIT Teachers Teachers Teachers
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those in pre-schools and a mere 7% of supple-
mentary school teachers are offered health bene-
fits, About 46% of teachers in day schools and
27% of those in pre-schools are offered pensions,
as compared with just 7% of supplementary

school teachers.

WORK CONDITIONS AND
MOTIVATION FOR TEACHING

Although earnings and benefits are meager com-
pared to most professions, they are still important
to many teachers in Jewish schools. When we
surveyed part-time teachers about what possible
incentives would encourage them to work full-time
in Jewish education, salary, benetfits, and job securi-
ty/tenure were the most important incentives

(see Table 9). At the same time, it is not extrinsic
motivators such as salary and benefits that attract
people to this work. Instead, those who have
chosen the field of Jewish education typically find
their greatest rewards in the intangibles. As one
supplementary school teacher commented:

[Flinancially, no, this is not the best job in the
world. The reward is watching children grow.

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

Similarly, another teacher explained that the oppor-

tunity to teach Judaism to children was key for her:

When 1 go into any position, it's not how much
are you going pay me, it’s what kind of job am
I going to do. Am 1 really going to reach the
children, am 1 going to have the support of
the administration, am 1 going to impart what
I know?

A synagogue educator who formerly taught in a
public high school emphasized her commitment
to the Jewish people in explaining her reason
for working in Jewish education:

[W1hile I was teaching in a public school set-
ting...1 decided [that] if I was putting this much
energy into working with teens and was doing
a good job with it, I really felt strongly that I
wanted to make a commitment to doing it
with Jewish teenagers.

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

INCENTIVE
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First Second Third
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Other teachers emphasized the warmth of the
Jewish community as a reward from Jewish
teaching. A pre-school educator commented:
1 think the reason I am in Jewish education
is the community....1 feel very comlortable.
When [ first came to the Center, it was
almost a sense of family. T just always
enjoyed coming to work, enjoyed the people
that T was working with.
Our research suggests that the current teaching
force is largely composed of people who find their
greatest rewards from teaching in the intangible
rather than tangible benefits. Of course,
persons for whom the tangible benefits would
be more salient may simply not have chosen to
enter this field. It is interesting to note that
our findings about the importance of intangible
rewards mirror the findings of research on general
education, where intangible benefits are also high-

ly salient for teachers (Lortie, 1975).

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

Most educators work part-time, have few tangible
benefits, and receive salaries that they consider

to be an important, supplementary part of their
household income. For some educators, this
situation is compatible with their goals and family
situations. For others, the current situation does
not meet their needs, and they are not pleased with

their salaries and benefits. Since we did not ques-

Career
Patterns

To build the profession of Jewish education, it is
essential to learn about the career patterns of
today’s teachers. How were they recruited into
Jewish education? How experienced are they?
Do they view Jewish education as a career? What
are their plans for the future? Answering these
questions will tell us whether investing in our

current teachers is a sound strategy.
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tion people who chose not 1o enter Jewish educa-
tion, we cannot say whether these work condi-
tions discourage people from entering the field at
all, but our results are consistent with

that speculation.

What do these findings imply for the notion of
building a profession of Jewish education? The
working conditions of teachers in Jewish schools,
particularly the part-time nature of work, the
modest significance of earnings, and the absence
of benefits for many teachers, are not typical

of other proflessional occupations. Moreover, we
lound that many teachers chose their positions
because of the availability of part-time work.

On the one hand, these conditions may make it
difficult to build a profession. The scarcity of
full-time positions with substantial salary and
tenefits packages may make it difficult to recruit
teachers who are willing to conform to high
standards of professional preparation and devel-
cpment. On the other hand, just because some-
ane chooses to work part-time does not mean
he or she would necessarily resist efforts to raise
standards. A part-time teacher may be experi-
enced and committed to Jewish teaching, and
therefore welcome opportunities for professional
development. To resolve these issues, we need to
examine the career orientation and experiences

of full-time and part-time teachers.

ENTERING JEWISH EDUCATION

The field of Jewish education offers relatively
easy access to prospective members, although pre-
schools are more highly regulated by the state
than other settings. In interviews, we learned that
teachers in Jewish schools enter the field as early
as high school and as late as retirement. This wide

range, combined with the part-time nature of
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teaching in Jewish settings, allows educators to
teach while they are pursuing other endeavors,
such as post-secondary schooling. Since educators
typically enter the field in an unregulated manner,
without complete formal preparation or certifica-
tion, there is a common perception that “anybody
can do it.” Some educators make casual decisions
to enter the field and expect on-the-job training
to prepare them as they teach. Interviews with
supplementary school teachers suggest that an
overwhelming number entered the field without
much planning. They became Jewish educators
because someone, usually a friend, told them
about an opening at the synagogue. As one

supplementary teacher recounted:

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

involved in Jewish education.

Teachers most commonly obtained their current
positions by approaching the school directly
(29%), through a friend or mentor (30%), or by
being recruited by the school (24%). Our inter-
views indicated that it is rare for teachers to be
recruited for their positions from outside their

current COITIITILII'IiIY.

Factors influencing the decision to work at a
particular school coincide with the part-time
nature of teaching. On the survey, 87% ot
teachers said the hours and days available for
work were an important reason for choosing
to work at a particular school. This was the
most prevalent reason mentioned. As one

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

Location was also an important factor, cited by
75% of the teachers, and the reputation of the
school was listed as important by 66% of the
teachers. Religious affiliation was indicated as
important by 68% of the teachers—55% percent
of supplementary school teachers teach in syna-
gogues where they are also members—and 51%
of the teachers mentioned salary as an important
factor in choosing to work at a particular school.
The most important reason for choosing a specific
second school was the same as that for choosing
the first: scheduling. In addition, 64% percent

ol those teaching in a second school reported that
location was a significant factor in their decision
to teach in a particular school, and 55% listed

salary as an important factor.

EXPERIENCE

There is considerable stability in the field of
Jewish teaching. The top panel of Table 10 indi-
cates that 14% of teachers have been in the field
for more than 20 years; 24% for between 10

and 20; and 29% for 6 to 10 years. Another 27%
have worked in Jewish education for 2 to 5 years,
and only 6% were in their first year at the time

of our survey.

At the same time, teachers’ tenure at their cur-
rent schools is less extensive than their experi-
ence in the field. The majority of teachers, 59%,
have been teaching in their current institutions
for 5 years or less; 18% have been teaching in
their current settings for the first time. Others,
totaling just 18%, have been teaching in their
current institutions for more than 10 years.
Twenty-three percent have been teaching 6 to

10 years in their current schools.
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Table 10. Stability and Continuity of Teachers

Total Years of E;lpéff-encé'ih
Jewish Education

Total Years of Teaching Experlence
in the Current Community

Total Years of Teaching Experience
in the Present School

Supplementary schools have the highest proportion
of novice teachers. Whereas only 9% of supple-
mentary school teachers were new to Jewish edu-
cation, 27% were new to their current schools.
Twelve percent of day school teachers and 13%

of pre-school teachers were new to their current
schools. Figures for new teachers reflect new facul-

ty positions as well as movement across schools.

CAREER
OPPORTUNITIES

There are limited career advancement opportunities
in the three communities. Teachers can make hori-
zontal moves from one setting to another, although
their denominational or philosophical orientation
constrains this movement to a certain degree.

There are two ways teachers move out of their
regular positions. Some apply for non-teaching
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positions when they become vacant, while others
are tapped by administrators who see promising
qualities in them. The fact that teachers are
recruited without benefit of a position’s being
advertised narrows the perceived range of oppor-
tunities. Our interviews indicated that many posi-
tions are filled before it is generally known that
they are vacant. Vertical movement is constrained
by the small number of positions, and top-level
administrative positions are sometimes filled by

recruits from outside the community.

CAREER
PERCEPTIONS

Interestingly, although only a minority of teachers
work full-time in Jewish education (32%), a
majority, 59% of teachers, describe themselves as
having a career in Jewish education (see Table
11). In fact, 54% of those who work part-time in
Jewish education (those who teach fewer than

25 hours per week) indicate that they have
careers in Jewish education. At the same time,
31% of the full-time Jewish educators do not

view Jewish education as their career.

Teachers in day schools and pre-schools under
Orthodox sponsorship are the most likely to
indicate they have a career in Jewish education,

Table 11. Teachers’ Career Perceptions

View Their Work
in Jewish Education

SETTING as a Career

Supplementary Schools

Pre-Schools
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In these settings, close to 90% describe them-
selves as having a career in Jewish education.
Almost two thirds of teachers in other day
schools also describe Jewish education as their
career, as do 56% of teachers in other pre-schools

and 44% ol supplementary school teachers.

FUTURE PLANS

The majority of teachers we surveyed plan to
continue working in their present positions (see
Table 12). Across all settings, 64% of the teachers
reported that they plan to stay in their present
positions over the next 3 years, and only 6%
planned to seck a position outside Jewish educa-
tion. In day schools, as many as 76% reported
that they expected to stay in their current jobs.
(Teachers in Orthodox and other day schools

responded similarly to this question.)

TEACHER
EMPOWERMENT

Our interviews with teachers indicated that
they play little role in developing school policies
for curriculum and instruction. In general, the
teacher’s role is not to participate in developing
the curriculum but to implement it. Teachers

generally feel autonomous in their classrooms,

Table 12. Future Plans of Teachers in Jewish Schools

but this freedom is constrained by set curricula
and resources. Teachers seldom participate in
networks beyond their own schools. Moreover,
teachers have few opportunities te collaborate
with other teachers even within their own
schools. While the phenomenon of teacher isola-
tion is not unknown in general education, it is
exacerbated in Jewish education because of

the part-time nature of most teachers” work.

By and large, teachers are at their institutions to
meet their classes and 1o attend infrequent faculty
meetings. This is true across all settings. Since their
agreements with their institutions call for a certain
amount of pay for a certain number of contact
hours with students, principals are often reluctant
to ask them to be present for professional discus-
sions and teachers have accepted the “drop-in”
structure laid out for them. The framing of their
work agreements and the structure of their work
settings conspire to discourage teachers from
collaborating together either in curricular areas or
on professional matters that extend beyond the
classroom walls. There are some exceptions, but,
in general, teachers lead isolated professional lives
and do not participate in the conversations that

affect their professional futures.

FUTURE PLANS Day
Cqﬁflr;uéi -s_’arﬁé poniton :
i:ha'ngeschnols "
.C.I'lang;epos_itibn_.s'.

seek a phs'it-l'o‘n ﬁitts e
of Jaw_is_hl g_duc_atinn, :

Other .{_e.g.,. going:
back to school)

Undecided

19

SETTINGS

Supp. Pre- TOTAL




Career
Patterns

SUMMARY AND
IMPLICATIONS

Most teachers in Jewish schools have substantial
experience in Jewish education. Most plan to
continue teaching in their current positions, and
a majority indicate that they have made Jewish
education their career. Even among part-time
teachers, more than half describe themselves as
having a career in Jewish education. Most strik-
ingly, 44% of supplementary school teachers

view their work in this way.

The commitment and stability reflected in these
findings suggest that the notion of a profession
of Jewish education is not as far-fetched as its
part-time nature might indicate. If teachers

plan to stay in Jewish education and view it as a
career, they may respond positively to increased

opportunities for professional growth. Through

professional growth, the weaknesses in pre-
service training may be addressed. Moreover, the
commitment and stability of teachers in Jewish
education suggest that investment in their profes-
sional growth would have a long-term payoff.

Only 6% of teachers who responded to our survey
were in their first year of working in Jewish
education, but 18% were new to their current
schools. The finding that 3 times as many teachers
were new to their schools as were new to the

field reflects movement by teachers among Jewish
schools. Individual schools may therefore question
whether they will reap the full benefits of provid-
ing extensive professional development to their
teachers. Consequently it seems important to view
professional growth for teachers as a responsibility
of the local and continental Jewish community

in addition to being an obligation for schools.
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Conclusions

The findings in this report shed light on the
characteristics of teachers in Jewish schools in
North America. The study was restricted to three
cities, but the findings are similar to data available
from other cities and most likely reflect patterns

that are common to many communities.

Although the results show substantial diversity
among teachers, both within and across settings,
and although the field of Jewish teaching is not
highly professionalized. the potential exists for
enhancing the prolessional standards and condi-

tions of teaching in Jewish schools.

A number of key findings contribute to
this conclusion:

1. Roughly half the teachers have completed
formal training in the field of education.

Far fewer have degrees or certification in
Jewish content areas; outside of Orthodox day

schools, such training is especially rare.

2. Overall, 19% of teachers are tormally
trained in both education and Jewish content;
47% are trained in one area or the other; and

34% are not formally trained in either field.

3. Pre-collegiate Jewish education does not
make up for teachers’ limited backgrounds in
Jewish content. Almost one third of the teach-
ers received no pre-collegiate Jewish education
after age 13, including 29% of supplementary
school teachers and 55% of pre-school teachers.
Eleven percent of teachers in non-Orthodox

pre-schools are not Jewish.

4. In-service education also fails to compen-
sate for limited formal training. Required
workshops averaged 3.8 over 2 years for day
school teachers, 4.4 for supplementary school
teachers, and 6.2 among pre-school teachers.
Particularly in day and supplementary
schools, the amount of required in-service
training was far below common standards

for public school teachers.
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5. Interviews raised questions about the
quality of in-service education, highlighting
the isolated and fragmented character of
workshops. In-service education is not target-
ed to meet teachers’ diverse needs, and it is
not part of a coherent plan for their profes-
sional growth, particularly in day and supple-

mentary schools.

6. Coupled with limited formal training is the
finding that work conditions are not profession-
alized. The teaching force is largely part-time;
even in day and pre-schools, around half the
teachers work part-time. Only 20% of teachers
say their earnings from Jewish education are

the main source of family income.

7. Benefits are scarce, even for full-time teach-
ers. Among full-time teachers in all settings,
only 48% reported that they are offered health
benetfits, 45% have access to pensions, and

28% are offered disability coverage.

8. Despite these conditions, most teachers in
Jewish schools describe their work in Jewish
education as a career. Even among supple-
mentary school teachers, almost all of whom
work part-time, 44% say they have a career
in Jewish education. Most teachers have 6
or more years of experience, and most plan

to stay in the field.

What should we make of these findings? Taken as
a whole, they suggest that improving the quantity
and quality of professional development for
teachers, along with enhancing the conditions of
employment, is the strategy most likely to improve

the quality of the teaching force in Jewish schools.

IMPROVING OPPORTUNITIES FOR
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Why should professional development be the focus
of efforts to respond to these findings? First, many
teachers are limited in their formal training, and

improved and extended in-service education
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may compensate for the lack of pre-service train-
ing. Second, the field of Jewish education is largely
part-time, and many teachers choose it precisely
because of that characteristic. Hence, while we

do not mean to dismiss intensified recruitment
efforts, the part-time nature of the work means

it is unlikely that the field will be transformed
through recruitment of a large cadre of teachers

who are formally trained as Jewish educators.

Third, and most strikingly, enhancement of profes-
sional growth is a powerful strategy for reform
because teachers are committed, stable, and career-
oriented. Even among part-time teachers who

lack formal training as Jewish educators, many
view their work in Jewish education as a career
and plan to stay in their positions for some time

to come. These teachers are a ripe target for higher
standards for professional growth. While it is

not realistic to expect Jewish schools to hire only
trained teachers—because the candidates are sim-
ply not available—our data suggest that it is realis-
tic to ask teachers to participate in some degree

of high-quality ongoing professional training.

Our findings about in-service education point

to two necessary aspects of change. First, the
quantity must be increased. At present, the
extent of in-service training is far too meager,
especially in day and supplementary schools,

to compensate for background deficiencies in
Judaica and pedagogy. Second, the quality must
be improved. Our interviews indicated that
in-service experiences are isolated, fragmented,
not targeted to meet diverse needs, and gener-
ally not part of a coherent program. These

problems should be remedied.

Other analyses of our data suggest ways of
addressing these problems. Gamoran, Goldring,
Robinson, Goodman, and Tamivaara (1997)
noted that supplementary teachers in a commu-
nity that provided financial incentives to teachers
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and schools for attending workshops reported
significantly higher levels of required in-service
training. Also, teachers in pre-schools that are
certified by the state reported more required work-
shops on average. These findings indicate that
raising standards is possible, that the community
as a whole can be a source of standards, and that
financial inducements may help maintain adher-

ence to standards.

Raising standards for quantity will be of little avail,
however, if the quality of professional growth is
not improved simultaneously. Staff development
should emphasize the diverse needs of teachers,
corresponding to their varied training, experience,
subject-matter knowledge, and grade levels. New
professional development should also emphasize
the need for a coherent, ongoing, tailored program
for teachers, instead of one-shot, isolated generic
workshops. In light of teachers’ commitment to
their work, we anticipate that they would be eager
to participate in high-quality, targeted programs.

IMPROVING CONDITIONS

OF WORK

Conditions of work must also be shifted towards
higher standards. This is important for three reasons.
First, it may encourage more people to train profes-
sionally as Jewish educators. Our data do not
address this possibility, but it is plausible. Second,
improving the conditions of work may encourage
more teachers to work full-time. Our data do
address this notion: Part-time teachers indicated
that salary, benefits, and job security could make
them consider full-time work. Standards for profes-
sional growth can be higher for full-time teachers,
so the two reforms (more professional growth and
more professional working conditions) could build
upon one another. Third, improving work condi-
tions for teachers is a moral imperative. In this

day, it is not appropriate that many teachers in
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Jewish schools work full-time in Jewish education

but are not offered health benelfits.

Indeed, perhaps the most important reform of
working conditions would be to extend benefit
packages to teachers who work full-time in
Jewish education. Community agencies could
create programs to provide benefits to teachers
who work full-time by teaching at more than one
institution. Such programs could serve as incen-
tives to increase the proportion of full-time
teachers and could require of participants

intensive professional development,

Salaries for pre-school teachers pose a more
difficult problem. Earnings are low and teachers
are dissatisfied, but this is a characteristic of the
field of early childhood education and is not spe-
cific to Jewish schools. However, if Jewish schools
could be on the forefront of increasing pay stan-
dards for early childhood education, they could
also demand professional growth in the area of
Jewish content as well as in child development;
this would address the most serious shortcoming

among teachers in Jewish pre-schools.

TOWARD A
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

To some extent, these problems can be addressed
on a community-by-community basis, as each
community studies its educators and devises a
comprehensive plan in response. The need for
community-wide planning in education is clear.
Opportunities for full-time work and career
advancement ultimately rest with the communi-

ty as a whole. For example, the position of
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“community educator” can provide an opportu-
nity to create full-time work, with appropriate
salary and benefits, for teachers employed at
more than one school. In addition, these educa-
tors may take on leadership responsibilities
within the community, such as mentoring new

teachers or peer coaching.

Questions about standards and accountability for
educational personnel might also be addressed

at the community level. Communities may design
systems for professional development, which
include standards for in-service training coupled
with increased salaries and benefits for qualifying
teachers. Although communities cannot set
binding rules for individual schools, community
guidelines might provide a moral force that
would upgrade the quality of personnel. Further,
because teachers may change schools but remain
in Jewish education, professional growth for
teachers must be seen as a communal responsibil-

ity in addition to a mandate for schools.

To succeed, a comprehensive plan would have
to incorporate the full educational spectrum

of the community, address the critical needs
identified in this report, and be adequately
funded to do so. At the same time, national
Jewish organizations can play an important role
in supporting these efforts by setting standards,
developing programs of in-service education,
and providing intellectual resources and norma-
tive support for change. The task may be
daunting, but the stakes are high, and now is

the time to act.



Appendix:
Data
and Methods

This study draws on two sources of data: a
survey of teachers in Jewish schools, and a series
ol interviews with Jewish teachers, principals,
and other educational leaders in the CIJE

Lead Communities of Atlanta, Baltimore, and
Milwaukee. (Educational leaders were also
surveyed; those results will be reported by
Goldring, Gamoran, and Robinson, forthcoming.)
The surveys were administered in the spring and
fall of 1993 to all Judaica teachers at all Jewish
day schools, supplementary schools, and pre-
school programs in the three communities.
General studies teachers in day schools were not
included. Non-Jewish pre-school teachers who
teach Judaica were included. Lead Community
project directors in each community coordinated
the survey administration. Teachers completed
the questionnaires and returned them at their
schools. (Some teachers who did not receive a
survey form at school were mailed a form and a
self-addressed envelope and returned their forms
by mail.) An updated version of the survey and
the interview protocols is available from

CIJE (Gamoran et al., 1996).

Over 80% of the teachers in each community
filled out and returned the questionnaire, for a
total of 983 teachers out of 1192 who were
surveyed. In apalyzing the results, we avoided
sampling inferences (e.g., t-tests) because we
are analyzing population figures, not samples.
Respondents include 302 day school teachers,
392 supplementary school teachers, and 289
pre-school teachers. Teachers who work at more
than one type of setting were categorized accord-
ing to the setting (day school, supplementary
school, or pre-school) at which they teach the
most hours (or at the setting they listed first, if
hours were the same for two types of settings).
Each teacher was counted only once. If teachers
were counted in all the settings in which they

teach, the results would look about the same,
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except that supplementary school teachers would
look more like day school teachers, because

61 day school teachers also work in supplemen-
tary schools. In most cases, we report results
separately by setting (day, supplementary, and
pre-school); in some cases where differences were
salient, we further separate day schools and pre-
schools under Orthodox sponsorship from

other day and pre-schools.

Despite differences in the Jewish populations of
the three communities, results were generally
comparable across communities for schools of a
given type; we do not provide separate results by
community in this report. The broad compara-
bility of results from the three communities in
this study suggests that the profile of teachers
presented here is likely to resemble that of many
other communities. Where possible, we provide
results from other surveys carried out in Boston,
Miami, and Los Angeles, which shed light on the
generalizability of our results. We also compare
findings to the 1990 National Jewish Population
Survey to see how teachers differ from other

Jewish adults on some indicators.

Missing responses were excluded from calcula-
tions of percentages. Generally, fewer than 5%
of responses were missing for any one item.
An exception was the question about certifica-
tion in Jewish education. In two communities,
many teachers left this blank, apparently
because they were not sure what it meant,

On the assumption that teachers who did not
know what certification meant were not them-
selves certified, for this item only we calculated
percentages based on the total who returned
the survey forms, instead of the total who
responded to the question. Another question
with substantial missing data asked teachers to
report their ages. Because 50% of teachers

did not respond to this question, we have not

reported this result.



Appendix:
Data
and Methods

The interviews for our study were designed
and carried out by Julie Tammivaara, Roberta
Goodman, and Claire Rottenberg, CLJE field
researchers. Interviews were conducted with
teachers in pre-schools, supplementary schools,

and day schools, as well as with educational
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directors and educators at central agencies and
institutions of Jewish higher learning. In total,
125 educators were interviewed, generally for
one to two hours, All quotations in this report

are from those interviews.
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BACKGROUND

In 1990, researchers at the University of Michi-
gan found that women high school teachers
nationwide earted an average of $2,300 to
$3,300 Jess than men who teach in high
schools (L:ze and Smith, 1990). The study
used data from a1 sample of 8,894 teachers in
377 high s:hools compiled during the 1983
84 school var as part of the U.S. Education
Departmer i's ongoing High School and Be-
yond study Even when controlling for educa-
tional backy rounds, experience, and differing
wage levels across cities, the authors of this
study found thal women teachers in public,
private, and Catholic high schools still eam
less than rien These findings conform to a
general pattern of gender-based salary differ-
ences in 1h: workplace, which has been docu-
mented fo) decades.

While m:uch attention has been given to
issues of gardar equity among students, less
attentjon hias been paid to teachers. A few
studies (l.ce. Smith, and Cioci, 1993,
Huberman, 1993. Kalaian and Freeman,
1994), have pointed toward specific gender
difference:. :n reachers’ reasons for choosing
an educatia hal career, their orientation to pre-

service training, their commitment to a career
in education, and their perceptions of leader-
ship.

Recent community-wide studies of teach-
ersin Jewish schools in Boston, Los Angeles,
and Miami, in addition to studies conducted
by the Council for Initiatives in Jewish Educa-
tion in Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee,
have provided valuable information about the

backgrounds, careers, and work conditions
Jewish educators (W
Gamaran et al., 1997 Frank, Margolis, and

Weisner, 1992; Sheskin, 1988) However, none
of these studies has focused dfi gender differ-
ences. Considering the amount of gender in-
equality among teachers that has appeared in
other contexts, it is iportant to find out
whether the same condition holds in Jewish
schools. The existence and degree of gender
differences may have important imaplications
for the recruitment, training, and retention of
teachers in Jewish schools.

This article explores gender differences in
three related areas: career paths, Judaic and
educational backgrounds, and current work
conditions, It seeks to answer the following
questions:

¥

« Do teachers differ by gender in their rea-
sons for entering Jewish education?

« Do teachers differ by gender in the length
of their experience and their commitment
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Table 1. Beas. s i Entering Jewish Education
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% of Educators Who Indicated Resson as “Very Important™

Ressons Womsg Mea
Working wat . hisds 3 82 63
Teaching ubo.i M4 wa 63 85
Love of Juda: 61 80
Lasming uho: Ju Luan 3l 61
Part-time Nati < o e Profession 46 14
Supplement i+ nu o« ¢ 45 20
Recognition < - alcher 29 12

+ Do teachers chffer by gender in regard to
the corchtiors of their work (i.e., hours,
galary, =nvits)?

YIETHOD OF STUDY

In 1992 9 rhe Council for Initiati Sin
Jewish Edi:+at.:n( CIJE) in collaboration with
the Jewisli counmunities of Atlanta, Baltj-
more, and “{1lv.aukee conducted a study
Judaica teach « )m the day schools, supple-
mentary sc hoals, and pre-schools in those
communitis .\ survey was administered to
the emtire pcpulation of Judaica teachers
(1192), and .1 response rate of 82% (983
teachers i+ oir uined. Formal in-depth inter-
views w201 Jucted with 125 Jewish educa-
tors. including reachers and educational di-
rectors of dluy - hools, supplementary schools,
andpre-scl.00':. as well as central agency staff’
and Jewis! cdicators in higher education.
The findir ;s = teachers are highlighted in
ClJE's Pc.icy Znef (Gamoran et al., 1994)
and repond 112r2 completely by Gamoran et
al. (1997) in1:-+iew responses were first pre-
sented in repcits to each community, and
quotes n ‘s Japer are taken from those
Teports.

The da:: for 1lnsarticle are taken primarily
from this -ur :y. Data from the in-depth
interviews: highlight the quantitative finde
ings. In analvzing and reporting the results,
we have ii.oid=d sampling inferences (e.g.,
t-tests) be:.ui-: we are analyzing population

figures, not samples, Data from all three corn-
munities are corubined for all analyses. De-
spite some differences, the teachers in each
comrmuunity are largely similar. The broad
comparability of results from the three com-
munities— delineated in the study mentioned
above — suggests that the gender differences
and similarities presented here are likely to
resemble that of many other Jewish communi-
ties.

FINDINGS
Demograpbhics

Eighty-four percent of the teacher, (804
teachers)' in the three communities of At-
lanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee are women.
Overall, teachers are divided fairly evenly
among day schools (31% 02 teachers),
supplementary schools (40% or 392 teachers)
and pre-schools (29% or 289 teachers). How-
ever, almost all pre-school teachers (39%) are
women, while 29% of day school teachers and
18% of supplementary schoo] teachers are
men, Among Orthodox day schools, the per-
centage of men ris2s to 45%, while in non-
Orthodox day schools men only account for
8% of the teachers. In total, almost half (48%)
of the ale teachers work in Orthodox day
schools, while 43% work in supplementary
schools.

Almost all (97%) of the teachers are Jew-
ish, the 3% who are not Jewish are all women.
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GENDI?

mea
Sixty-two p:reect of made teachers are Ortho-

dox, while vornen are spread fairly evenly
amongthe c:noniinations: 33% Reform; 27%
Consetvativ=, 26% Onthodox; 8% Traditional,
and 6% Ont.er, \Men and women are similarly
represented :n all age categories: The mean
age of botl groips is 38, Eighty percent of
women and 4% of men are married, thirteen
percent of v.omar and 14% of men are single.
Three perce:.t of men are separated, divorced,
or widowec., w'i-*reas 7% of women have this
mantal stan:s, [ astly, while the majority of
men (89%) nd ‘vomen (86%) teachers were
born in the | ‘nit:d States, 8% of women were
born in Israc | cornpared to 3% of men. Ninety-
four percer: of ' [sraeli-born teachers in the
three comr~niti s are women,

Jewiilt Fiucation as a Career
fn ray Jewish Education

Maost te:chesy enter Jewish education for

its intnnsic as o 10 extrinsic, rewards
(Gamoran «t al  1997). The opportunity to
transmil the jou of Judaism to children was
often ¢ited s an impornant reason for entering
the field, whil= financial compensation was
deemed imponant by few teachers. Do feach-
ersdiffer b1 g viiler in their reasons for enter-
ing Jew:sh diicintion?

As Tabl: 1 .ndicates, men tend to value
those intri;isic 1ewards associated with the
teaching ar d 12aming of Judaism more than
women d¢ tl'cogh most women did value

BILL ROBINSON - CIJE

"'I'FERENCES AMONG TEACHERS IN JEWISH SCHOOLS 3

those highly. Eighty-five percent of men as
compared to 63% of women reported that
“teaching about Judaism™ was a very impor-
tant reason for entering Jewish education.
Similarly, a greater percentage of men indi-
cated that “love of Judaism™ and “learning
about Judaism” were very important to them.?

In contrast, greater percentages of women
favored rewards associated with teaching chil-
dren as important factors in choosing (o enter
Jewish education.’ Eighty-two percent of
women, as compared 10 63% of men, reported
“working with children” as very important,
Similarly, though percentages were low for
both groups, more than twice the percentage
of women than men saw “recognition as a
teacher” as a very important reward.

In regard to the extrinsic rewards of teach-
ing, more women (46%) than men (14%)
tended toconsider the “part-time nature of the
profession” asa very important inducement to
entering the field. Also, more wormen (46%)
than men (20%) entered Jewish education
because it could provide a “supplement to
their income.” Seemningly, when men enter
Jewish education it is more likely that they
desire a full-time position in which the salary
from Jewish education would be their main
source of income. Findings on this issue —
56% of men as conipared to 12% of women
consider their salary from Jewish education to
be their main source of income ~— indirectly
confirm this proposition.

‘When asked about the factors that influ-
enced their decisions to work in the school at

Table 2. ﬁ'u::: ¥ x.{v"nmﬁ'ﬂ_mm Work

% of Educators Who Indicated Factor ss Affecdng Their Decision

Factory Waopea Men
Hours & ay: vt ible 89 78
Location 76 70
Reputation o ichs . & Studeots 67 62
Religious {)r ntarie 67 76
Salary 49 8

Friends Who Laek Thae A7

44
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Table 3, Leny:n o! = mployment

Years Employed In Jowish Education
p LT Women Me
S5Yearsorle: 3% 31%
610 10 Years 30% 4%
111020 Yeu:. 5% 22%
21 or Moy Y1 2 12% 23%

Years Employed In Curreat School
Yop Women Msn
5 Yearsox l.c: 50% 58%
610 10 Yeurs 4% 19%
111020 Yesa: 13% 15%
21 or Mior: ‘(5-_'_?__ 4% 8%

which they are currently employed their an-
swers corroborale the previous findings. As
Table 2 ind:cates, the highest percentages of
both men z'd women reported that schedul-
ing was an 'mpornant consideration, though
89% of worr:2n compared to 78% of men listed
this ag a consideration, While the religious
character cf the school was ranked second by
men (In razard 10 the percentage of respon-
dents whoirdicaredittobe afactor), it wasthe
fourth most: mpe1 tant consideration for women
(as a grour

Both sets of findings illustrate differences
berweean men aind womenin the factors used in
considering whether or notto enter the field of
Jewish edu:at1o1 and in selecting a particular
school at v'.ich 1o work. For men, religious
(Jewish) crnsiderations seem to doruinate.
For women teaching children in a flexible
work envir:nment seems most important. In-
terviews condacted with Jewish educators
highlight these Aifferences.

A womi, teacher told about beginning to
teach Suncuv sclool in order to pay for her
wition in a racuate social work program.

In thinkiv g lmut what | really loved to do
durng th' <o rao years that [ was in graduate
school. 11 a3l )it was the teaching. [ liked my

Sundsy moming befter than anything else,
beftor than social work school

Moreover, many women related how the part-
time nature of the profession facilitated their
entrance into the feld.

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

* ¢ S 0 <

I worked first in the public schools. When my
children were littlo, I could only accept the
balf-dsy kind of job, so that is how I odginally
started working [in Jewish education].

Experience and Commitmen!

As a group, Jewish teachers show consid-
erable stability. Only 6% of all teachers were
in the first year of Jewish education when they
responded to the survey, while thirty-eight
percent had taught for more than 10 years
(Gamoran et al., 1994). In addition, only 6%
plantoleave Jewish education during the next

PAGE 85
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several years (Gamoran et al,, 1997), As an-
other measure of commitment, when asked if
they considered Jewish education to be a “ca-
reer,” 69% of full-time teachers and 54% of
part-time teachers said “Yes." Do teachers
differ by gender in the length of thelr experi-
ence and their commibtment lo the profession
of Jewish education?

AsTable3 illustrates, both men and women
show considerable stability. Slightly more
than rwo-thirds of both men and women have
worked in Jewish education for six years or
more. The slightly higher percentage of men
compared to women who have worked in
Jewish education for 21 or more years may be
accounted for by the growth in non-Orthodox
day schools and pre-schools over the last two
decades,

In regard to their length of employment in
their current position (see Table 3), there are
no substantial gender differences. For both
men and women, approximately 60% have
worked in their current position for only 5
years or less,

The future plans of men and women simi-~
larly show little differences (see Table 4).
Only 6% of men and 7% of women plan 1o
leave Jewish education. Also, 67% of men and
64% of women plan to remain in their same
position.

These findings indicate that both men and
women, regardless of their diverse reasons for
entering Jewish education, tend to stay for a
considerable period of time. Yet, do they see
their participation in Jewish education in the
same way? As Table 5 shows, while almost
three-quarters of the men consider Jewish

Table 4. Future Plans

education as their career, wcrien report a
somewhat lower percentage (6/)a) Thismay
be due 1o the larger percentage of -vomen as
compared to men who work part-tunie in Jew-
ish education (see Table 8) However, if we
only examine the findings for fuli-tivae educa-
tors (those working 25 hours or w.ore), the
gender difference is even greater (uee Table
5). While almost all men who ieach full-pime
consider Jewish education to be it c:ieer, only
62% of women who teach fuli-time fee] the
same way.

Summary

Men and women indicated su.bsi:ntial dif-
ferences in their yeasons for erering Jewish
education. Men tended to view the:r decision
as one that would provide them with the
opportunity to leamn continually .und teach
about Judaism. Similarly, their religious char-
acter of the school was a strong, facicr in their
determination of where to work Ir contrast,
women viewed their choice of cntering linto
Jewish education as an opporiunity to teach
children. The flexible and part-t:m: nature of
Jewish schooling facilitated then entrance
and was the primary consideration in decid-
ing at which Jewish school to work.

However, once they entered the field of
Jewish education and selecte<d a ichogl at
which to work, their career patl:s become
similar. Both men and women have stayed in
Jewish education for a conside: able 'ength of
time, and both are comparably new to their
current positions though the; overwhglm-
ingly plan to stay in them. Neverthe! 2ss, tpeir

Hlans YWomen Men

Cantinue in Same Posiian 64% 69%

Chamge Schools or Position 6% %

Leave Jowish Education &% 7%

Dm't Know 19% 11%

Other 504 5% “- N
3rID - NOSNIFoN 714 @98@866vaAY
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Table 5. Jewish Luu: raron 1s a Career?

Wamen 57
(Only women +40 ok 62
full-time @ J=' ish aiucatian)

Men 72
(Only mea wh wi+ 94

full4ime in Jer)sh owication)

conceptualization of their work seems to be
substantiallv different. Even when onlyexam-
ining the indings for full-time teachers, a
substantially s:naller praportion of women as
compgred "o men view Jewish education as a
career. Th:s finding suggests that the depic-
tion of Jeva<h education as avocational may
characteriz:: wzqien more than men teachers.

Judaic and Fducational Backgrounds
Laray Jewish Education

Gamoranet 2l (1994) reported that a greater
percentage of teachers had a formal Jewish
education 25 ¢hildren, compared to the gen-
eral population Differences by gender were
reported. ! )= teachers differ by gender in
theirgeasés hiithood Jewish educarion? Do
they differ v y.onder in their formal training
as Jewish «fu.stors?

Ag indicated 1n Table 6, fifty-four percent
of men rejorad attending a day school, ye-
shiva, or schoc! 10 Israel, and only 2% indi-
cated not irtending any Jewish school before
the age o 13 !n comparison, only 30% of
women att:nded a day school or school in
Israel, while 5% did not attend any school
before 13 Simn)arly, while 61% of men at-
tended a dav .chool, yeshiva, or school in
Israel afler the age of 13, only 30% of women
did. In addition, while only 15% of men did
not have iy formal Jewish education affer
the age of '3 6% of women did not. These
gender diT:rences seem to follow the pattern
inthegen: 3! sopulation. Kosminetal. (1991)

reported that 22% of men and 38% of women
in the general population bad no Jewish edu-
cation as children,

PAGE @7

Formal ?}WXM’/“
Gamoranetal. (1997) argued that prepara-

tion for a career in Jewish education should
consist of formal training in both education
and Jewish studies. Formal training is defined
by having adegree or certificationin that area,
Overall, 19% of Jewish teachers have training
in both education and Jewish studies, while
34% are trained in neither. As Table 7 indi-
cates, men and women illustrate similar pro-
portions. Twenty-one percent of men and
18% of women have formal training in both
education and Jewish studies, while 37% of
men and 33% of women lack formal training
in both areas.

The largest percentage of teachers (48%)
have formal training in either education or
Jewish studies. Differences between men and
women are substantial here. While only 26%
of women can be considared to have formal
training in Jewish studies, 56% of men have
training in Jewish studies (see Table 7). (Forty-
one percent of men with training in Jewish
studies have rabbinic ordination or smicha.)
In contrast, while only 28% of men can be
considered to have formal training in educa-
tion, 59% of women have training in educa-
tion. The figures present almost a mirror
image of each other. In accordance with the
emphasis on educational training found among
women, 56% of women as compared to 29%
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of men hav: pravious experience working in
general edu: aticn '

Nummary

Men cor:te 1o the profession
education vith o stronger Judaic
than women die to their
education and additional formal training (of-
ten rabbinic:. Ac the same time, women ap-
proach their wo-k in Jewish education with a
stronger fonndar ion in educational pedagogy,
gained either through study or experience in
general education. Perhaps not surprisingly.
these findins .1-¢ consistent with their stated
reasons for »niering the profession. As men-
tionedearlier, :nen most often entered Jewish
education 1o continue their life-long engage-
ment with J:1daism, while women most often
entered Jeviish -ducation to teach children.

Cur rent Work Cooditions
Fill «:me Employment?
The el of J*wish education offers prima-
rily part.ti :2 ~nployment opportunities for

Table 6. Earl .+ uliihood Jewish Education

teachers. Sixty-eight percent of teachers in
Jewish schools are part-time (Gamoran et al.,
1994). Consequently, salary levels tend to
remain Jow and benefits, such as health and

PAGE

il Wq
ers (Gamoran et al., 1 ~Yel, do teachers

differ by gender in regard to the conditions of
their work?

AsTable 8 illustrates, a greater percentage
of men (46%) as corapared to women (29%)
work full-time in Jewish education.’ Among
those who work full-ime in Jewigh education,
95% of men and 91% of women do s0 at one
school. The remaining teachers put together
the equivalent of full-time employment (25
hours or more) through working at two or

more schools.

Salaries

While salary levels, overall, are low in
Jewish education, they are even lower for
women than they are for men. As indicated in
Table 9, while 41% of men earn aver $30,000,
only 3% of women take home such high
earnings. In 44% of women earn less
than $5,000, and another 44% earn between

BEFORE AGE |
% of Teachers Who Attended This Type of Jewish School
TIrpe Women Men
Nooe 15 rl
1 Day/Weck {i:ipp lenentary School 8 15
2 ar Madre ()8, W ¢k, Supplemantary School 27 29
Day Sdonl, > -h+.  «r School m Isreel 30 54
AFTER 4CJ; 13
% of Teachers Who Attended This Type of Jewish School
Irpe Women Men
Nooe 36 1S
1 Day/Weck ~ op!omentary School 2 1
2 or Mare Dav M o4, Supplamentary School 12 13
Day School. "(vshiv 1 oe School in Lwrael 30 61

inseet
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Table 7.??1.‘#!!...._ Traiing

% of Teachers With a Degree or Certification in These Areas

Areas Women Mes
Bath Jewish §:cdics and Gducation 18 21
Only Jewish &1 dic< g 34
ChlyEa_hw.iu 4 7
Neather Jowis Suk e Education 13 37

A

$5,000and 519,999, The distributionof men’s
salaries 1s biinodal with over three-quarters of
men locate f eitherbetween $1,000and §5,000
or over $301:)00 By contrast, the distribution
among wc:nen has a single mode between
$1,000 and $5.0:00) followed by a quick drop
and then a; ra:f-al tapering off in subsequent
categories.

Some of this wage gap may be due 1o the
larger perisnizge of men as compared to
women whi'te.u.h full-time, However, includ-
ing only thisse who teach full-time, the differ-
ences-arc ;ven graater (see Table 9). While
76% of min who teach full-time earn over
$30,000, culy % of women who teach full-
time take Yo similar eamings. Instead,
almost half of 1he women working full-time
earn less t-1n € 1%,000.¢

Benefits

While «: aplover contributions to a health
plan, overi:l. urz unavailable to most teach-
ers, they .ue lvss available to women than
men. As 1 ible 10 illustrates, a greater per-
centage of ‘e | 36%) as compared to women
(24%) rep:ted that they were offered health
benefits frim thair schools. When only full-
time tezichi~s .ir¢ considered, the difference is
even greato ' ¢/ % of men and 35% of women
whowork 7 i1k-1":ns reported the availability of
health ber -fits

There . nci a substantial difference be-
tween nie:. and women in regard to pension
benefits :. o1:v one-quarter of both groups
has tha! o101 s2e Table 10).

Summary

The findings illustrate that, even when
controlling for hours of employment (full-
timeé vs. part-time), substantial differences
exist in salary level and health benefits offered
to women as compared to men. These differ-
ences exist despite the fact that men and
women have similar stability in the field of
Jewith education. Also, similar percentages
of men and women are trained in both educa-
tion and Jewish stuclies, and similar percent-
ages have no training in either. As the earlier
findings indicated, they do differ in regard to
the emphasis on a Judaic or general education
background.

Explaining Differences in Salary Levels

Toexplore factors that may account for the
differences in salary levels between men and
womeén teachers, a linear regression was used
with reported salary levels as the dependent
variable. This variable is coded as a scale of 1
to 8 with each point corresponding to the
galary categories listed inp Table 9, which
range from less than $1,000 to $30,000 or
more. The primary hypothesis is thar while
genderdi[ferences existinsalarylevelsamong
educators, this may be due to other factors,
such as hours employed and professional
training. The gender of the respondent is
initially the only variable entered into the
equation, asshowin Table 11. This shows that
gender, by itself is a significant predictor of
salary Jevel, though the findings also indicate
that gender only accounts for 10% of the

PAGE @3
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variation in salary levels.”

Next, three setting-related variables are
entered int the 2quation in order to account
for more of lhie v riation in salary level and to
determiine if gender is still significantly re-
lated when other variables are considered.
The findings indicate that hours of employ-
ment (full-time or parn-time) and the setting
(pre-school, da: schoel, or supplementary
school) are related 1o differences in salary
level. Not surprisingly. full-time educators
and day scheol 2ducators earn more than part-
time etluca:nrs and those who work in pre-
schoolk or supplementary schools-erpre-
~sebooly=The drop in the coefficient for gender
betwegn the firs! coluran (1.72) and the sec-
ound colums (.83 indicates that almost half of
the raw geiider difference is attributable to
setting and "o 5 of eruployment. Still, gen-
der remaint a s:gnificant predictor of salary
level éven after controlling for setting and
hours. Thes: vzriables together account for
66% of the ".an:ition in salary levels.

Next, si> variables related to the back-
ground and cacecr of the respondent are en-
tered into t'x: equation. The findings indicate
that experiziice in Jewish education, formal
traiminig in ~ducation, and formal training in
JewisH studlizs contribute significantly to sal-
ary levels. ""hau is, experience and training
tend to bocsr saiary levels for teachers. Only
the respondonis willingness to leave Jewish
education 1: not significantly or substantially
related to talan level, Together, these vari-
able agcoun for #9% of the variation in salary
level * Notihly :ven when controlling for all
of these p:sonal characteristics, gender is
still a bign: :cant predictor of salary level.

Lastly. cons:dering the possibility thatideo-

Table 8 Full-; s

logical differences between the denomina-
tions may influence salary levels of teachers,
avariableindicating ifthe setting inwhich the
respondent worked was Orthodox was entered
into the equation. This also was significantly
related to salary levels, with teachers in Or-
thodox schools eamning more, Even after ac~
counting for all of these factors, gender was
still found to be a significant predictor of
salary level.

Is the gender difference meaningful? The
coefficient of 1.72 in the first column (see
Table 11) means that on average, males tend
to be ahead of females by almost two catego-
ries on the salary scale (see Table 9). After
controlling for other relevant conditions, that
difference dropsto .83 orslightly lessthan one
salary category. This difference is still larger
than the gapberween experienced and inexpe-
rienced teachers (amaximumof .63). Itisalso
larger than the gap between trained and un-
trained teachers, a teacher trained in both
education and Jewish studies would be about
.62 categories ahead of an untrained teacher
(.28 + .34 = ,62). Viewed in this way, the
gender difference in salaries oust be regarded
as substantial,

Do gender differences in salary exist in
each serting? This question is relevant for day
and supplementary schools, where both male
and female teachers work. (Almost all pre-
school teachersarefernale.) Table 12 provides
separate regression results for day and supple-
mentary schools. Tha first column shows sub-
stantial gender differences in day schools; the
coefficient of 1.19 is even larger than in the
sample as a whole. The second column of
Table 12 indicates no gender difference in
supplementary schools; the coeficient of .14

o '?M wka b
% of Teachers Who Werk Full-Time (25 hours armrn
Pull-Tifne Women Men
In-‘ﬂm'*_llidut bl 29 46

Jo One §boo 25

40
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Salary Women  (Full-Time Only) Men (Full-Time Ouly)
Less them $11 0 % — 3% —
$1,000~ $4.59 41% (3%) 6% —
$5,000 - §9.i19 17% (17%) %% —
$10,000-- 3 19U 17% (28%) % -
$15.000-. 3 ' 9v5 10% (17%) % (3%)
$20,000 -~ $::1 9" 6% (14%) 3% (5%)
$25,000 --521 999 4% (12%) 6% (15%)
$30,000 v M me 1% (9%) 41% (76%)

is practica'ly zero. However, a more subtle
gender differzice occurs in supplementary
schoals. Far rhe sample as a whols, formal
training i1 education is a source of higher
salary. In cupplementary schools, however,
training 11 =ducation does not lead to greater
compensalion. Yet, the female teachers in
supplemeniary schools are more likely than
male teacl2rs to be formally trained in the
field of education. By contrast, the salary
boast fron' training in Jewish studies is pro-
nounced ir. supplementary schools, and it is
the male 15achars who are more likely to be
trained in: |:at area compared tofemale supple-
mentary s: oo’ teachers. Thus, the pattern of
salary rewzrds favors male over fernale teach-
ers in sup 2lewn »nlary schools, despite the ab-
sence of ai o crall gender difference.

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

The findings from the CIJE study in the
three communities of Atlanta, Baltimore, and
Milwaukec suggest that important gender dif-
ferences «xist among teachers of Judaica
These fin::ngs have important implications
for the rec: iitn:ent, training, and retention of
teachers i Jev. sh schools.

Judaism ¢1 Working with Children

Wome tend 1o enter Jewish education
primarily hacause they enjoy teaching chil-
dren, and 'he structure of Jewish schooling

allows them flexibility in how much and when
they work. Their emphasis on being formally
training in educaticn, while lacking training
in Jewish studies, is consistent with these
reasons, In contrast, men tend to enter Jewish
education primarily because of their contin-
ued interest in Judaism. Similarly, their em-
phasis on being formally trained in Judaic
studies (as well as their more intensive early
childhood Jewish education), while lacking
training in education, also seems consistent
with their reasons for entering Jewish educa-
tion. It is important to note that men and
women both valued working with children
and teaching/learning about Judaism and that
some women have training in Judaic studies
while some men have training in education.
However, the differences between men and
wormnen in both areas are substantial and pe-
tentially meaningful.

As mentioged carlier, Jewish educators
should be formally prepared in both education
and Jewish studies. Shulman and his col-
league (Shulman, 1986, Wilson, 1988, Wil-
son, Shulman, and Richert, 1987) have sug-
gested that successful teaching requires teach-
ers 1o have knowledge of pedagogy (educa-
tion), knowledge of content (Jewish studies),
and pedagogical-content knowledge (know-
ing how to bridge the gap between the learner
and the subject marter). If men tendigf nter
Jewish education only with knowledge of
Jewish studies and women are acquiring only

PAGE 82

——



83/19/1998

=

——

. .JCJf !\t&’
wifl The ‘T"H““

ey St S, e S e B A e

13:48 40843980868
GENDYR

educationzi knowledge, this poses complex
problems frr developing in-service programs
that attem;» to »ddress these deficiencies. Not
only must | 'acher-educators consider how to
develop the pedagogical-content knowledge
of all teac':r-atfs. their approaches must take
into accon it the seemingly gender-linked
nature of tenchar” knowledge — men’s knowi-
edge of ccnten and women'’s knowiedge of
pedagogy. erhaps, in-service programs need
to go “aga rst the grain.” Programs designed
to contribut {0 the pedagogical proficiency of
these (mostly male) teachers who are deficient

in thig are: should be designed £ with W

particular =ar‘ing styles of men in mind.
Similasly, 1a-52nvice programs designed to
enhancz ¢ont: it knowledge should be de-
signed to 1:t w1l the ways women tend to

learn (Bzl:nk ot al, 1986).

Havivg i Career in Jewish Education

Despite these initial differences, men and
womén hiv.2, o2rhaps surprisingly, similar
lengths of :xperience in Jewish education.
They also 1o a similar degree of tenure in
their curreit 4 hool, both groups over-
whelmingi. :i:end gt tay in Jewish educa-
tion. How: ve1, they differ in their perception
of whether =r et their work in Jewish educa-
tion is a “:nreer ” While a slight majority of
women (57 sz2¢ Jewish education as a ca-
reer, alimcy: thire-quarters of men (76%) do
so. The differences are even greater when
considerir v on'!v full-time teachers.

Wecan !y enture an explanation at this
time as 1o vh -his difference exists. Jewish
education | e« nts applicants with few oppor-

Table 10 fic it
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tunities for advancement. Within individual
schools, teachers are grouped together with
lile stratification in positions, responsibili-
ties, or salaries. Above them exist a handful of
educational leadership positions, such as edu-
cational director of a supplementary school,
department head of a day school, or central
agency staff. For the majority of teachers,
upward mobility is not a possibility. Coupled
with this is the finding from a survey of
educational leaders (Goldringet al., 1996) —
completed at the same time and in the same
cities as the survey of Jewish teachers — that
approximately one-third of the education lead-
ers are men. This is compared with only 16%
of teachers who ars men. Seemingly, while
vertical career advancement is limited for
Jewish teachers as a whole, women may face
additional difficulties. Perhaps, they do not
consider Jewish education as a “‘career” be-
cause there is no opportunity for career ad-
vancement. Perhaps, in addition, many of
those women who were interested in pursuing
a “career” left or never entered the field of
Jewish education. If so, the smaller percant-
age of women as compared to men who view
Jewish education as a “career” is symptomatic
of the difficulties involved in recruiting and
retaining career-oriented women in a field
with limited opportunities for advancement
(especially for women), low salaries (espe-
cially for women), and a lack of prestige due
to having been considered “women’s work.”
Fhie tophe W be e aumed r - Torere papeT;
'I“‘ o Ilml' !';’"" MI hm;m h.ﬂ“r!" l!“
m"“‘t-l“‘ .

% of Teachers Who R cported Belng Offered the Type of Benefit

Type of Benrilt Women  (Fujl-Time Only) Men (Pull-Time Oply)
Employer Cui il i w1 24 (45) 3 (61)

toa Heahh I'l.s

Padam Plan 25 (46) 25 (48)

e e . e e 1 e
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Table 11. Expluimng Differences in Salary

Differences J.mony Groups of Individuale and Settings in Salarjes from Jewish Education

Indspepdent Mariabley
Gader (Mule i 1,13 BEee H0~- <l
n (11) (11) 1)
Supplemarta, S | -2.26= =1.93* -1.74%
(.10) (10) (12)
Pre-School -1.69%* -1.37 -1.26%*
(10) (1) (11)
Works Full-Tine 2 5+ Rﬂll!) 1,95 1.96* 1.98*
(10) (10) (-10)
Expeniamcu - U7y g Akve
(10) (.10)
Epenace 1 20 Vears 60%* L1
(11 (11)
Expenmce 2 - Yuus 64 £3=
(13) (13)
Flansto Leavi ‘o b Education -02 =01
(-14) 1%
Tramed i 161 Moo AT 28>
(08) (08)
Tramed m Jer o ~ ndies Al 34
(09) (10)
Orthodox Sa g J6™*
(12)
Con:a:x 336" 428 342 325
[n) (.09) (13) (14)
R ol Jo 66 69 69
< 08 bt TS | |

Note: Man. egreveun coefficients with sanderd errars in parentheses. N= 914 teadiers. Equation also includes con-
wrols fie nris<mp deta on sex. works full-time, experience, traimed in educstion, (raimed in Jewish studies, smud

plims | - ley v Jewish education.

Salaries

The moest «ramartic gender differences
among [fevish rducators, though perhaps the
least surpri«ing, are found in their work con-
ditions. Tl data show that while almost half
(46%) of 11e men teachers work full-time,
most womi 1 1 712%3) work pan-time. Yet, this

A i el s i

does not account for differences in salary and
the availability of health benefits foundamong
men and women teachers. Counting only full-
time teachers, 76% of men earn over $30,000.
In contrast, only 9% of women earn a similar
salary. Almost half of the women working
full-time eamn less than $15,000. In addition,

e, b ey s A e Il ki e
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while 61% »f 1u|I-time men teachers are of-
fered emplo: 21 contributions to a health plan,
only 45% c* full zime women teachers are so
offered.

Alinear ragression analysis was conducted
to determine the factors that may account for
the salary :liscicpancy. Many factors were
shown to pi~dict salary differences — bours of
emplaymert ({uli-1ime vs. part-time), setting
(day schoui. supplementary school, pre-
school); len;th crexperience in Jewish educa-
tion; fraining i Jewish studies; training in
education; anc -he religious character of the
school. Nei ~rt1 1less, even when controlling

for all of these factors, gender was still signifi-
cantly related to differences in salary.

Does this pattern indicate gender discrimi-
nation in Jewish education? Although we
have no direct evidence on discrimination,
inequities among teachers who are otherwise
comparable (e.g., in experience, in formal
training) must raise discrimination as a possi-
bility. This finding is similar tothe findings of
the study conducted by Lee and Smith (1990)
on salary differences of high school teachers
in public, private, and Catholic schools, as
described earlier. Jewish education is not im-
mune to the conditions permitting gender

Table 12. Fap:aint -y Differences in Salary: Day and Supplementary School Teachers

Differences amor ¢ Groups of Individuals in Salsries from Jowish Education

Indeppndent Vai ibley Day Scheol Jeschors  Supplementary School Teschers
Gendar (Ma = 1.19%= 14
(20) (12)
Warks Fuli=| i 7 2%+ Hours) 2.38% 3.16*
17 (27
Exparienic ¢+ 118 6% -03
(23) (12)
Epaiaizv 2. r1curs 54 e .03
(24) (13)
Egeniaice !+ oo A 21
(28) (16)
Plansto v’ v 1dy Education -~18 -17
(39) (16)
Tramed = F. sl .m0 S0+ 04
1N (.10)
Tramed in -owax o ~udies S8 49
(.18) 12)
Cimads ' 1.64% 2.00%
(29) (.09)
R .60 .37
* < .05 “sce01

Note: Mor rvs:-sdon codficents with stlandard cvors m parentheses, N = 914 teschers. Equation slso includes can-
ol i o v 1o g deta on sex, works fulltime, experiance, trained i educstion, tramed i Jewish sadies, md

J)lm 1o e Jewish education,
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Table 13. Varis'le - vedin Explaining Differences in Salary

Independent  arintls Mesn Standsrd Deviation
Salary 3.64 2.00
Sex (Male = | 16 37
Day Schoul 31 46
Supplement. i 40 A9
Pre-School 29 A6
Works Full-Tve 022 - Hours) 27 44
Bxperience 1 &+ [T 5 Years .26 44
Expenace -1 14 2y 28 A5
Experience 11 1) V' - w4 23 42
Experiagoc 21+ Yiu- 4 as
Plags 1o Leave “ow v | ducation 07 26
Tramedm bdu a1 » 52 .50
Traiped in Jevn 2 4 lics 30 As
Orthodax Sty a1 41
Na-Orthodor wen ). J9 41
Missing Sev .02 18
Missimg Full-" o7 25
MismgEvpeim. - .03 17
Missing Plans | :1 0, 07 25
Missmng Truwr ! v Jucation 05 22
Miuianru.-.-!_E:; wigh Studies 06 23

Note: N« 9! 110y hex

discriminz:'ou 1 the secular and non-Jewish
religious v, »rlds

ENDNOTES

"Thete o1t
gender.

*Geader fiftsisnces, ovenall, hold across set-
ting (dav s:ho-l and supplementary school) and
denominat - «f the school (Orthodox and nom-
Orthodox). The only sxception is that similar
percentages frnin and women in supplementary
schools anc non-!)nhodox schools reported “leam-
ing mote :howl [ndaism” as a very important
reason for rntency into Jewish education.

This p:ult - similar to fmdings in general
education ' cin- [97§).

.1 cases with missing dsta on

e et il iy N 4

‘Gender differences exist among supplemen~
tary school toachers, but these do not follow the
same pattern as described for the total populstion
of teachers. Among teachers in supplementary
schools, & greater porcentage of men (60%) as
compared to women (41%) are not trained in sither
Jowish studies or education. In addition, while a
greater percentage of women (50%) as compared
to men (24%) are tramed in education, almost the
same percentage of men (28%) sz women (22%)
are trained in Jewish studies.

*In Table 8, the porcentage of male and female
teachers who work full4ime in one sshool are also
reported. Salary lovels, as reported in Table 9, are
for teachers’ employment in their primary
softing — that iz, the school in which they work the
most hours. The rezression smalyses (discussed
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below) use the sainry levels reported in Table 9,
and teachers full-nme status is based on exploy-
ment is naly theq primary setting. When total
hours of enyplvyvnt and salary in Jewish educa-
tion are usec n i regression snalyses, the find-
ings are the wame

‘For suppivmentary school teachers, there ave
no substanual 5fTerumces between men and women
in salary. Slijhtly nore than three-quarters of both
groups recei'n:d hiween $1,000 and $4,999. The
lack of diff:'en:c in salary levels exist among
supplementa . «.lrwl teachers despite the larger
percentigs 0! ~1n:n a5 compared 10 men whe are
trained in edi vartn: and the sumilar percentage of
men and woiien «ho are trained in Jewish studies
(see Faomotc 2

'Significer:ve |:vels are reported here purely as
a convenfior. A: Lye data are based on a populs-
tion, samplir «: infu1ences such as sgnificance tests
are mol real’ ap):opriate.

"The lincar r2eression was run with an sddi-
tional indepunden: vamable that indicated whether
or mot the “¢spor.dents considered their work in
Jewish educition s a “carser.”” The results did not
differ moech ‘r014 those descrbed in Table 11; the
sgnificance m¢ srmgth of the relationships re-

mained relal ¢l che same.
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GENDER DIFFERENCES AMONG TEACHERS

IN JEWISH SCHOOLS:
Findings from Three Communities

BILL ROBINSON, ADAM GAMORAN, ELLEN GOLDRING
Co_:mcr‘.’ Jor Initiatives in Jewish Education q

BACKGROUND

In 1990, researchers atthe University of Michi-
gan found that women high school teachers
nationwide earned an average of $2,300 to
§3,300 less than men who teach in high

. schools (Lee and Smith, 1990), The study

used data from a sample of 8,894 teachers in
377 high schools compiled during the 1983~
84 school year as part of the U.S. Education

. Department’s ongoing High School and Be-

yond study. Even when controlling for educa-
tional backgrounds, experience, and differing
wage levels across cities, the authors of this
study found that women teachers in public,
private, and Catholic high schools still earn
less than men. These findings conform to a
general pattern of gender-based salary differ-
ences in the workplace, which has been docu-
mented for decades.

While much attention has been given to
issues of gender equity among students, less
attention has been paid to teachers. A few
studies (Lee, Smith, and Cioci, 1993;
Huberman, 1993; Kalaian and Freeman,
1994), have pointed toward specific gender
differences in teachers’ reasons for choosing
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Educational Policy Studies at the University of
Wisconsin at Madison and a Consultant to CIJE.

Ellen Goldring is a Professor of Educational
Leadership and Associate Dean at the Peabody College
of Education at Vanderbilt University and Consultantto

CLIE.
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aneducational career, their orientation to pre-
service training, their commitment to a career
in education, and their perceptions of leader-
ship.

Recent community-wide studies of teach-
ers in Jewish schools in Boston, Los Angeles,
and Miami, in addition to studies conducted
bythe Council for Initiatives in Jewish Educa-
tion in Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee,
have provided valuable information about the
backgrounds, careers, and work conditions of
Jewish educators (Aron and Phillips, 1988;
Gamoran et al., 1998; Frank, Margolis, and
Weisner, 1992; Sheskin, 1988). However,
none of these studies has focused on gender
differences. Considering the amount of gen-
der inequality among teachers that has ap-
pearedin other contexts, it is important to find
out whether the same condition holds in Jew-
ish schools. The existence and degree of gen-
der differences may have important implica-
tions for the recruitment, training, and reten-
tion of teachers in Jewish schools.

This article explores gender differences in
three related areas; career paths, Judaic and
educational backgrounds, and current work
conditions. It seeks to answer the following

questions:

* Do teachers differ by gender in their rea-
sons for entering Jewish education?

* Do teachers differ by gender in the length
of their experience and their commitment
to the profession of Jewish education?

* Do teachers differ by gender in their early
childhood Jewish education?
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* Doteachers differ by gender in their formal
training as Jewish educators?

* » Do teachers differ by gender in regard to

the conditions of their work (i.e., hours,

salary, benefits)?

METHOD OF STUDY

In 1992-93, the Council for Initiatives in
JewishEducation (CIJE) in collaboration with
the Jewish communities of Atlanta, Balti-
more, and Milwaukee conducted a study of all
Judaica teachers in the day schools, supple-
mentary schools, and pre-schools in those
communities. A survey was administered to
the entire population of Judaica teachers
(1192), and a response rate of 82% (983
teachers) was obtained. Formal in-depth in-
terviews were conducted with 125 Jewish
educators, including teachers and educational
directors of day schools, supplementary
schools, and pre-schools, as well as central
agency staff and Jewish educators in higher
education, The findings on teachers are high-
lighted in CIJE’ s Policy Brief (Gamoranetal.,
1994) and reported more completely by
Gamoran et al. (1998). Interview responses
were first presented in reports to each commu-
nity, and quotes in this paper are taken from
those reports,

The data for this article are taken primarily
from this survey. Data from the in-depth
interviews highlight the quantitative find-
ings. In analyzing and reporting the results,
we have avoided sampling inferences (e.g.,
t-tests) because we are analyzing population
figures, not samples. Data from all three com-
munities are combined for all analyses, De-
spite some differences, the teachers in each
community are largely similar. The broad
comparability of results from the three com-
munities—delineated in the study mentioned
above — suggests that the gender differences
and similarities presented here are likely to
-resemble that of many other Jewish communi-
ties.

FINDINGS
Demographics

Eighty-four percent of the teachers (804
teachers)' in the three communities of At-
lanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee are women.
Overall, teachers are divided fairly evenly
among day schools (31% or 302 teachers),
supplementary schools (40% or 392 teachers)
and pre-schools (29% or 289 teachers). How-
ever, almost all pre-school teachers (99%) are
women, while 29% of day school teachers and
18% of supplementary school teachers are
men. Among Orthodox day schools, the per-
centage of men rises to 45%, while in non-
Orthodox day schools men only account for
8% of the teachers. In total, almost half (48%)
of the men teachers work in Orthodox day
schools, while 43% work in supplementary
schools. ’

Almost all (97%) of the teachers are Jew-
ish, the 3% who are not Jewish are all women.
Sixty-two percent of men teachers are Ortho-
dox, while women are spread fairly evenly
among the denominations: 33% Reform; 27%
Conservative; 26% Orthodox; 8% Traditional;
and 6% Other. Men and women are similarly
represented in all age categories: The mean
age of both groups is 38. Eighty percent of
women and 84% of men are married; thirteen
percent of women and 14% of men are single.
Three percent of men are separated, divorced,
or widowed, whereas 7% of women have this
marital status. Lastly, while the majority of
men (89%) and women (86%) teachers were
born in the United States, 8% of women were
born in Israel compared to 3% of men. Ninety-
four percent of the Israeli-born teachers in the
three communities are women.

Jewish Education as a Career
Entering Jewish Education

Most teachers enter Jewish education for
its intrinsic, as opposed to extrinsic, rewards
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Table 1. Reasons for Entering Jewish Education

% of Educators Who Indicated Reason as “Very Important”

Reasons Women Men
Warking with Children 82 63
Teaching sbout Jadzism 63 85
Loveof udnism 61 80
Leaming sbout Tudaism 51 61
Part time Nature of the Profession 46 14
Supplement to Income 45 20
Recognition as a Teacher 29 12

(Gamoran et al., 1998). The opportunity to
transmit the joy of Judaism to children was
often cited as an important reason forentering
the field, while financial compensation was
deemed important by few teachers. Do feach-
ersdiffer by gender in their reasons for enter-
ing Jewish education?

As Table 1 indicates, men tend to value
those intrinsic rewards associated with the
teaching and learning of Judaism more than
women do, though most women did value
those highly. Eighty-five percent of men as
compared to 63% of women reported that
“teaching about Judaism™ was a very impor-
tant reason for entering Jewish education.
Similarly, a greater percentage of men indi-
cated that “love of Judaism” and “learning
about Judaism” were very important to them.2

In contrast, greater percentages of women

Table 2. Factors in Considering Where to Work

favored rewards associated with teaching chil-
dren as important factors in choosing to enter
Jewish education.? Eighty-two percent of
women, as comparedto 63% of men, reported
“working with children” as very important.
Similarly, though percentages were low for
both groups, more than twice the percentage
of women than men saw “recognition as a
teacher” as a very important reward.

1In regard to the extrinsic rewards of teach-

ing, more women (46%) than men (14%)'

tended to consider the “part-time nature of the
profession” as a very important inducement to
entering the field. Also, more women (46%)
than men (20%) entered Jewish education
because it could provide a “supplement to
their income.” Seemingly, when men enter
Jewish education it is more likely that they
desire a full-time position in which the salary

% of Educators Who Indicated Factor as Affecting Their Decision .

Factars Women Men
Hours & Days Available 89 78
Location 76 70
Reputation of School & Students _ 67 62
Religious Orientation 67 76
Salary 49 58

Friends Who Work There : 47

44
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Table 3. Length of Employment

JOURNAL OF JEWISH EDUCATION

Years Employed in Jewish Education

Years Women Men
5 Years or Less 33% 31%
6to 10 Years 30% 24%
11to 20 Years 25% 22%
21 or More Years 12% 23%
Years Employed in Current School
Years Women Men
5 Years or Less 60% | 58%
61010 Years 24% 19%
11to 20 Years 13% 15%
21 or More Years 4% 8%

from Jewish education would be their main
source of income, Findings on this issue —
56% of men as compared to 12% of women
consider their salary from Jewish education to
be their main source of income — indirectly
confirm this proposition.

When asked about the factors that influ-
enced their decisions to work in the school at
which they are currently employed their an-
swers corroborate the previous findings. As
Table 2 indicates, the highest percentages of
both men and women reported that schedul-
ing was an important consideration, though
89% of women comparedto 78% of men listed
this as a consideration. While the religious
character of the school was ranked second by
men (in regard to the percentage of respon-
dents who indicated it tobe a factor), it was the
fourth mostimportant consideration for women
(as a group).

Both sets of findings illustrate differences
_ between men and women in the factorsusedin
considering whether or notto enter the field of
Jewish education and in selecting a particular
school at which to work. For men, religious
(Jewish) considerations seem to dominate.
" For women, teaching children in a flexible
work environment seems most important. In-

terviews conducted with Jewish educators
highlight these differences. .
A woman teacher told about beginning to
teach Sunday school in order to pay for her
tuition in a graduate social work program.

In thinking about what I really loved to do
during those two years that I was in graduate
school, I realized it was the teaching, I liked my
Sunday moming better than anything else,
better than social work school.

Moreover, many women related how the part-
time nature of the profession facilitated their
entrance into the field.

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

L

I worked first in the public schools. When my
children were little, I could only accept the
half-day kind of job, so that is how I originally
started working [in Jewish education].
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Table 4. Future Plans

Plans ' Women Men
Cantmue in Same Position 64% 69%
Change Schools or Position 6% 8%.
Leave Jewish Education 6% 7%
Daa't Know 19% 11%
Other 5% 5%

Experience and Commitment

As a group, Jewish teachers show consid-
erable stability. Only 6% of all teachers were
in the first year of Jewish education when they
responded to the survey, while thirty-eight
percent had taught for more than 10 years
(Gamoran et al., 1994). In addition, only 6%
planto leave Jewish education during the next
several years (Gamoran et al;, 1998). As an-
other measure of commitment, when asked if
they considered Jewish education to be a “ca-
reer,” 69% of full-time teachers and 54% of
part-time teachers said “Yes.” Do teachers
differ by gender in the length of their experi-
ence and their commitment to the profession
of Jewish education?

AsTable3 illustrates, both men and women
show considerable stability. Slightly more
than two-thirds of both men and women have
worked in Jewish education for six years or
more. The slightly higher percentage of men
compared to women who have worked in
Jewish education for 21 or more years may be

Table 5. Jewish Education is a Caneri;

accounted for by the growth in non-Orthodox
day schools and pre-schools over the last two
decades.

In regard to their length of employment in
their current position (see Table 3), there are
no substantial gender differences. For both
men and women, approximately 60% have
worked in their current position for only 5
years or less.

‘The future plans of men and women simi- .

larly show little differences (see Table 4).
Only 6% of men and 7% of women plan to
leave Jewish education. Also, 67% of men and
64% of women plan to remain in their same
position.

These findings indicate that both men and
women, regardless of their diverse reasons for
entering Jewish education, tend to stay for a
considerable period of time, Yet, do they see
their participation in Jewish education in the
same way? As Table 5 shows, while almost
three-quarters of the men consider Jewish
education as their career, women report a
somewhat lower percentage (60%). This may

% of Teachers who Considered Jewish Education to Be Their Career

Women 57
(Only women who work 62
full4ime in Jewish education)

Mea _ 3 ' 7
(Only men who work 94

full-time in Jewish education)
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Table 6. Early Childhood Jewish Education

BEFORE AGF 13:
% of Teachers Who Attended This Type of Jewish School
Type Women Men
Naone 15 2
1 Day/Week Supplementary School 28 15
2 or More Days/Week Supplementary School 27 29
Day School, Yeshiva, or School in Israel 30 54
AGE 13:
% of Teachers Who Attended This Type of Jewish School
Tyve Women Men
Naoe 36 15
1 Day/Week Supplementary School 22 11
2 or More Days/Week Supplementary School 13 13
Day School, Yeshiva, or School in Israel 30 61

be due to the larger percentage of women as
compared to men who work part-time in Jew-
ish education (see Table 8). However, if we
only examine the findings for full-time educa-
tors (those working 25 hours or more), the
gender difference is even greater (see Table
5). While almost all men who teach full-time
consider Jewish education to be a career, only
62% of women who teach full-time feel the
same way. .

Summary

Men and women indicated substantial dif-
ferences in their reasons for entering Jewish

education. Men tended to view their decision
as one that would provide them with the
opportunity to learn continually and teach
about Judaism. Similarly, theirreligious char-
acter of the school was a strong factor in their
determination of where to work. In contrast,
women viewed their choice of entering into
Jewish education as an opportunity to teach
children. The flexible and part-time nature of
Jewish schooling facilitated their entrance
and was the primary consideration in decid-
ing at which Jewish school to work.
However, once they entered the field of
Jewish education and selected a school at
which to work, their career paths become

Table 7. Formal Training
% of Teachers With a Degree or Certification in These Areas
Areas _ Women Men
Both Jewish Studies and Education 18 21
Only Jewish Studies 8 34
Only Education - 41 7
Neither Jewish Studies nor Education 33 37
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Table 8. Full-Time?

: * % of Teachers Who Work Full-Time (25 hours or more per week)
Full-Time ‘ Women Men

In Jewish Education - : 29 46
In One School 25 40

similar, Both men and women have stayed in
Jewish education for a considerable length of
time, and both are comparably new to their
current positions though they overwhelm-
ingly plan to stay in them. Nevertheless, their
conceptualization of their work seems to be
substantially different. Even when only exam-
ining the findings for full-time teachers, a
substantially smaller proportion of women as
compared to men view Jewish educatidn as a
career, This finding suggests that the depic-
tion of Jewish education as avocational may
characterize women more than men teachers.

Judaic and Educational Backgrounds
Early Jewish Education

Gamoranetal. (1994) reportedthata greater
percentage of teachers had a formal Jewish
education as children, compared to the gen-
eral population. Differences by gender were
not reported. Do teachers differ by gender in
their childhood Jewish education? Do they
differ by gender in their formal training as
Jewish educators?

As indicated in Table 6, fifty-four percent
of men Teported attending a day school, ye-
shiva, or school in Israel, and only 2% indi-
cated not attending any Jewish school before
the age of 13. In comparison, only 30% of
women attended a day school or school in
Israel, while 15% did not attend any school
before 13. Similarly, while 61% of men at-
tended a day school, yeshiva, or school in
Israel after the age of 13, only 30% of women
did. In addition, while only 15% of men did
not have any formal Jewish education gffer
the age of 13, 36% of women did not. These
gender differences seem to follow the pattern

inthe general population. Kosminetal. (1991)
reported that 22% of men and 38% of women
in the general population had no Jewish edu-
cation as children. '

Formal Training’

Garnoranetal. (1998) argued that prepara-
tion for a career in Jewish education should
consist of formal training in both education
and Jewish studies. Formal training is defined
by having adegree or certificationin thatarea,
Overall, 19% of Jewish teachers have training
in both education and Jewish studies, while
34% are trained in neither, As Table 7 indi-
cates, men and women illustrate similar pro-
portions. Twenty-one percent of men and
18% of women have formal training in both
education and Jewish studies, while 37% of
men and 33% of women lack formal training
in both areas.

The largest percentage of teachers (48%)
have formal training in either education or
Jewish studies. Differences between men and
women are substantial here. While only 26%

'of wornen can be considered to have formal |

training in Jewish studies, 56% of men have
training in Jewish studies (see Table 7). (Forty-
one percent of men with training in Jewish
studies have rabbinic ordination or smicha.)
In contrast, while only 28% of men can be
considered to have formal training in educa-
tion, 59% of women have training in educa-
tion. The figures present almost a mirror
image of each other. In accordance with the
emphasis oneducational training found among
women, 56% of women as compared to 29%
of men have previous experience working in
general education.!
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Summary

Men come to the profession of Jewish
education with a stronger Judaic background
than women due to their early childhood
education and additional formal training (of-
ten rabbinic). At the same time, women ap-
proach their work in Jewish education with a
stronger foundation in educational pedagogy,
gained either through study or experience in
general education. Perhaps not surprisingly,
these findings are consistent with their stated
reasons for entering the profession. As men-
tioned earlier, men most often entered Jewish
education to continue their life-long engage-
ment with Judaism, while women most often
entered Jewish education to teach children.

Current Work Conditions
Full-time Employment?

The field of Jewish education offers prima-
rily part-time employment opportunities for
teachers. Sixty-eight percent of teachers in
Jewish schools are part-time (Gamoran et al.,
1994). Consequently, salary levels tend to
remain low and benefits, such as health and

_ pension plans, are unavailable to most teach-

ers (Gamoran et al., 1998). Yef, do teachers
differ by gender in regard to the conditions of
their work?

AsTable 8 illustrates, a greater percentage
of men (46%) as compared to women (29%)
work full-time in Jewish education.* Among
those who work full-time in Jewish education,
95% of men and 91% of women do so at one
school. The remaining teachers put together
the equivalent of full-time employment (25
hours or more) through working at two or
more schools.

Salaries

While salary levels, overall, are low in
Jewish education, they are even lower for
women than they are for men. As indicated in
Table 9, while 41% of men earn over $30,000,
only 3% of women take home such high

earnings. Instead, 44% of women earn less
than $5,000, and another 44% earn between
$5,000and $19,999. The distribution of men’s
salaries is bimodal with over three-quarters of
men located eitherbetween $1,000 and $5,000
or over $30,000. By contrast, the distribution
among women has a single mode between
$1,000 and $5,000 followed by a quick drop
and then a gradual tapering off in subsequent
categories.

Some of this wage gap may be due to the
larger percentage of men as compared to
women who teach full-time. However, includ-
ing only those who teach full-time, the differ-
ences are even greater (see Table 9). While
76% of men who teach full-time earn over
$30,000, only 9% of women who teach full-
time take home similar earnings. Instead,
almost half of the women working full-time
earn less than $15,000.°

Benefits

While employer contributions to a health
plan, overall, are unavailable to most teach-
ers, they are less available to women than
men. As Table 10 illustrates, a greater per-
centage of men (36%) as compared to women
(24%) reported that they were offered health
benefits from their schools. When only full-
time teachers are considered, the difference is
even greater; 61% of men and 35% of women
who work full-time reported the availability of
health benefits,

There is not a substantial difference be-
tween men and women in regard to pension
benefits, as only one-quarter of both groups
has that option (see Table 10).

Summary

The findings illustrate that, even when
controlling for hours of employment (full-
time vs. part-time), substantial differences
exist in salary level and health benefits offered
to women as compared to men. These differ-
ences exist despite the fact that men and
women have similar stability in the field of
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Table 9. Salary

Salary Women -Time Onl Men (Full-Time Only)
Less than $1,000 3% — 3% —
$1,000 — $4,999 41% (3%) 36% i
$5,000 — 59,999 17% (17%) 4% —
$10,000 - §14,999 17% (28%) 3% =
$15,000 - §19,999 10% (17%) 3% (3%)
$20,000 — $24,999 6% (14%) 3% (5%)
$25,000-829,999 4% (12%) &% (15%)
$30,000 or More 3% (9%) 41% (76%)

Jewish education. Also, similar percentages
of men and women are trained in both educa-
tion and Jewish studies, and similar percent-
ages have no training in either. As the earlier
findings indicated, they do differ in regard to
the emphasis on a Judaic or general education
background.

Explaining Differences in Salary Levels

To explore factors that may account for the
differences in salary levels between men and
women teachers, a linear regression was used
with reported salary levels as the dependent
variable. This variable is coded as ascale of 1
to 8 with each point corresponding to the
salary categories listed in Table 9, which
range from less than $1,000 to $30,000 or
more. The primary hypothesis is that while
genderdifferences existin salary levelsamong
educators, this may be due to other factors,

Table 10. Benefits

such as hours employed and professional
training. The gender of the respondent is
initially the only variable entered into the
equation, asshowin Table 11, This showsthat
gender, by itself is a significant predictor of
salary level, though the findings also indicate
that gender only accounts for 10% of the
variation in salary levels.”

Next, three setting-related variables are
entered into the equation in order to account
for more of the variation in salary lével and to
determine if gender is still significantly re-
lated when other variables are considered.
The findings indicate that hours of employ-
ment (full-time or part-time) and the setting
(pre-school, day school, or supplementary

school) are related to differences in salary -

level. Not surprisingly, full-time educators
and day school educators earn more than part-

time educators and those who work in pre- -

schools or supplementary schools, The drop

%, of Teachers Who Reported Being Offered the Type of Benefit

Type of Benefit Women -Time Onl M_cn -Time Onl
Employer Cantributicn 24 (45) 36 (61)

to a Health Plan

Pension Plan 25 (46) 25 (48)
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Table 11. Explaining Differences in Salary

Differences Among Groups of Individuals and Settings in Salaries from Jewish Education

Independent Variables

Gender (Male=1) 1.72%*
(17

Supplementary School

Pre-School

Warks Full-Time (25+ Hours)

Experience 6-10 Years

Experience 11-20 Years
Experience 21+ Years
Plans to Leave Jewish Educaticn
Trained in Educatian
Traimed in Jewish Studies
Orthodox Setting
Constant 336"

(07
R! .10

.8g¥* 90%* .83%
(11) (11) (11)
2.26% -1.93%% 1.74%
(.10) (.10) (12)
-1.69%* 21,37+ -1.26%*
(.10) (11) (11)
1.95%* 1.96%* 1.98%*
(.10) (.10) (10)

38 38%
(.10) (10)
60+ 61%*
(.11) (11)
64 6£3%*
(.13) (13)
-02 -01
(.14) (14)
27 28%
(.08) (.08)
41 34
(.09) (.10)
36%*
(12)
4.28% 3.42%* 3.25%
(.09) (.13) (14)
.66 69 69

*p <.05 *#*p <.01

Note: Metric regression coefficients with standard errors i parentheses. N = 914 teachers. Equation also includes con-
trols for missing data on sex, works fulltime, experience, trained in education, trained in Jewish studies, and

plans to leave Jewish education.

in the coefficient for gender between the first
column (1.72) and the second column (.88)
indicates that almost half of the raw gender
difference is attributable to setting and hours
of employment. Still, gender remains a sig-
nificant predictor of salary level even after

controlling for setting and hours. These vari-
ables together account for 66% of the varia-
tion in salary levels.

Next, six variables related to the back-
ground and career of the respondent are en-
tered into the equation. The findings indicate
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that experience in Jewish education, formal
training in education, and formal training in
Jewish studies contribute significantly to sal-
ary levels. That is, experience and training
tend to boost salary levels for teachers. Only
the respondents’ willingness to leave Jewish
education is not significantly or substantially
related to salary level, Together, these vari-
able account for 69% of the variation in salary
level.® Notably, even when controlling for all
of these personal characteristics, gender is
still a significant predictor of salary level.
Lastly, considering the possibility thatideo-

logical differences between the denomina--

tions may influence salary levels of teachers,
avariableindicating if the setting in which the
respondent worked was Orthodox was entered
into the equation. This also was significantly
related to salary levels, with teachers in Or-
thodox schools earning more. Even after ac-
counting for all of these factors, gender was
still found to be a significant predictor of
salary level.

Is the gender difference meaningful? The
coefficient of 1.72 in the first column (see
Table 11) means that on average, males tend

ry School Teachers

Table 12. Explaining Differences in Salary: Day and Supp

Differences Among Groups of Individuals in Salaries from Jewish Education

Independent Variables

Day School Teachers

Supplementary School Teachers

Gender (Male=1) 1.19% 14
(.20) (.12)
Works Full-Time (25+ Hours) 2.38% 3.16%*
(17) (27
Experience 6-10 Years Jex -.03
(23) (12)
Experience 11-20 Years . B 8 il .03
) (:24) (13)
Experience 21+ Years T 21
@) (16)
Plans to Leave Jewish Education -18 -17
(.39) (.16)
Trained in Education Sore 04
17) (.10)
Trained in Jewish Studies Sgw . 49w
(.18) 3 (12)
Constant 2.64%* 2.00%*
' (24) (09)
R .60 37

* <.05 #*p<.01

Note: Metric regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. N'= 914 teachers. Equation also includes con-

trols for g data on sex, works full-time, experience, trained in education, trained in Jewish studies, and

plans to leave Jewish education.
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Table 13. Variables Used in Explaining Differences in Salary

Independent Variables Mean Standard Deviation
Salary 3.64 2.00
Sex (Male=1) 16 37
Day School 31 46
Supplementary School 40 49
Pre-School ' 29 46
Works Full-Time (25+ Hours) 27 44
Experience Less Than 5 Years .26 44
‘Experience 6-10 Years : 28 45
Experience 11-20 Years 23 42
Experience 21+ Years 14 35
Plans to Leave Jewish Education 07 26
Trained in Education 52 50
Tramed in Jewish Studies 30 46
o:énodax Setting 21 A1
Non-Orthodox Setting A9 41
Missing Sex 02 .15
Missing Full-Time 07 .25
Missing Experience .03 17
Missing Plans to Leave 07 25
Missmg Trained in Education .05 22
Missing Tramed m Jewish Studies 06 23

Note; N=914 teachers.

to be ahead of females by almost two catego-
ries on the salary scale (see Table 9), After
controlling for other relevant conditions, that
difference dropsto .83 or slightly less than one
salary category. This difference is still larger
than the gap between experienced and inexpe-
rienced teachers (amaximum of .63). Itisalso
larger than the gap between trained and un-
trained teachers; a teacher trained in both
education and Jewish studies would be about
.62 categories ahead of an untrained teacher
(.28 + .34 = .62). Viewed in this way, the
gender difference in salaries must be regarded
as substantial.

Do gender differences in salary exist in

each setting? This question is relevant for day
and supplementary schools, where both male
and female teachers work. (Almost all pre-
school teachers are female.) Table 12 provides
separate regression results for day and supple-
mentary schools. The first column shows sub-
stantial gender differences in day schools; the
coefficient of 1.19 is even larger than in the
sample as a whole. The second column of
Table 12 indicates no gender difference in
supplementary schools; the coefficient of .14
is practically zero. However, a more subtle
gender difference occurs in supplementary
schools. For the sample as a whole, formal
training in education is a source of higher
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salary. In supplementary schools, however,
training in education does not lead to greater
compensation. Yet, the female teachers in
supplementary schools are more likely than
male teachers to be formally trained in the
field of education. By contrast, the salary
boost from training in Jewish studies is pro-
nounced in supplementary schools, and it is
the male teachers who are more likely to be.
trained inthatarea compared tofemale supple-
mentary school teachers, Thus, the pattern of
. salary rewards favors male over female teach-

ers in supplementary schools, despite the ab-
sence of an overall gender difference.

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

The findings from the CIJE study in the
three communities of Atlanta, Baltimore, and
Milwaukee suggest thatimportant gender dif-
ferences exist among teachers of Judaica.
These findings have important implications
for the recruitment, training, and retention of
teachers in Jewish schools.

Judaism or Working with Children

Women tend to enter Jewish education
primarily because they enjoy teaching chil-

dren, and the structure of Jewish schooling -

allows them flexibility in howmuch and when
they work. Their emphasis on being formally
training in education, while lacking training
in Jewish studies, is consistent with these
reasors, In contrast, men tend to enter Jewish
education primarily because of their contin-
ued interest in Judaism. Similarly, their em-
phasis on being formally trained in Judaic
studies (as well as their more intensive early
childhood Jewish education), while lacking
training in education, also seems consistent”
with their reasons for entering Jewish educa-
tion, It is important to note that men and
women both valued working with children
and teaching/learning about Judaism and that
some women have training in Judaic studies
while some men have training in education.
However, the differences between men and

women in both areas are substantial and po-
tentially meaningful.

Ad mentioned earlier, Jewish educators
should be formally prepared in both education
and Jewish studies. Shulman and his col-
league (Shulman, 1986; Wilson, 1988; Wil-
son, Shulman, and Richert, 1987) have sug-
gested that successful teaching requires teach-
ers to have knowledge of pedagogy (educa-
tion), knowledge of content (Jewish studies),
and pedagogical-content knowledge (know-
ing how to bridge the gap between the learner
and the subject matter), If men tend to enter
Jewish education only with knowledge of
Jewish studies and women are acquiring only
educational knowledge, this poses complex
problems for developing in-service programs
that attempt to address these deficiencies. Not
only must teacher-educators consider how to
develop the pedagogical-content knowledge
of all teachers, their approaches must take into
account the seemingly gender-linked nature
of teachers” knowledge — men’s knowledge
of content and women’s knowledge of peda-
gogy. Perhaps, in-service programs need to go

“against the grain” Programs designed to.

contribute to the pedagogical proficiency of
those (mostly male)teachers whoare deficient
in this area should be designed with the par-
ticular learning styles of men in mind. Simi-
larly, in-service programs designed to en-
hance content knowledge should be designed
to fit with the ways women tend to learn

(Belenky et al., 1986).

Having a Career in Jewish Education

Despite these initial differences, men and
women have, perhaps surprisingly, similar
lengths of experience in Jewish education.
They also show a similar degree of tenure in
their current school, and both groups over-
whelmingly intend to stay in Jewish educa-
tion. However, they differ in their perception
of whether or not their work in Jewish educa-
tion is a “career.” While a slight majority of
women (57%) see Jewish education as a ca-
reer, almost three-quarters of men (76%) do
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so. The differences are even greater when
considering only full-time teachers,

We can only venture an explanation at this
time as to why this difference exists. Jewish
education presents applicants with few oppor-
tunities for advancement, Within individual
schools, teachers are grouped together with
little stratification in positions, responsibili-
ties, or salaries. Above them exist a handful of
educational leadership positions, such as edu-
cational director of a supplementary school,
department head of a day school, or central
agency staff. For the majority of teachers,
upward mobility is not a possibility. Coupled
with this is the finding from a survey of
educational leaders (Goldringet al., 1996) —
completed at the same time and in the same
cities as the survey of Jewish teachers — that

approximately one-third of theeducation lead-

ers are men. This is compared with only 16%
of teachers who are men, Seemingly, while
vertical career advancement is limited for
Jewish teachers as a whole, women may face
additional difficulties. Perhaps, they do not
consider Jewish education as a “career” be-
cause there is no opportunity for career ad-
vancement. Perhaps, in addition, many of
those women who were interested in pursuing
a “career” left or never entered the field of
Jewish education. If so, the smaller percent-
age of women as compared to men who view

Jewish education as a “career” is symptomatic -

of the difficulties involved in recruiting and
retaining career-oriented women in a field
with limited opportunities for advancement
(especially for women), low salaries (éspe-
cially for women), and a lack of prestige due
to having been considered “women’s work.”

Salaries

The most dramatic gender differences
among Jewish educators, though perhaps the
least surprising, are found in their work con-
ditions. The data show that while almost half
(46%) of the men teachers work full-time,
most women (71%) work part-time. Yet, this
does not account for differences in salary and

the availability of health benefits foundamong
men and women teachers. Counting only full-
time teachers, 76% of men earn over $30,000.
In contrast, only 9% of women earn a similar
salary. Almost half of the women working
full-time earn less than $15,000. In addition,
while 61% of full-time men teachers are of-
fered employer contributions to a health plan,
only 45% of full-time women teachers are so
offered.

A linear regression analysis was conducted
to determine the factors that may account for
the salary discrepancy. Many factors were
shown topredict salary differences— hours of
employment (full-time vs. part-time); setting
(day school, supplementary school, pre-
school); length of experience in Jewish educa-
tion; training in Jewish studies; training in
education; and the religious character of the
school, Nevertheless, even when controlling
for all of these factors, gender was still signifi-
cantly related to differences in salary.

Does this pattern indicate gender discrimi-
nation in Jewish education? Although we
have no direct evidence on discrimination,
inequities among teachers who are otherwise
comparable (e.g., in experience, in formal
training) must raise discrimination as a possi-
bility. This finding is similar to the findings of
the study conducted by Lee and Smith (1990)
on salary differences of high school teachers
in public, private, and Catholic schools, as
described earlier. Jewish education is not im-
mune to the conditions permitting gender
discrimination in the secular and non-Jewish
religious worlds.

ENDNOTES

'There were 22 cases with missing data on
gender.

’Gender differences, overall, hold across set-
ting (day school and supplementary school) and
denomination of the school (Orthodox and non-
Orthodox). The only exception is that similar
percentages of men and women in supplementary
schools and non-Orthodox schools reported “leam-
ing more about Judaism” as a very important
reason for entering into Jewish education.
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*This result is similar to findings in general
education (Lortie, 1975).

‘Gender differences exist among supplemen-
tary school teachers, but these do not follow the
same pattem as described for the total population
of teachers. Among teachers in supplementary
schools, a greater percentage of men (60%) as
compared to women (41%) are not trained in either
Jewish studies or education. In addition, while a
greater percentage of women (50%) as compared
to men (24%) are trained in education, almost the

same percentage of men (28%) as women (22%) .

are trained in Jewish studies.

5In Table 8, the percentage of male and female
teachers who work full-time in one school ars also
reported. Salary levels, as reported in Table 9, are
for teachers’ employment in their primary
setting — that is, the school in which they work the
most hours. The regression analyses (discussed
below) use the salary levels reported in Table 9,
and teachers’ full-time status is based on employ-
ment in only their primary setting. When total
hours of employment and salary in Jewish educa-
tion are used in the regression analyses, the find-
ings are the same.

¢For supplementary school teachers, there are
no substantial differences between men and women
in salary. Slightly more than three-quarters of both
groups received between $1,000 and $4,999. The
lack of difference in salary levels exist among
supplementary school teachers despite the larger
percentage of women as compared to men who are
trained in education and the similar percentage of
men and womien who are tramed in Jewish studies
(see Footnots 2). i

7Significance levels are reported here purely as
a convention. As the data are based on a popula-
tion, sampling inferences such as significance tests
are not really approprate.

"The linear regression was run with an addi-
tional independent variable that indicated whether
or not the respondents considered their work in
Jewish education as a “career.” The results did not
differ much from those described in Table 11; the
significance and strength of the relationships re-
mained relatively the same.
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