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From Pf-0\E No. Mar.09 1993 1 : 24A'l P02 

Memorandum 
TO; AnnettP. Hoch8~ein 

o/o Mayflower Hotel 
Pleao~ bnl d for arrival on FridRy, 

FROM: 
RE: 
DATE: 

oc : Vir.~inia F. Levi 
Shulamith Elster ~nd !!:llen Goldri"'"1:l,M;...._. 
ThA Eduoator Survey 
Maroh 9, 1993 

---------------- --------------~------ -- ---- ----------- -· 
Having had a series o ( conver3a~lon~ anothAr and with 
the field researchers and with Ruth Milw~ukee, Chaim 
Botwinick in Baltimore aml Lauren Azoulai in Atlanta dnd with 
Isa, we would like to schedule a telecon with you ~o discuss ~ome 
ioeu~G re lated to tho Eduoa~or Survey, 

We have 5poken to one another about several key staaes in the 
qnantitative pror.ARS: 

l . Dovelopmont of the instrument 
2. Anminiotration a nd manasemAnt 

of the survey 
~- Data entry and analyR ~~ 
~ . Prepc:u:ation of reporte 
5. Presentati on and discussion of findings 

At the moment, the focus is on the development of an instrument 
for use in the three communities. While there is a value in eaoh 
community's undertaking its own instrument development , given the 
"state of the art" in Jowish education, it appears to be an 
appropriate CIJE-support service/technical assistance project for 
us to bring together t he 3 communi ties, I::sa (e!ln<l perhaps Ron 
Reynolds/ Bruce Phillips), the field researohe1·::s and the two of us 
for a one day consultation t hat ishould 1-·t:n;ul t i1"\ an instrument 
for use in all of the Lead Communities . There mil!.h-L be a standard 
form and then sections for use by the individual coJtl'nun.it.iets that 
relate to their unique/Bpecial needs and concerns.Thus etas~ one 
above would be a joint effort. 

Stage two would clearly be a local effort with advise f rom the 
consultation reflecting the experience of Isa and others in the 
mana&ement ot the process . 

Stage three would be another local effort with input from our 
consultants to ensure that the communities will have the type of 
analyeie that will answer their questions and assist in planning. 

Regarding stage four, there might be some wisdom in similar 
f6rmats and presentations especially as I expect it will be in 
the work of the tield researchers on the qualitative piece . 
An opportunity to present findings and di:,cuss them (stage five) 
might be another CIJE-sponsored consultation. 

Please oontaot Ellen regarding a "best time'' f or 
oonversation. Monday ( 3/ 15 ) i s good for both o f us. 
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Memorandum 

TO : Ellen Goldring 

FROM: 
RE: 
DATE: 

copy to Annette Hochstein 
Steve Hoffman 
Barry Holtz 
Ginny Levi 

Shulamith Elster 
Educator Survey Consultation 
March 15, 1993 (with March 16th 

1 

update) 

The purpose of this memorandum is to review our conversation this 
morning regarding the consultation/ meeting to be held before the 
end of this month involving representatives of the three lead 
communities and the CIJE staff/consultants. 

Participants : 
Community ' s key staff person or his/her designee 

Atlanta: Lauren Azoulai 
Baltimore : Chaim Botwinick 
Milwaukee: Ruth Cohen 

CIJE Staff and consultants: Goldring, Elster, Aron(by telecon 
for segments of the meeting) 

Field researchers: Tammivaara/Rottenberg/Goodman 

Logistics : preferred date: March 29, 1993 (Monday) 
day-long (10 a.m.to 5 p.m.) 
with Washington as a possible location/ given the geographic 
distribution of participants and availability of direct flights 

from number of participants 
Washington/Baltimore: 3 
Milwaukee/Madison 2 
Atlanta 2 
Nashville l 

Agenda: 

8 

CONTENT: 
CIJE/Importance of Educator Survey 
The State of the Teacher Surveys (ISA?) 
Communities/What we need and want to know? 
CIJE/ The specific issues for policy development 
The Qualitative Segment: The Lives of Educators 

LOGISTICS: 
Managing an Educator Survey 

Administration 
Timeline 
Budget 



TECHNICAL/CONSULTING: 
Local resources 
Data Collection 
Analysis/Reporting 
Use of local consultants 

Update: 3/16/93 
Baltimore: 
I spoke with later in the day on 3/15. Due to the pressure of 
budget season, Passover and the like he is not available until 
after Passover for our meeting. Nancy Kutler is likewise tied up 
and the two of them are the key people . I think Chaim is 
essential to such a meeting and his first available date is not 
until after April 19th (Monday). That is considerably later than 
we had planned or even discussed and I have called him back today 
to discuss how Baltimore plans to have a survey in May without 
this consultation in March. I will provide an update on this 
discussion. 

Atlanta 
They are 
I doubt 
meetings 
think we 
cannot be 

Milwaukee 

simply not ready 
they will even 
in Cleveland . I 
will have to go 
arranged. 

to go ahead at this time with a survey . 
participate in the week of May 10th 
put in another call to Lauren and I 

ahead without their participation if it 

Ruth wants to move as quickly as possible (yesterday) and is 
willing for Milwaukee to take the lead here. 



Fax Memorandum 

TOM Professor Seymou r Fox and Shmuel Wygoda 

copy t o Ginny Levi 

FROM 

RE 

DATE 

Shul Am :lth F.leter_J9-} 

i 

UpdRtP. on Rduc~tlr Surv~y 

April 2. 1993 

-------------------~---------~--------------------------/ 

~esterday (Thursday) RJlen received the second drAf t of 

th~ qtteatione generated by l~ct MondayA& meeting in Baltimore 

on t.hP. F.n,,~~tor Survey . She ie working with these now and she 

and J hRve plans to meet on Sunday evening (when sh0 will be 

in WAAh i ngton to spend Peeach with her family her e ) . Wo will 

do our hP.,;t t o "turn our work around" on Monday (crcv yam t ov) 

and hRve mR~erial forwarded quickly to Israel i n time for 

you to wnrk o n it c hol haAmoed. l think we ehould oct a time for 

a tel, e~nn nn F riday between l~raol, Ellen and myRel f b ooed on 

mat.erials you will receive by Wedncoday. At that time Ellen 

wi ll be h~~k ~t V~nderbilt. Can you make o tclccon on Friday? 

ETC~ 

From my visit to Rama~. regards fro~ Hae kell Lookstcin, Jay 

and other colleagues. Lookstein referred to the Commi6&ion , 

RAAt PrR~tieP~ ~nd o ther aspect~ of the work of th0 CIJE in 

his formAl r ~m~yks t o the Evaluation Tea m. Their work at 

Melton/and the SLrHL~glc rlan figured prowiuc11 Lly in their 

prcisontatious 

I am on my way now to Bol Llmo r e Lo a meerinH Lu plan the May 

"iila un c h" activities . 

ShabbAt Shalom ! <;hag Samech v"k.tu;L~r . .. . . S. 



From . , 

- .. 
Pl-CH= No. : 

---
Fax Memorandum 

TO: ~eymour ~ox r1nd Annette HochGt<.!.in 
St,ov ~ Hoi fman ~rniJie n: y Zl.H.:ker-
Ba't'ry Holt z -----
Ginny Levi . ~ 

FROM: 8h1.tle mitl1 F:lst~ -
RE: F.'t'C : Leail CommunJ. tj ~~, 1-:uuc~t1,;,r Ru.rvey 
DATR; ~un~ay afternoon, April 11th 

Apr. 11 1993 2:34PM P03 

.. - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -1' - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .. - - - -.. - - .. - - . 
In r1nticj pat ion of 1..1\ .u: tol~con r:,u Wednc-~day, I w<"lnt to rt:!port t o 
you on c1 number of it.ems rel.=itod to the T,C l:'..t·oje ot c::t.1ict t hH 
Educator Survey . 

I. Atlant a 
Atlanta appear~ to be mov in& right ~lone. Darry, Ellen antl I will 
be at meetings in Atlanta on April ] q;2oth. Among those a<..:hedult:1<1 
are se~sions with Rahhis, key educators, tho Commie~.i.on , Dill 
Shatte11 1:md Gerald Cohen (wt.th Barry), ,:md mcct.i.ugs wi'lh Kan 
Stein (and pei"'hc:tp5 oth~rs f.rom the F.mory f aculty) and Hun.1.-y 
S'lern, the direc t o r vf t.he JCC. We h\lv8 .!"M",:111e~d for rnu.ter i o 1 :-; 
to Le s ent i n advance cind , a ll in r,ll. I think wo are on tln-: way, 

Lauren will at.-t·.i=md t h e May seminar e.nd wt: received i nput from h1:1r 
rega rding the Educator Survey. 

11 . Ba ltimore 
Our ne x t ~tep ln Baltimore is the meeting Barry and I have 
scheduled later this month regarding the pil ot projects and t he 
"launch" activities for May/June. I think that Marshall wa3 going 
to be i n touch directly with either Steve and/or Seymour and 
Annette r egarding some specific concerns and items for t he agenda 
for the May seminar. Has anyone heard from him? 

Barry ha:, the propo~al for the teacber specialist program and if 
Chaim has not already sent you a copy I will do so after we speak 
on Wednesday . 

III. Educator Su~vey 
Elltm and I have sp~nt a good dea l of time working together on 
the draft survey. We had a telecon with Annette and Seymour last 
Friday and they have - in hand- the first draft . By Wednesday, I 
hope that you will all have a copy of the second draft. I will 
try to fax it Tuesday (after yom tov). It is goingm on Wednesday 
morning to the field researchers and to the three communi~ies f or 
a first review. Ellen was to get it t o Jim Coleman as per our 
conversation with Jerusalem. 

IV . May Semina1.~ 
Ellen hae ack cd me t o ge wlcirifica~i on on the participation of 
t he field researchers i n the May meetings . There is , she knows, 
a meeting scheduled that will involve t hem on Monday evening . 
What role will they play ( i f any) i n the meet ings on Tuesday and 
Wednes day? Are t hey t o plan to attend? I s one of them to attend? 



From : 

., . . --: 

PHONE No. Apr.11 1993 2 : 34PM P02 

W.ill someone please clarify and let Ellen know . I ima gine th~ t 
Ginny i e tho losico l one to a~k to coordin~tc their schodul o . If 
you know before Wednesday please send a fax to Ellen in Atl anta: 
She i e at tho Hyatt Regency phone: l.tOL.t-577-123 1# or FAX. 1,i.01,i.- saa 
~137. Please mark fB.Y.. ho ld for arrival if she hae not yet oheok e d 
in . 

V. Educator Survey Analysis : 
Ellen aeked me to report thQt she will not be able to "pric e" tho 
data analysis in t i me for the Wcdno~duy ~elecon . She al~o a~k~d 
th~t I inform Seymour a nd nnnette, in particular , thi:4t ahe cm<l 
Adam agree that they wil l be ubla to find the right individual 
for the teohnicul analy~is but they either 5he or Adam ought to 
be t h0 ones to make f o rmal presentations on the findingo Qnd not 
have the presentation of the findings to variou ~ pub lic be part 
of the j ob deeoription f or t h e con~ul t a n t. Ellen and I a lso 
wanted a r eaction to their eusse etio n thut CIJE coneider u~ing 
the City Univ c:r.r.sit.y of New York g roup that did the wo:r:k fur the 
CJF Populalion St udy. Perhaps this is for discussion only between 
El lt'n and Adam and Seyn)ou r al1<l Annette. 

Cha.g Samecld I wi ll spe ak wit h you al l on Wednesday morning. 

AP R 1 1 ' 93 14 : 22 PAGE . 002 



Memorandum 

TO: Lauren Azoulai 
Chaim Botwinick 
Ruth CohC3n 

FYI: Ginny Levi 
El Jen no 1 (lring 

F':r.om; Shularnith ~lste 
RE: Educato:r Sn-rv~y: 
DATE: April 1~, 1993 

I hope that your yo tov was lovely and th<lt the very many 
matters that are await ng for you thi3 morning on your respectiv~ 
desks will not diminia the plea:5ant.ne5s of the holidc1.y . 

F.)len and I have been busy at work on the Educator.:, Survey. We 
took advantase 0£ the faot that illon was vi~iting with her 
family in Wasl·d nston to work together and we a re very pleased at 
the prosr ess we mada. Wo oomplet.od a first draft a.nd I plan to 
have, it to you 11.0 later than tomorrow morning <Thursday) for y our 
review a nd comment . I nm hopeful that we will meet the deadl. .i..uu;:; 
that we discussad at our meeting in B~ltimore. 

You may want to think about the "short lict" o f educators 1.n your 
community - indjviduo.ls who will not be t~ing t he survey i'L::.~l f
t.o. whom you want. t.o pass a l ong 1..l1t, <l.L·ofl for commen t. 

The CIJE ::staf f has a telecor1 U1.i..~ mornins from approximately 9-11 
and I plan t.o call you ~umtd .. lme after that to "check in" and t.o 
di::scus::s our :respective agenda~ ! u i : -l.h e balance of this month . 

Best reg~ds. 

s . 



From 

·r o: 
i=RnM, 
RF.:: 
DATE: 

'I • 

\ 

StevFi Hnf fma1·1 .in 
E,hi..dtlm ith Cl :::i t,J, 
Ed1..1c: a t.nr 8urv~y 
Arri] 15~ 199~4 

PHCl-E No. 

I 

·---... ·--·-·-- - ---··-·---·-·· ...... -- __ .. .,.,. .... _,. ___ -- .......... ____ , ... --· .... _ ·---

Apr.16 1993 6 : 201=¥1 P02 

Att~rhRd i s thQ i·irct draf"t of lh~ EducbLu1 8urvey that )s to bP 
.ad minic.i~Pred t o th...-. f o rm .. 1) .-:inu j_11f'1.n· 1r,al cdL1C: ctll,1 ~ 111 the tl11 ee 
LPA~ Communi ties~ lt ro~lect~ the in~uL uf the community 
rep 1· , .. c-,,=,n t a ti vca Cl r1 L11·t•11 in ('d.la11t,~, Chairn iii Bed Li111urt.'! .::ind Ruth i.n 
Milwa1.1kgfl.) ) ;ind t.hc· fi111ld ,-e--i!H'H1.rc:IH•1 ~ .. u, well t",'l E llc11 c:<111..f rnyselt . 

The quPG.tior,1,; i,wrc• di· ~f"ted f'ollowing l-l1t' meet i ng in Baltimore 
wh~rQ the Lo~ l \ngc l ms surv~y CdPvelop~~ Gy Isa> and aeveral other 
sur vPy ~,·,~{~r umt?nl\. w,~.-e u$..cd .:1::: th~ b~~i~ fc., r disc. u 1:.~. :..v11 c3lOn\~ 

wif.h f4 numb w,- of' i n \; tr·ut11c11tc irr..tn g~neral edut.cd, J o11 . 

At (:hi!S time, 1-101 k 11, .c.~ tc, be dOl"\t"' 01"\ th~ f"l.ll 11.•wJ.ng : 
ih~ 0 1 J ~ r o 'f' the• c-ateg c-, 1·1e!:!i 
1 he, c.rd~ r c, ·r '-=>!-J l.' l ii i c q u c:H.tlO\"l!!. w1thi1, the~ L.' t..e1.t.1::yt,,1· ies 
Rov;c..•1-.i o-f ,:o r,¼:e-"{; ,, f' 9 1.1e ~ l h.1111 10.11 e 
t\t -l:01,¼:i. r., 1, t.c, th <.."' l c•11ytl 1 (,f" the ~urVC!Y 

Cconv~ntiono l w 1 ~ dom s;,,y l;o tl1 .. t L J.l !=ih ould ta~e no more l.lian 
2() mi ,,utec to c c,rnµl~l.P) 

We ar·e no w c.:irc:ul<i\t,1ng this doc um~11L l ~, t.he c omm1..m1ties, asl-<ing 
them to hl'vc comtt l"-' Y t~Juc ~to,s (who t·,111 11v\. be p,"1.rt1c p;~ting) 
r evic\" t:h c~ dvcume1't , and fa,- ll!-!1=!1.11..i<.\c.h on the matters o ut; l) ne--d 
abcvr..> . 

t:1 l~ii e.r-.d X spok~ wi l. 11 !::>e'),me>ur arid Amiette J ast l-r1day (4 / 9) . 
They racsi. vlitd .., copy o f tl1c.• ~.u, vt=y the dA'y' bef'c,re . TIIL-'Y n-..ked 

l: l len tc> fl>t \'1 ~~ 1 J .~ 1-.1.,py to :n. m . C'.olt: m.::in ~ Ad •• ,11 w i ll 't1ncl .. ~ c::opy 
waiting f1:.1- him 0 11 hi= .-etu, 11 L1.1 8c.otland and r-mnettc Na.s t c, t,avc• 
givf! r1 one t o MilH.t I 11uc:1r for reviaw . As of" ll1b, ~irne , there has 

been no feedback on ei t ht.:1 ~v11l.~11~: cir other 1 s~ues . 

It i !! i mport ,:.11 d , 1..1 1.1L we MOVC (°JI"\ th ts rct Ll1 tt1 \.ft..11ckly i~S t.,c., th 
Milwr\t.tl-:ee a\"'IO B.!\ltimc,i· E! will h d ve to admh,i.-zter tr,e survey befor<' 
HHi c l o!!!~ of" t h e cui 1 ~nt !3choo l ye;j\" . 

C' . ) . 

cct ~llRn Coldr i ny1 



F.rc-m .• PHOE 1-b. Apr.16 1993 6:20AM P01 

Fax Memcw .:.11,ch11n 

TO~ (:i i rmy L E?v 1 

FROM : Ghulamith Eh t 
R~ : ETC/Cduc ~ tor r v ey 
DATE : Apr; l .II.,, l 99 
Goo~ .. -Morn·i· ,,g ·!··· .. -·--...... / ··-·-·· -··· ----· ··· ---~····---·-· ···-·--.. ··- ,_ ... .. ····- · ·-·-·····-- ....... _ ----·---

Edw:: a tor Survey 
La~; t ,., ; t)h 1: :t e;Q1·1'l '/<"'l l lA eopy of tha DR/:.\f"T r-+· ·bhc Et.J ~.,c:a. t1.J1 Sw - v ey 
vi,. t-ederc:.l fZ:-:p1- 1.H:;•.~. l.J ill you plf?l\ee; ma~e .:> c..ui-iy c\l1d forwa1·d t o 
fHeve ~J.c;,n~, with the ,::d.tached mt'!mc r-andum < I r u, yc..d. to pu'I. it ll, 

the pa.c:k ~gQ . ) r \,,iill lo.:~vli,) it up to you t.c.11.h-:L ide if Yc:'lll tlli11L 

Hilnry ~hc.1, lrl ~~c-: c:: i.t a.t u , ;!!r. !!!!'te.qe- , 

It is now a w~o~ ~i nc~ £l l on 
the1··i;, h..ic; bc~en n,, r{?!,;pon~E:· c,n 

E1C 

~,,d I sent 
bhC? <-ontc~rl't. 

·"l LC• py to l~rnel and 
and we a, c;:, I 1v1,.1 i ng tci 

Ellt.?1" h.-"s bcH.ll"I ui;;, ;n1J tht!> cx.:n::- E;pr:i.nt nurnl1e1· and r::c.'\rtJ ru, ,.,\) ls uG 
~1-H.!! i ~ ¼:1-,;:,.v1.1lli.n9 .. , gc:,od dF.?"'l this mc,nth . Jl1!::>t wantod to a ler· t 
you .1-bo\.it th.:it bc•c ,tw .... e l antic 1p,"'te t ltc:d, I.lie (-,pi- i l bi. 11 wi 11 be 
OUTRAl3t01J~ • •• the cr,1--L <.Jt doing uu~i11t->s5 . Jf th'=! MEF phonfr 
2).!f'\Pns es are to bri kept t~cparate , l~t m(;! kntH" <"11 1d ). ' 11 sort th (? 
c,'lll~ bm-fc,re I ~~nd thi:,? 111:!>d, bi ll tc, you . 

~h.\J, fe r ycU\ i.nfo,· mat 1c.,n ; hllt~11 I c.;;: l led your c,ff ice last wee>k 
b0for-1o1 sendirt<:.1 some tndt:ar;a1~ F1cd!:::~ to the commu1·11t 1. ei.; and ¼:he• 
fi£.1ld re~.c~u1-c::hl~1- s tH"ld yt'Lt 1'\!t-1 1 t-: 11t1t avr.lilab l e, I dld get the F~d 
Ex ~ccount rn .. 1mbc1· l\l"\cJ I Ll!.ed tl,.,d, +·or a mai ling ea1-11.er this week 
and f or the ma t erja}s I 5en t out last night to you, Adam and the 
Covenant Foundat i on . 

Havo -A nic~ wc?c lcc•111.I . • • l''ll 5 t ay ;11 touch . 

s. 



S~ULAM ITl--1 R. f;LST!;R 
PR ~ 6 199J 

Fa:{ Memorandum 

TO : Ginny Levi 

FROM: 
RE: 
DATE : 

copy to Elve oldi-ing 
Shulami th Els t; • 

Educator Survey 
Apr i l 22 • l 993 

Ginny : 

In the round of activities related to the planning and 
development of the Educator Survey, administrative and clerical 
support has come through "my office" here in Rock,tille. For the 
eai-liest stages- initial di-aft- it fit intc, ti1e usual 
respcnsibilities of Paulette Canter who provides secretarial a11d 
administrative s1pport. 

At the second stage of our work and in preparation fer the final 
drafts, the survey form had to be designed for our use with 
attention to the entry to data into a database. This work was 
undertaken bv Data Exchange Group,Inc.(DXG) ir Gaithersbirg, 

The expense related to the development of the survey form was not 
p,-e-a.pproved and, tc, the best c,f my ~,:now ledge , in discuss ions 
related to he communities picking up the costs related to the 
surve\'' no prov sion was made for the work that had to be done by 
the CIJE (other than consulting time) to prepare the survey 
itself. 

Was a budget ever submitted and/or approved for The Educator 
Survey? 

I welcome your suggestio, as to how to proceed. 

s. 



F'a:< MemorR.ndum 

TO c 
FROM : 
Rf::: 
DATE: : 

Ginny Ur.1v i 
SRE 
Cc,v~ , 
April 

L.r. t 'l~,- for f: rl 11 r..'lt c.,r 
pp, 199::I 

Su1· v~·'Y 

-···----····---- ----·-·-----·- - - -·----
Can l have you1- commen t s ,..,,1 tl'H.'? t'c,llu1·J ing c.:o:'vff lc:--bt~r by l .:\te 
t h is atternr.,c,n '? I' ), J. bt:~ wc.,rld. n g c,n 1..1 , c p hc.:.i·,t-J with (;.l l P l"\ f r c:,n; 12 -·1 
~nd then le~v i n9 fo r an dppointmcnt ~~twoon 1-e ~nd PX~~ct t~ be 
t,,,rl-- IH?rc no l c:.ttt'""1- t han 31 !1 yc,u Wt;\11L tc, -f'a ;; your c,,m111Pnt:~ th .:;d: 

WNAld be yreat . 

Thanks al.otl 

The (';01mc:. il f'1;,r Iri it:i .• ~tive~ i n .Jewish Ed1 1<: .:d: ion 
LQ~d CummunitiP~ Proj e ct 

As ~n educator ln one c,~ tho th r a g communit i eH in Nnrth Ameri ca 
se l ec t ocJ t o par-l;i(..ipo.LI:! in the Cour.cil for li"liti..ntivr."s ir, Jewi.t:; h 
Edi..u::a t io Lead Communitic~ F•ro.joc:t, wQ .. ,ppi-ec:: i~'.lt:<·~ yntll" 
p ~r·li i<::.j,p:.:.t:i c.n ir, this Eci11r .-li:nr~ !;L11-vey . 

Dy c:omp l. <C?ting t hic ourvo~yc,u ..\lid y c, ur col l e.ar;Jues Cc'ln prr,vi rl P 
Vc.\lL,co,b l~ i r,fortn6.t i c:,n abo u t tha pro f c~5i. 01'1Al li.v1,1i;;; , i.ntc;.;,resti;:; .:And 
1·1e~r.:h~ o-f' J ~wi!:.h C)duc~;1tc;rc . Thu i.nform.:\t ion cc llectG>d through t:hic:., 
s1.11-vey w !I. l l be: t-l?H.ed -ls<• 111 .. ,k..,; , t.ll.ommL'nd..:\t i 01,.$-For the i.mprov4.4rn1o1n*- 01 

Jewlsh educo~ion 1n yowr community . 

Wt,:- t:?l·tpec: t thai; ·1;.his pro ce~~ ,~i l l di.n.=ec: tly bc.;:nefi t you ~ '/l'.1\.A1" 

L. u l l t:::-i1yutl~-> i 11 ~l'ew i sh t::.'dt.1c:c:1tion in you,- c::omrnunit~ ~1lC'rJ ~ the 
community as wholM . 

On the pdgt:: ~ that f 'ol low yo1.,1 will find ma,-,y di-f'f 'e 1··e r,t 9 l1~~s tic-r,~ 
ulJ<.•Ltl y,Jur wc.i,-k, 'l"h e,- e are s peci -f i c i.n!3b-uction~ fc,r· each 
q1,.1.,~si.i l H1 . F' l 1::c11:;~ <:11 1>:11Nl:.!! 1' L~a<.:h ·f, <r\nldy. Ii' yo~, do n o i; f'1nd th,• 

~xact on•wftr thftt das~ribes ycur situation or vicwc, pl~aGD 
!..~t:!l.b.'t.t lice ..:.111t· t l, ... d, co nrt:?~, <:;).(',•f:l&~. t to it . F=-lease f 'ee l free;- tc, acid 
comments and ~Mp l ~n~tion~ . 

Vou1- \'"!.,Hspc:,1H1e:i !s 1.1r· u c:co1·,t· ide!/r"l t id l . 
summ~ry o r st~ti$tical form 

i rlPnf:1-f'iPd . 

Th e rc~ult s wi l l app~ar on ly 
sc;, tha t i nd ividuc'\ls c:ann wt 

11'1 
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To! Annette Hoch3tein ~nd ~eymour Fox 

From: Ellen Gold~in9 

Re : Requ~st ~or Use of Educ~tor Survey 

Date: June 28 1 1 ~~3 

CC: Ginny Levi 

In a recent conver~ation with Shulandth, she in£0:c.:1u~u m~ Lhe1L 
Mark Gu~i::; from Cleveland. wlll be contacting me regarding using 
the Educator Survey in Cleveland. He asked Shul&mith about data 
analy~i3, processing and other issues. 

In addition, when Milwaukee was signin~ ~heir contract regarding 
the data analysis , questions were raisecl about Who "owned" the 
data, and who would have access to it ror additional analyses, 
report writing, and information releases. 

These questions l:lr i.ng to my a ttention an issue that CIJE may want 
to address regarding the use of the Educator survey and other 
instruments that are developed. Do we want to h ave some type of 
proce::1s or procedure to monitor and approve the use of the 
questionnaires? Do we want s ,ome typ~ of que1llLy t:ontrol over the 
usage and report ing of data, etc? 

A s CIJE begins to aevelop J:m.Or~ lnt:1Lrument.s how do we wan t to 
promote the dissemination or the a v ailability to other communities? 
Do we want to have some type of comparative rel::lec:1rt.:h dd Ld bc:Sse? Do 
we want to promote or suggest people t o conduct analyses? 

There are many question$ to b~ u l 1:.c..:utit:H:!d ln t.hls regdrci. In the 
i?hQ.-t te.-in , I wo~l(i ~pprei;iate i t i t you woql~ ~clvise me as I 
responc:\ to i mmediate r equests £.t:om Mc:1rk and olhers. 

I hope you are having a pleasant ::summer . 
Lumurruw and. r ~m sure Adam and I will be 
detailed memo in response to my recent visit 
~ithih a week or s o. 

Warmest Re9arda1 

I dlll o.r f tu Me1ul ~un 
in touch with a mo re 
with y ou i n Jerusalem 

Post-It'" l>rttllU lex transmntal memo 7671 ' 01 P•e- • / 

• . J. ?,/.; 

Oep1. Ph~. , 



10/12/1993 14 : 23 4106533727 
JULIE TA/·:U·-1I\1AARA 

Professional Lives of Educ.ators: Sampline Procedure 
Baltimore, MD 

Julie Tammivaara 
Field Researcher 

August, 1993 

In the Baltimore metropolitan area. there are 19 Jewish preschools, 21 Hebrew or 
supp_lcmen~~ school~. and ten day schools serving youth from 18 months through high school 
The) are divided by ideology or philosophy and educational level in the follo\.'ting way: · 

Number of Educational Directors Included by Ideoloay and Educntional Level 

ldeoloc-
Level Orthodox Conservative Refonn Commw1ity Number 

Preschool 6 5 3 5• 19 

Supplemental 
Elementary 5 4 7 4 20 
Secondary 0 0 0 1 1 

Day School 
Elementary 6 l l 0 8 

Secondary {4] l •• 0 0 1 2 

Total 18 9 ll 11 50 

• 

PAGE 02 

One supplemental school listed in this category is associated with an unaffiliated 
synagogue and serves primarily children of its own congregants. 
four Orthodox day schools serve students from kindergarten through grade 12; one serves 

N.B. 
only secondary students . 
At the time of selection, two persons served as educational director of both a day school 
and another congregational school, so the while the number of positions is 50, the actual 

count of persons is 48. 

To ensure representation among the educational directors, we decided to sample approximately 
50% of the total population. Dr. Chaim Botwinick was asked to name 12 educational directors he 
thought important for us to interview. He actually nan1ed seventeen persons chosen on the basis of 
movement affiliation, educational level, and degree to which he thought they would provide an 
interesting interview. I randomly selected an additional [10] educational directors to bring the total 

to [27]. 
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10/12/1993 14: 23 4105533727 
JULIE TAMMIVAARA 

From among the pre-, day and supplemental schools, I randomJy selected 16 schools \\ithfo 
movement orientation and educational level. These schools provided rosters of teachers from 
which I planned to randomly select three teachers each for a total of 48 teachers. One school 
randomly selected had only one teacher in addition to the educational director, so I re-selected a 
school in that category. Two schools did not provide me with complete rosters so the selection was 
not completely random. The teachers are included as follows: 

.Number o( Teachers Included by Ideology and Educational Level 

Jdeolol?)' 
Level Orthodox Conservative Reform Communal Number 

Preschool 3 3 3 3 12 

Supplemental 
School 3 6 6 6 21 

Day School 6 3 3 3 15 

Total 12 12 12 12 48 

2 
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1750 EUCLID AVENUE · CLEVELAND, OHIO 44115 · PHONE (21 6) 566-9200 · FAX # (216) 861 - 1230 

September 20 , 1993 

Alan Hoffmann 
c/o Ginny Levi 
CIJE 
P.O. Box 94553 
Cleveland, OH 44101 

Dear Alan : 

As I believe Mark Gurvis has mentioned to you, we are interested 
in conducting an educator survey in Cleveland. We have already 
received copies of CIJE's written instruments for teachers and 
school directors, and we are in the process of reviewi ng those 
documents and determining their applicability to our community . 

I understand that in addition to the written instrument , 
interviews were conducted with samples of the teachers and school 
directors. It would be helpful for us to receive copi es of the 
instruments that were used for these personal interviews . I 
would greatly appreciate it if you could fax or send them to me 
at your earliest convenience. 

Please feel free to contact me or Mark Gurvis if you have any 
questions about our work here in Cleveland. Best wishes for a 
happy new year and for all your efforts with CIJE. 

Sincerely yours , 

Daniel S. Blain 
Senior Planning Associate 

N398:DSB 

cc : Gail Dorph 
Mark Gurvis 
Ginny Levi 

President • Bennett Yanowitz • Vice-Presidents • George N. Aronoff · Robert Goldberg • Peter Rzepka • E.vie Safran 

Treasurer · Robert S. Reitman • Associate Treasurer • Richard Bogomolny • Executive Vice-President • Stephen H. Hoffman 
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Jewish Education center 
or Cleveland 

Evaluation Process 
1993- 94 

I. Purposes of Evaluation 

Draft 1 

September 27, 1993 

The evaluation should provide information to 
program providers, lay leaders, and funders to 
(1) assess goal achievement and (2) strengthen 
implementation. 

In addition, the process should meet the following 
objectives: 

A. Define and clarify goals -- both overarching 
and program specific -- and the indicators for goal 
achievement. 

B. Improve data collection methods to provide 
consistent and meaningful information. 

c. Involve key constituencies, including program 
participants, in evaluation process; provide means 
for their input. 

D. Provide feedback loops needed to maximize use 
of evaluation data. 

II. Components of Plan 

A. Goal Setting Process -- There is a need to 
clarify goals and objectives, as well as define 
indicators or targets for achievement. This should 
be done both on systematic and programmatic 
levels. 

It is important to develop statements of vision and 
mission that would frame and guide the work of 
JECC . The vision statement would project an 
overall sense of where we as a community hope to 
move in the area of Jewish continuity and 
education. The mission statement would describe 
JECC 1 s role in fulfilling the vision. 



JECC Evaluation Plan 
Page 2 

September 27, 1993 
Draft 1 

The next step would be mapping the current goals 
and objectives that have been defined through the 
COJC process. By considering the vision and 
mission statements, we should then determine 
whether this is an optimal mix of goals and 
objectives, and if not, what changes should be 
made . Finally, there needs to be a serious attempt 
to develop targets for goal achievement and the 
means to measure them. 

It is essential to involve lay leaders and other 
partners in this process to ensure agreement and 
support of the goals. 

B. Educat or Sur vey -- A survey s h oul d be developed 
and implemented t o establish baseline i nformation 
on our community ' s Jewi sh educa t ors a nd help guide 
our traini ng appr oaches . Poss ibilities should be 
explored f or using the s ame or simil a r survers as 
in the Lead Communit i e s . Areas t o be d etermined 
include defin ing t h e p opulat ion f or t h e survey and 
whether personal interv i ews s h ou ld be u sed with a 
smaller s ample of e du c a t o r s. 

c. I mpr ove and Expand Dat a Col l ection -- Efforts 
should be made to review current system and program 
methods of quantitative and qualitat ive data 
collection and as needed , standardize a nd improve 
procedures. A number of forms developed by Jim 
Meier c oul d become tools for collecting and 
analyz i ng data in the future. 

Special a t tention should be focused on the 
collection of systematic data , i nclud i ng enrollment 
figures; t eacher turnover, and t h e educator's data 
base. 

JECC should also explore whether the synagogue 
survey attempted in the COJC evaluation should be 
refined and used on a regular basis. 

D. Lay Program Review -- There should be a regular 
cycle of program reporting and review by JECC lay 
committees. The purpose of these reviews is to 
provide lay input into the process and ensure 
serious self-study by programs. The process should 
be determined in advance, so a timeframe and 
expectations can be shared with program staff . 



JECC Evaluation Plan 
Page 3 

September 27, 1993 
Draft 1 

III. 

E. Focu s Groups -- There should be a regular cycle 
of focus groups with key constituencies. The 
purpose of these groups is to provide an 
opportunity for key groups to provide feedback and 
participate in the process. The groups also have a 
secondary "marketing11 effect on participants. 
Groups could include students, teachers, parents, 
rabbis, school directors, youth group advisors and 
lay leaders. All groups would not have to be 
convened on an annual basis. 

F. Study of Specific Programs -- Some programs 
being i mplemented, such as Cleveland Fellows, 
Project Curric ulum Renewal and t he Ret r eat 
Institute may be appropriate for more i n-depth 
study that would provide a deeper understanding of 
their impact. Thes,e studies s hould be done in 
partnership with program pr oviders. Possibiliti es 
for dissertation studies could be expl ored. 

To Be Determined 

A . Timeframe for implementing above p lan. 

B. Allocation of human and financial r esources. 

C. Roles of lay leadership, staff, and consultants 
in process . 

o. How process can and should r elate to 
monitoring , evaluation and feedback (MEF) 
process in Lead Communities. 

E. Longer-term e valuation goals. 
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TH'TI JEvVISI-f CO.tv1Jv1UNrr:r FllDl~Rl\TioN· OF CLEVTILA1'lD 
l 750 f.UCLID AVENUE • CLEVELAND. OHIO 441 15 · PHONE (2 I 6) 566-9200 · FAX 'f (2 t 6) 86 t - t 230 

Sept ember 29, 1993 

M E M O R A N D U M 

To : Gail Dorph 
Ellen Goldring 

From: Daniel Blai n 

I am writing t o fol l ow- up a recent conversation wi t h Gail . 
Cleveland is interested in conducting a s urvey of local 
Jewish educator s as part of our evaluation p rocess i n 
Jewish education . 

We are interested in learning more about the s urvey s 
developed by CIJE for usa i n the Lead Communities and 
exploring whether t hey can and should be r eplicated here. 
We also want to share our d r a f t evaluation plan and invite 
your questions and comments . 

Questions on CIJE Educator survey : 

1 . How was t he survey adminis t ered in each community? 
Were they mailed out or distributed through schools? How 
were educators with multiple work locations surveyed? 

2. Who was i n c luded in each group (educators and 
educational leaders}? Who will be included in the survey 
on informal educator s? 

3 . What is t he sampling method and response r ate, both 
for the survey and t he personal interviews? 

4. What is the role of the field researchers in 
administering the surveys? Do the field researchers 
conduct the personal interviews? How (and by who} is the 
information from the interviews and surveys brought 
together for analysis? 

5. Are the surveys coded and analyzed locally or by 
Ellen? If done from a central po int, how is the 
information shared back to t h e communi ties? 

Your answers, reactions and guidance on these q uesti ons i s 
greatly appreciated . I requested from Alan Hoffmann a 
copy of the instrument used for the persona l i nterviews . 
A copy of my letter to Alan is attached . We would 
appreciate this be i ng s e nt at your earl i est c onven ience. 

President · Bennett Yanowitz • Vice-Presidents · George N. Aronoff · Robert Goldberg · Peter Rzepka • £vie Safran 

Treasurer • Robert S. Reitman · Associate Treasurer • Richard Bogomolny · £xecucive Vice-President • Stephen H. Hoffman 



Memo to G. Dorph and E. Goldring 
September 29, 1993 
Pg. 2 

Also attached is our first draft of an evaluation plan . 
Your reactions and suggestions would be helpful. Does the 
plan seem well-conceived? Does it include the right 
components? How could it be strengthened? How does it 
compare to what CIJE is planning in the Lead communities? 

I will be out of the office until October 13. If y ou have 
any questions in the meantime, please contact Mark Gurvis 
at (216} 371-0446. 

Thanks in advance for your time and assistance. 

enclosures 

cc: Mark Gurvis 
Alan Hoffmann, c /o Ginny Levi 



Peabody College 
VA NDE RBIL T UN I VERS IT Y 

N A S H VILLE, TENNESSEE 37203 TELEPHONE (615 ) 322-7311 

Deparrmem of Educational Leadership • Box 514 • Direct phone 322-8000 

To: Daniel Blain, 
Senior Planning Associate 

From: Ellen Goldring, <' !:I 
Monitoring, Evaluation and Feedback Project, CIJE 

Date: October 2 0, 1993 

Alan Hoffman has forwar ded to me your letter of September 20. 
I am writing in response to t hat letter as well a s your memo of 
September 29 with s pecific questions. 

Enclosed are the inter view guides that you r equested. We are happy 
to share them with you, however we r eques t t hat you follow the 
following guidelines: 

1) When you use the interv iew guides and write y our reports plea se 
cite and acknowledge CIJE; 

2) Provide us with f eedback regarding any issues or problems y ou 
may have encountered as y ou use the material; and, 

3) consider these documents confidential. If other communiti es or 
agencies want to use them, please ref er them directly to CIJE . 

We view these documents as drafts and we would like to continually 
deve l op and update them. 

In response to your specific questions: 

1) The educator surv ey was administered at facul ty meeti ngs in 
each school. This is very i mportant to e nsure a h i gh response 
rate. I would not suggest d istributing the questionnaire by mail. 
The teachers were not permitted to take the surv ey home, but 
answered during a faculty meeting . This was coordinated in advance 
with the principal of each school. Th e principal did not 
administer the survey and went out of the room when the teachers 
were respondi ng . The surv ey was hand e d out and coll ected by people 
not connected with the school (for example, graduate students hired 
for this purpose) . This is important so that the teac hers feel 
that their respo nses a re trul y c onf idential a nd do not need to be 
sanctio ned b y the school . 



Teacher s who were absent at the faculty meeting received a survey 
at home in the mail with a stamped , addressed return envelop to the 
Lead Comm.unity Coordinator , not the school or the principal. 

In regard to multiple work settings, as you probably have noted, 
throughout the s urvey we asked teachers to respond to questions 
about a second school if they worked in more than one school . 
(Very few teachers work in more than two schools therefore we 
decided to limit the collection of information of the multiple 
settings to two . ) Teachers who worked in multiple work settings 
responded to the survey once at the first school where it was 
administe.red , but i n that survey they answered questions about both 
of their settings. When the surv ey was administered at their 
second school, an announcement was made that any teacher who had 
already taken the survey a t another school should not respond a 
second time . So far , we have not had any complications with this 
method . 

2. For the educator survey of teachers, all teachers i n the 
community who teach in Jewish education were included, therefore 
the total population was surveyed . We included all pre- school 
teachers. Non- J ewish pre- school teachers who taught Judaica 
subjects (versus s cience, for example) were also 
included i n the population. However, we excluded teachers of 
secular subjects in the day schools. Therefore, there was no 
sampling method for teachers as far as the survey was concerned, 
since all teachers are included. 

For the survey of educational leaders, all principals or designated 
administrators o f formal Jewish education programs were included. 
In other words, the head of the programs where the teachers were 
surveye d . Thi s excludes (as does the teacher survey), adult 
education and informal education . 

We have not completed surveys for informal educators or adult 
educators, so it is difficult for me to answer your question at 
this time. 

3 . The response rate for the teacher survey in Milwaukee was 88 
percent . I have enclosed a separate memo explai ning the sampling 
method for the interviews. 

4. The field researchers were partners in the development of the 
educator survey but were not actively engaged in distributing i t. 
The field researchers conducted all o f the personal interviews. 
They did the analysis of the intervie w data and prepared reports 
based on the interview data. 

5 . The surveys are coded and analyzed by a data analysis firm that 
is working closely with me . I am directing and consulting with 
them in all stages of their work . We are coordinating this proc ess 
closely with CIJE personnel, the staff of the monitoring and 
evaluation project, and the Lead Community coordinator . This is an 



interactive process, where I am brokering the process . Personally , 
I feel this i s a crucial step. For example, we hav e outlined the 
types of analyses we want as well as the content of the report and 
provided t his to the data analysis firm for execution. 

The information will be shared back to the communities in a series 
of reports. The first report is the analysis of the i nterviews, 
called, The Professional Liv es of Educators . The second report 
will be the reporting of the results of the surveys. The final 
report will be an analytical- summary report, integrating the 
analyses and results of the interview and survey data . Adam Gamoran 
and I will be preparing the integrative report . The field 
researchers prepared the first report , and the data analysis f i rm 
is preparing the second report. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have addi t i onal 
questions . 

cc: Alan Hoffman 
Gail Dorph 
Ginny Levi 
Adam Gamoran 
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Received: by HUJIVMS (HUyMail -V61); Sun, 19 Dec 93 15:43:55 +0200 
Date: . Sun, 19 Dec 93 15:43 +0200 
Message-id: <19120093154348@HUJIVMS> 
From: <ANNETTE@HUJIVMS> 
To:- <ANNETTE@HUJ !VMS> 
Cc: annette 
Subject: Re: 

Alan Hi, 

I am qu i te confused by Roberta ' s mes sage. We are expecti ng a report 
from Adam and Ellen for communi cat ion of the finding s 
i sn it t hat so? 
let t h1::m f ini sh it. It will i nclude all t he data, and there 
should be satisfaction all around . Roberta 
would be dupl icating exactly what Adam and Ell en 
:rre. doing. 

Could you clarfigy this for me? In the meanti me if you 
lj ike I will speak t o Robert a (why is she de:al ing wi t h 
t hi s? ) and with Adam. 

Lights please ! 

Annette 

P.1 

;., . . 



Date: 22 Dec 1993 14:50:49 -0600 (CST) 

From: GAMORAN 
Subject: Re: Educators' Survey -
To: ALANHOF 
Cc: 7332l.l2l 7@compuserve.com, 7332l.l220@compuserve.com, 
GOLDRIEB, danpek, 7332l.l223@compuserve.com 

X-Envelope-to: ALANHOF 
X-VMS-To: IN¾"ALANHOF 
X-VMS-Cc: ANNETTE, GAIL, BARRY, ELLEN, IN¾"danpek, GINNY, GAMORAN 

Ellen and I expett to have a first draft completed on December 30. We think 
the report will be completely finished by Jan. 31, allowing us time for 
revisions in response to comments and suggestions. 

After you see the draft, you can share it with the Milwaukee leadership if 
you want, but I don't think you'd want them to circulate it to their 
Commission, Personnel Task Force, etc. until it is finished. 



Date: 

From: 
To: 

Cc: 

Wed, 22 Dec 93 13:56 +0200 

<ALANHOF 
Gail Dorph , 

Adam Gamoran 
Ellen Goldring 
annette, 

alanhof 
Subject: Re: Educators' Survey -

Date: 

From: 
To: 

Tue, 21 Dec 93 7:52 +0200 

<ANNETTE 
<ALANHOF, 

Gamoran 
Goldrieb 

Cc: annette 
Subject: Re: Educators' Survey -

Hello everybody, 
Concerning the correspondence re-Milwaukee's survey, 
I can only agree with Ellen and Adam's reply. There is but one 
report to Milwaukee - it is theirs, and I understood that 
the data would always be made available to the community -
whether to the asking or as appendix to the policy report 
or as part of an expanded version versus an executive 
summary. When Adam and Ellen's report will be given to the 
community I believe all issues will become moot. What 
this means however -- since Milwaukee received an extended 
data analysis document already - is that time is of the 
essence. I would favor - if at all feasible for 
Adam and Ellen - sending the community a "preview" 
or summary - if not the whole thing - within 1 to 2 weeks. 
Time here is apparently the only way to prevent further 
difficulties with that community. Since the rough outline 
Adam and Ellen prepared several weeks back contains most 
key points, my sense is that given the availability of some 
time you might be able to draft the more policy/prescritpive one 
rapidly. Will respond to any draft. Don't mean to interfere 
with anyone's Christmas. 

Best Regards to all 

Annette 

. -·- -:- .. ..... -... -: -:. -· --... - .. --...... - . .. ... - -- .. 



Date: 

From: 
To: 

Thu, 23, Dec 93 6:22 +o200 

<ANNETTE 
<GAMORAN 

Cc: alanhof@hujivms 
Subject: RE: Educators' Survey -

Dear Adam, 

Thanks for the message - looking forward 
to reading the report. 

Annette 



Date: Tue, 28 Dec 1993 09:54 CDT 

From: <GAMORAN 
Subject: message from Gail 
To: ALANHOF 
Original_To: ANNETTE 
Original_cc: ALANHOF, GAIL 

From: 
To: 
CC: 
Subj: 

EUNICE:: 
annette 
Adam , ~ Ian.Israel 
adam and ellen's report 

Is it OK for Adam to send a copy of the draft of his report to Ruth (and 
me) at the same time that he sends it to you and Allen? He would send a 
note explaining that it is a draft and that they are working on revisions 
and that what they want are suggestions and questions. And in big letters 
he would ask that the draft be used for her use and not be given to any 
committees until completed. The.issue is one of timing. If one of the 
reasons we are doing this is as a "good will" offering then timing is of 
the essence. If it needs to go first to Israel and then to Ruth, it adds 
at least a week (if not more) to the time line. 
Let me know what you think. Thanks, Gail 



Date: Tue, 28. Dec 1993 10:27 CDT 

From: <GAMORAN 
Subject: RE: message from Gail 
To: ALANHOF 
Original_To: IN%"ANNETTE 
Original_cc: GAIL, ELLEN, ALANHOF 

Thanks for clarifying. Will do. 

"Imagine a school system in which 16% of the math teachers had never studied 
math in elementary or secondary school; 29% had no math beyond 7th grade; 
and fewer than half maintained serious study of math in junior high, let 
alone high school. This situation is inconceivable for any school district 
in America, yet it characterizes the Jewish educational system of Milwaukee 
in 1993." 

Just a little sound bite .... 



Date: 

From: 
To: 
Cc: 

Tue, 28 Dec 93 18: IO +o200 

<ANNETTE 
<GAMORAN 
alanhof, 

annette 
Subject: Re: message from Gail 

Hi Gail, 

Re-your message concerning the draft -- we should do our 
very best to meet the time needs, however it is even 
equally important fo r us to adhere by the procedure 
we have defined to ensure the product. This is 
particularly so with the current report, as we 
are experimenting with something very new and 
potentially very very high yield. I hope that 
As regards Ruth she should be told when to expect 
the report - as per our exchanges last week. 
We will do our best here to keep the turnaround time to 
a minimum. The report should be faxed to us - irrespective of 
length, or sent by e-mail - whichever is easier. 

Am forwarding this to Alan and Adam too. 

Shana Tova! 

P.S. re-reading myself I see both superfluous words 
at the end of lines 2 and 7 and a message that may 
seem ambiguous. There is however no ambiguity. 
We should get the draft and respond to it prior 
to any release to Ruth or anyone else in the community. 
Best 



Date: 

From: 
To: 
Cc: 

Wed, 29 Dec 93 5:57 +o200 

<ANNETTE 
GAMORAN 

Alanhof, 
Goldrieb 
annette 

Subject: Re: message from Gail 

... wow! what would you do if you were 
the superintendent of such a school district? 
The data is so very powerful. Really 
why should anyone have the right to expect 
any kind of results from such a teaching force? 

looking forward 

Annette 



Points of Discussion with Adam 

- Research 

~ Guidance on paper for Board Meeting 

- Julie Tamavaara 

- Money for MLM 

- Board Meeting 

- Meeting in Milwaukee in May 

- $500 per day 

~ 



Date: 24 May 94 16:58:44 EDT 
From: Virginia Levi 
To: Alan-Israel, Ginny, 

Barry , Gail <73321 .1217@CompuServe.COM> 
Cc: Ellen , 

Richard Shatten <ez405@po.cwru.edu> 
Subject: Data Demographics 

Alan and Gail (and Barry, in case you want to know), 
Ellen just called with a concern that I said I would relay. It has to 

do with our relationship with Data Demographics, the small firm that is 
doing the data entry for the educators' surveys. There are several issues 
which relate, one way or another: 

1. The educational leadership questionnaires are being tabulated on the 
assumption that all three communities will submit their results and pay 
their fair share. Chaim has not yet submitted the Baltimore 
questionnaires. Someone should get him to do so, so this can proceed. 

2. The major issue is that Data Demographics assumed that they would be 
doing work on the summary report, in addition to the individual community 
educator surveys. The original estimate of the cost of the entire project 
was based on this assumption. Ellen indicated to Nancy at D.D. that we 
will now not be asking them to do this. She says the cost for the work on 
each community's survey would have been higher if they hadn't expected to 
do this, too. She implied that she may charge more. 
Ellen faxed me a draft of the Milwaukee agreement, which refers to the 

work they expect to do for each of the three communities, but does not 
refer to a summary report. I was involved in revisions to the agreement 
and may have the final version in the file, but haven't had a chance to 
look and thought I should get this message out. Point is, Nancy probably 
doesn't have a legal case (which Ellen wouldn't be surprised to have her 
pursue), but we still need her to do work for us on the educational 
leadership survey and on Atlanta's survey and don't want to jeopardize the 
relationship. 

3. Related to all this is the fact that Ruth calls Nancy periodically, 
and did so very recently, to request additional tabulations. Ellen did 
tell Nancy that CIJE is not prepared to pay for this. 

Ellen is looking for guidance on how to deal with Nancy. I think this calls for the 
expertise of the Executive Director. Ginny 
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To: Al4n Hoffman 

From: Mark Gurvis ~ 

Re: Cleveland's Bvaluation Effor ts 

-------~-------------~--------~~-----------------~~ 
Thanks for agreeing to take up with your CIJB 
Steering Committee the question of how we in 
Cleveland can relate our evaluation and research 
efforts to CIJE and build upon your resources and 
expertise. This •emorandum will outline the 
direction we expect to purs~e over the next 18-24 
months and identify poaeible areas of collaboration. 

Following are the areas of evaluation which we would 
like to undertake : 

1) Educator Surve~ - as a comparison between us and 
other OolllJllunitiee which have not developed tbe range 
of programs and interventions we have thus far; as a 
guide to current planning around personnel issues; 
and as a benchmark against which future efforts can 
be measured. 

2) Qualitative Program Evaluations - a qualitative 
look at the extent to which the four major areas/ 
programs of the CoDlD\l.ssion on Jewish Continuity 
activity have met their goals. These include t he 
Cleve1and Fellows, In-Service Bducation package, 
Project curriculll.DI Renewal , and Retreat Institute. 
Since there has been program modifications in each 
area, we want to look hB.ck as best we can, as well 
as establish current baselines and ongoing 
measurement procedures to fa.cilitate further 
evaluation efforts. 

3) Oyerall Community Assessment - a look at the 
extent to which the COJDQlUni ty has met the ove.rall 
goals eet by the Commission on Jewish Continuity; 
how we look at the impact of the sum of the parts • . . 

At this point, based on our own thinking and our 



discussions with you, we are moving forward to 
explore wi th Roberta Goodman and Julie Taam.ivaara 
their taking on, as a team, leadership of the 
evaluation efforts i n Cleveland. They will be 
coming to Cleveland February 19-20 to meet with us 
to work this out . 

As we have discussed, CI JE assist ance would be very 
helpful in a number of areas: 

l ) Supervi s i on for Roberta and J ulie - Adam has 
reviewed with me their strengths and weaknesses. We 
think we and our leadership would be more 
comfortable looking to this team for leadershi p if 
we knew that their was some form of supervision of 
their work from the CIJB HEP team. I don ' t think 
this requires on-site presence from Adam and Ellen. 
H~ever, Roberta and Julie ought t o be able to turn 
to them on some regular basis to t est methodological 
and analytical approaches. Roberta and Julie are 
aware that we a.re exploring this as part of the 
relationship. 

2) Updating the Educator Survey - Adam shared with 
me this week his timetable for generating the new 
and improved Educator Survey. We will want to have 
that available as soon as possible so that we can 
determine whether we can use it as is, or with 
1n0dificatione, 

3) Igentification of Other Researohera - We don't 
expect Roberta and Julie to handle all the research 
work themselves; they may not have the time, 
expertise , o~ reaourcea to do it all . Therefore, we 
will want to identify along the way other 
researchers who may be able to handle specifi c 
pieces of the overall efforts. CIJB's 
rec0111Dl8ndationa would be very welcome. We have 
identified a local reaearch group from the Cleveland 
Child Guidance Center which may play some role, but 
we would be glad to look at other resources also. 

I look forward to hearing from you after your 
meetings on Thursday to see how we oan proceed. 



THE NATIONAL EDUCATION 

GOALS. REPORT 

Building a Nation 
of Learners 

1994 

"If you're not keeping score, you're just practicing.• 

Vioce Lombardi · 

The National Education Goals 

1, All children in America will start school ready 
to learn. 

2. The high school graduatiOQ rate will ~ to at 
least 90 percent. 

3. All ~tu.de.nm will leave grades 4, 8, and 12 having 
demonatrat.ed competeoc:y over challengina llllbjea 
matter including Eogilah, .mathematics, ede:nce, 
fomgn languages, dvica and ll()Vel'lllllfft, 
economic,, am, h.latory, and geography, and every 
school in America will ens~ that all 1tudmt1 learn 
to UM! their minda well, NJ they may be prepared for 
rapon,ible citir.emhip, further learning, and 
producdve employment in our Nation'• modem 
economy. 

4. The Nation's teaching force will have ac.ces, to 
programs for the continued improvanent of their 
profesaiooal akills and th.e opportunity to acquire 
the knowledge and skilll needed to inatruct and 
prepare all American studenta for the nett century. 

S. United States studentl will be 6nt in the world lo 
mathematics and science achievement. 

6. Ewry adult American will be literm and will 
posaeas the knowledge and 11cills necaury to 
compete in a global economy and exen:iae the 
righu and m,pomibilides of ddzm.thip. 

7. Every school in the United States will be free of 
dnip, violence, and the unauthorir.ed presence of 
6reanm and alcohol and will offer a dlacipl.ined 
environment conducive to learning. 

8. Every school will promote putnenhipe that will 
increase parenllll involvement and pardcipadon in 
promoting the social, emotional, arul acaderoi.c 
growth of children. 

Core Indicators 

Sixteen core lndlcaton are the central focus of the 
'/99,f Goals Rtport. They were selected with the as.sis• 
tance of members of the Goals Panel's Resource and 
Technical Planning Groups, who were aslced to recom• 
mend a small set of indicators for the core that were, to 
the cXtent possible: 

• comprchensi~e across th.e Goal,; 

• most aitical in determining whether the Goals are 
ac.tually achieved; 

• poUcy,acdonahle; and 

• updated at ftequent intervals, 50 that the Panel can 
provide regular progress report3. 

The core indicators are dlscu.,.,ed in detail in Chapter 2 
of th.Ls Report The sixteen are: 

GOALh READYTOLEARN 
1. Ouldren's Health Index 
2. lmmunizadons 
J. Family-child reading and storytelling 
4. Preschool participation 

GOAL 21 SCHOOL COMPLETION 
5. High school completion 

GOAL 31 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT AND 
ClTIZENSlDP 
6. Mathematics achievement 
7. Rea.ding achievement 

GOAL 41 TEACHER EDUCATION AND 
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
(No core indicators have been selected for this new 
Goal yet. They will be addressed in future Goals 
Reports.) 

GOAL S1 MATIIEMATICS AND SCIENCE 
8. International mathematics achievement 

comparuons 
9. lntemational science achievement comparisons 

GOAL 61 ADULT LITERACY AND 
LIFELONG LEARNING 
IO. Adult Um-acy · 
11. Participation in adult education 
12. Partlcipadon in higher education 

GOAL 71 SAFE, DISCIPLINED, AND 
ALCOHOL- AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS 
13. Overall student drug and alcohol use 
14.Sale of drug., at school 
15. Student and teacher victimization 
16. Dimq,dons in class by srudents 

GOAL 81 PARENTAL PARTICIPATION 
(No core lndicaton have been selected for this n.ew 
Goal Yet. They will be addressed in future Goals 
Report3.) 



UNITED STATES 

1. Children's Health Index: Has the U.S. reduced the percentage of infants born with 
2 or more health and developmental risks? (1990, 1991) • 

2. Immunizations: Has the U.S. increased the percentage of 2-year-olds who have been 
fully immunized against preventable childhood diseases? (1992) 

3. Family-Child Reading and Storytelling: Has the U.S. increased the percentage of 
3- to 5-year-olds whose parents read to them or tell them stories regularly? (1993) 

4. Preschool Participation: Has the U.S. reduced the gap in preschool 
participation between 3- to 5-year-olds from high- and low-income families? (1991, 1993) 

5. High School Completion: Has the U.S. increased the percentage of 19- to 20-year-olds 
who have a high school credential? (1992, 1993) 

6. M athematics Achievement: Has the U.S. increased the percentage of 
students who meet the Goals Panel's performance standard in mathematics? • 
• Grade 4 (1990, 1992) 
• Grade 8 (1990, 1992) 
• Grade 12 (1990, 1992) 

7. Reading Achievement Has the U.S. increased the percentage of 
students who meet the Goals Panel's performance standard in reading? • 
• Grade 4 (1992) 
• Grade 8 (1992) 
• Grade 12 (1992) 

8. International Mathematics Achievement Has the U.S. improved its standing 
on international mathematics assessments of 13-year-olds? (1991) • 

9. International Science Achievement: Has the U.S. improved its standing 
on international science assessments of 13-year-olds? (1991) • 

10. Adult Literacy: Has the U.S. increased the percentage of adults who score ator 
above Level 3 in prose literacy? (1992)• 

11. Participation in Adult Education: Has the U.S. reduced the gap in adult 
education participation between adults who have a high school diploma or less, 
and those who have additional post-secondary education or technical training? (1991) 

12. Participation in Higher Education: Has the U.S. reduced the gap between 
White and Black high school graduates who: 
• enroll in college? (1990, 1992) 
• complete a college degree? (1992. 1993) 

Has the U.S. reduced the gap between White and Hispanic high school graduates who: 
• enroll in college? (1990, 1992) 
• complete a college degree? (1992. 1993) 

13. Overall Student Drug and Alcohol Use: Has the U.S. reduced the percentage 
of 10th graders reporting doing the following during the previous year: 
• using any illicit drug? (1991, 1993)• 
• using alcohol? (1991, 1993) 

14. Sale of Drugs at School: Has the U.S. reduced the percentage of 10th graders 
reporting that someone offered to sell or give them an illegal drug at school 
during the previous year? (1992. 1993) 

15. Student and Teacher Victimization: Has the U.S. reduced the percentage of 
students and teachers reporting that they were threatened or injured at school 
during the previous year? 
• 10th graders (1991, 1993) 
• public school teachers (1991) 

16. Disruptions in Class by Students: Has the U.S. reduced the percentage of students 
and teachers reporting that disruptions often interfere with teaching and learning? 
• 10th grade students (1992. 1993) 
• high school teachers (1991) 

- Oita not 1V11il1ble. 
ns Interpret with caution. Change was not 

st1tisdc11ly sivnificant 

18 

• See t1c:hnic1I nota on page 133. 
• SH 11chnic1I nota on pages 134-135. 
• See 11chnic1t note on pages 135-136. 

---
14% 13% 

55% 

66% 

28 28 
points points 

87% 86% ns 

13% 18% 
20% 25% 
13% 16% ns 

25% 
28% 
37% 

U.S. below 5 out 
of 5 countries 

U.S. below 3 out 
of 5 countries 

52% 

27 
points 

14 points 
16 points 

11 points 
12 points 

24% 
72% 

18% 

40% 
10% 

17% 
33% 
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• See technical note on page 136. 
• See technical note on page 137. 
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FROM: gail dorph, 73321 , 1217 
TO: bill , 74104,3335 
CC: Adam, INTERNET:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 

Alan, 73321 , 1220 
INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax, INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu 

DATE: 2/20/95 9:28 AM 

Re: suggestions for emendations to survey 

hi bill. here goes! 

1. IF we are going to use this for both teachers and principals, then items like 1 d need to read 
educator not teacher and I'm not sure how an item like 1 k reads. In any case the point is, that 
you need now to reread it in terms of thinking about how it reads it you are a principal who is 
filling it out. (e.g. items 30, 31) 

2. On p. 3, I think you need to add child development and again, if it's also for principals, 
administration and ed leadership (same may apply to p. 4, item 8 and p. 5, item 11 ) 

3. On p. 6, item 12, I th ink customs and ceremonies is not how this is currently thought 
about-- perhaps rituals and practices is better (Nessa and Barry suggested that title). 
Seymour also suggests adding Jewish Thought as a category. We concur. 

4. Item 13, same page, b. should be read with understanding 

5. Item 15 on the principals earlier form reads, "how many paid positions in Jewish education 
do you hold?" I think that's a better wording in terms of getting the info we want. 

6. Perhaps item 16 sou Id read "if you work in more than one setting" rather than school. 

7. On p. 9, if this is to be for teachers and principals, do you want to insert items 24, 25, 26 
from leadership questionnaire? 

8. Item 41d should read "Daven daily" not attend synagogue (at a place like Ner Israel, they 
answered no to the question as written because they don't attend a synagogue daily, but they 
do daven. 

9. In general, perhaps, services rather than synagogue should be substituted in items 41 a-c. 

10. In 42, would we not want to know 
a. at what age? 
b. in what program 
c. in what capacity 

Is it live or study or be at camp? 

11 . Add Yeshiva as a category in item 43 and separate yeshiva in item 46. You may end up 
analyzing data together but we will be able to analyze separately if we want to. 

12. Item 53. How about: "what is your total annual salary from your work in Jewish 
education?" 

13. Item 55 --should it say circle not check in instructions 



-
14. On item 56, should we give an example of a teachers' seminary or do we assume if you've 
been you know waht it is and if you haven't you don't need to know? Should there be an 
apostrophe after teachers'? Should there be a catergory called smicha? or is rabbbinic 
ordination enough? Should there be a post high school yeshiva program space (that might 
include a year at Pardes or many years at some other yeshiva? I think the latter category 
would make this item more inclusive in terms of covering folks education. 



* 
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FROM: INTERNET:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu, INTERNET:gamoran@ssc.wis edu . ~, ~ J 
TO: Alan Hoffmann, 73321 ,1220 ~ ,, Y'' { ... ~ 

. (unknown), 74104,3335 .l- - ~\v-- ~1-t' -r---'. 
DATE: 2/24/951 :12 PM ~ ~6 ~ 

Re: Mike lnbar's comments on the survey instrument 

Sender: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
Received: from eunice.ssc.wisc.edu by arl-img-3.compuserve.com (8.6.9/5,.941228sam) 

id NAA19083; Fri, 24 Feb 1995 13:02:40 -0500 
From: <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu> 
Received: from GAMO.DECnet MAIL 11 D_ V3 by eunice.ssc.wisc.edu; 

id AA16383; 5.65/42; Fri, 24 Feb 199512:01:15 ~0600 
Date: Fri, 24 Feb 1995 12:01 :14 -0600 
Message-Id: <9502241801 .AA 16383@eunice.ssc.wisc.edu> 
To: ellen@ssc.wisc.edu, bill@ssc.wisc.edu 
Cc: ANNETTE@ssc.wisc.edu, ALAN@ssc.wisc.edu, GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu 
Subject: Mike lnbar's comments on the survey instrument 

I had a good conversation about the survey instrument with Mike lnbar. 
Overall, he likes it vey much -- it is lean and good. It is a very good 
basis for modular design. He urges us to keep it lean and modular, 
because we or others may want to add questions derived from new policy issues 
in the future. 

Mike expressed one substantive concern with the instrument: He is uncertain 
about the value of the very first question, about satisfaction. For one 
thing, it doesn't make much sense to ask about satisfaction, unless one 
also has a good sense of what the objective situation is. In his view, 
knowing about the objective situation (to the extent that's possible with 
survey methods) is much more important. For another thing, many of the 
items in the satisfaction question overlap with later questions about 
adequacy (e.g., Q14, adequacy of in-service; Q27 on mentoring). He 
strongly favors questions about adequacy rather than satisfaction. 
Asking about adequacy is more concrete; satisfaction is too diffuse. 
In his view, the only reason for keeping the satisfaction question would 
be if we want cross-validation for the adequacy questions. 

If we drop the satisfaction question, he proposes that we move Q2 (career 
perceptions) to after Q3 (experiences). Thus, the order of questions would 
be (1) experiences -- a concrete, fact-oriented question and a good place 
to start; (2) career perceptions; (3) general ed experience; etc. 

If we decide to drop the satisfaction question, we will want to make sure 
that its important elements are indeed covered by the adequacy questions. 
In particular, I'd want to make sure we ask about the perceived adequacy 
of salary and benefits. 

Adam 



From: 
TO: 
CC: 

Bill Robinson, 74104,3335 
Gail Dorph, 73321 , 1217 
Adam Gamoran, INTERNET:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
Ellen Goldring, INTERNET:goldrieb@ctrvax.vanderbilt.edu 

DATE: 3/13/95 4:20 PM 

RE: Gurvis 

Gail, 

I am sending (today) a copy of the Educators Survey and Educators Survey 
Guide to Mark Gurvis, along with a note explaining that the Survey (as 
is) is not to be administered to educators. It requires some additional 
formatting (i.e., boxes around the numbers and in place of spaces where 
the educators should "check" the correct response). Otherwise, the Survey 
is complete. 

I am sending a copy to you, and to Roberta and Julie. 

*** Also, we (Adam, Ellen & I) would appreciate it if you could inform us 
as to when the training of trainers and the training of coaches will be 
occuring, as soon as you know. At that point, we will also need to talk 
with you (and the others) concerning the objectives of the trainings in 
order to develop evaluation instruments. Thanks. *** 

Bill 
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in a staff meeting on friday, we were talking about the educators survey 
serving as a form of baseline data against which a community could 
"measure" its progress over the years. both barry and I felt that it both 
did create such a base and it didn't. that is, we would be able to 
measure certain recruitment issues (do more people have masters degrees or 
college level courses--and in Milwuakee with Cleveland College program 
going on line maybe this is more than a recruitment issue) or retention 
issues such as salary/benefits and perhaps even are more inservice courses 
required and are they experienced as more helpful. is there other data 
that could ememrge from analyzing other elements in the study that would 
give us a richer baseline picture (e.g., would the issue of people's sense 
of respect help us?)? can you help us think about this issue? and then 
think about whether there is more work to be done on this first set of 
data from the three communities. gail 



From: <GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu> 
Received: from ssc.wisc.edu by ssc.wisc.edu (PMDF V4.3-7 #6454) 
id <01 H07G80PC3YIB97RN@ssc.wisc.edu>; Thu, 16 Mar 1995 14:25:28 CST 

Date: Thu, 16 Mar 1995 14:25:27 -0600 (CST) 
Subject: Seattle 
To: 73321.1220@compuserve.com, 73321 .1217@compuserve.com, 

74671.3370@compuserve.com 
Cc: GOLDRIEB@ctrvax. Vanderbilt. Edu, 7 4104.3335@compuserve.com 
Message-id: <01 H07G80PLQOIB97RN@ssc.wisc.edu> 
X-VMS-To: ALAN, BARRY, GAIL, NESSA 
X-VMS-Cc: ELLEN, BILL, GAMORAN 
MIME-version: 1.0 
Content-type: TEXT/PLAIN; CHARSET=US-ASCII 
Content-transfer-encoding: 7BIT 

I learned from Julie today that a survey is already being administered 
in Seattle. It is based on the survey we used in the LC's but they have 
made some "improvements." We will see what those are, both so we can 
incorporate if they really are better, and so we will know how to 
interpret Seattle's data if/when we get to see it. 

Carol Starin is administering the surveys. Julie will enter and analyze 
the data. There are separate forms for teachers and principals, as in 
the LC's. 

Rob Toren (Cleveland) has asked me to comment on Julie and Roberta's 
proposal for doing the evaluation work in Cleveland, and I will do so. 
I will share my comments with Julie and Roberta. 

I had a good talk with Julie about the importance of replicability 
in survey research, and I think we are on the same wavelength. 

k~c~ 
ttJ/ ftcJr,.,1v. oJ. 

{JI lfo"-



FROM: INTERNET:GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu, INTERNET:GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu 
TO: Gail Dorph, 73321 ,1217 

(unknown), 73321 , 1220 
(unknown), 74671 ,3370 

DATE: 3/24/95 6: 15 PM 

Re: baseline data 

Sender: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
Received: from robin.ssc.wisc.edu by arl-img-3.compuserve.com (8.6.10/5.941228sam) 

id SAA12182; Fri, 24 Mar 1995 18:13:56 -0500 
From: <GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu> 
Received: from ssc.wisc.edu by ssc.wisc.edu (PMDF V4.3-7 #6454) 
id <01HOISTD50B4IB9878@ssc.wisc.edu>; Fri, 24 Mar 1995 17:15:29 CST 

Date: Fri, 24 Mar 1995 17:15:29 -0600 (CST) 
Subject: baseline data 
To: 73321.1217@compuserve.com, 73321 .1220@compuserve.com, 

74671 .3370@compuserve.com 
Message-id: <01 HOISTD7TGYIB9878@ssc.wisc.edu> 
X-VMS-To: GAIL, BARRY, NESSA, ALAN 
MIME-version: 1.0 
Content-type: TEXT/PLAIN; CHARSET=US-ASCII 
Content-transfer-encoding: 7BIT 

March 20, 1995 

To: Gail, Barry, Nessa, Alan 
From: Adam, Ellen, Bill 
Re: baseline data in study of educators 

The educator survey results can be used as baseline data. That was 
an explicit purpose of the survey. Areas in which change could be measured 
include (but are not limited to) the following: 

- extent of pre-service training 
- extent (and perceived usefulness) of in-service training 
- pre-collegiate Jewish education 
- religious practices (role modeling) 
- self-reported Hebrew proficiency 
- how educators are recruited 
- salary_ & benefits (actual & satisfaction) 
- hours of work (FT/PT) and in how many settings 
- perceived support received from key personnel 

Our advice is to focus the change measures on the conditions that 
you are actively working to change. That would make the top priority 
measuring changes in the extent of in-service and other professional 
growth activities. Ideally you would set a standard, and we would 
measure progress towards that standard. For example, a tough 
objective might be to get 50% of day school teachers to engage in 
36 hours of workshop activities (or equivalent) per year (the Wisconsin 



standard). We could check the data to see what proportion of teachers 
met that standard in spring 1993 (few if any). Then we could re-survey 
the teachers at some future time (spring 1997?) and see if there's been a 
change. 

The interview data could also be used to measure change, although it's 
more tricky because so much rests on the interpretation. From our 
study, we have a pretty clear picture of a fragmented approach to 
professional growth. It would be possible to re-examine the communities 
to see if there's been any change in the coherence of professional growth 
activities. 

For new communities that will be using our survey and/or interviews, 
new questions could be added if they or you have other areas in mind 
in which you'd like to bring about change. 

One could also hypothesize that in addition to the specific areas you 
are trying to change, there could be a "spillover'' effect into other 
areas of teachers' work lives, such as perceived respect, interaction 
with colleagues, etc. To investigate these we would need explicit 
guidance about what changes you think might occur. What are your 
hypotheses? It wouldn't make sense to send us off on a fishing expedition. 
We've already given the data our best shot, and we think the most salient 
finding is the juxtaposition of the lack of pre-service preparation and the 
minimal in-service training that goes on. 

You might want to take a look at the community "Teaching Force" reports 
as a reminder of other issues we thought were important (though not as 
important as the training issue). These included salaries and benefits, 
career perceptions and plans, and recruitment. 



Date: Mon, 08 May 1995 09:34:55 -0600 (CST) 
Subject: This is Bill's response to the question that you asked at the Steering 
Committee, following a comment by John Colman: How long would it take Bill to 
create a codebook and coding instructions for our survey? 

To: 73321 .1220@compuserve.com 
Message-id: <01 HQ97RVPDAQIB9B25@ssc.wisc.edu> 
X-VMS-To: ALAN 
MIME-version: 1.0 
Content-type: TEXT/PLAIN; CHARSET=US-ASCII 
Content-transfer-encoding: ?BIT 

From: EUNICE::"74104.3335@compuserve.com" 7-MAY-1995 14:48:20.28 
To: Adam Gamoran <gamoran> 
CC: Ellen Goldring <goldrieb@ctrvax.vanderbilt.edu> 
Subj: Creating Codebook for Survey 

Adam, 

In answer to your question (from the Steering Committee Meeting): 

I estimate that it would take me 2-3 weeks to create a codebook and 
instructions for coding the data and creating certain key variables (i.e., 
SET, JSBFOR13, TRAIN, etc.). This estimation is based on having to work 
on a couple of other things at the same time (i.e., the evaluations, 
etc.), but nothing that is really pressing "at the moment". Much of the 
work, for what would then be called the CIJE Educators Survey Codebook, 
has already been done. 

Bill 



March 20, 1995 

To: Gail, Barry, Nessa, Alan 
From: Adam, Ellen, Bill 
Re: baseline data in study of educators 

The educator survey res.ults can be used as baseline data. That was 
an explicit purpose of the survey. Areas in which change could be measured 
include (but are not limited to) the following: 

- extent of pre-service training 
- extent (and perceived usefulness) of in-service training 
- pre-collegiate Jewish education 
- religious practices (role modeling) 
- self-reported Hebrew proficiency 
- how educators are recruited 
- salary & benefits (actual & satisfaction) 
- hours of work (FT/PT) and in how many settings 
- perceived support received from key personnel 

Our advice is to focus the change measures on the conditions that 
you are actively working to change. That would make the top priority 
measuring changes in the extent of in-service and other professional 
growth activities. Ideally you would set a standard, and we would 
measure progress towards that standard. For example, a tough 
objective mi:ght be to get 50% of day school teachers to engage in 
36 hours of workshop activities (or equivalent) per year (the Wisconsin 
standard). We could check the data to see what proportion of teachers 
met that standard in spring 1993 (few if any). Then we could re-survey 
the teachers at some future time (spring 1997?) and see if there's been a 
change. 

The interview data could also be used to measure change, although it's 
more tricky because so much rests on the interpretation. From our 
study, we have a pretty clear picture of a fragmented approach to 
professional growth. It would be possible to re-examine the communities 
to see if there's been any change in the coherence of professional growth 
activities. 

For new communities that will be using our survey and/or interviews, 
new questions could be added if they or you have other areas in mind 
in which you'd like to bring about change. 

One could also hypothesize that in addition to the specific areas you 
are trying to change, there could be a "spillover" effect into other 
areas of teachers' work lives, such as perceived respect, interaction 
with colleagues, etc. To investigate these we would need explicit 
guidance about what changes you th.ink might occur. What are your 
hypotheses? It wouldn't make sense to send us off on a fishing expedition. 
We've already given the data our best shot, and we think the most salient 



finding is the juxtaposition of the lack of pre-service preparation and the 
minimal in-service training that goes on. 

You might want to take a look at the community "Teaching Force" reports 
as a reminder of other issues we thought were important (though not as 
important as the training issue). These included salaries and benefits, 
career perceptions and plans, and recruitment. 



id <01HQU54Z1YPCIB9BXV@ssc.wisc.edu>; Tue, 23 May 1995 09:04:10 CST 
Date: Tue, 23 May 1995 09:04:10 -0600 (CST) 
Subject: message from Gail 
To: 74104.3335@compuserve.com, GOLDRIEB@cbrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu, 

73321.1220@compuserve.com, 73321 .1217@compuserve.com 
Message-id: <01 HQU54Z2RMQIB9BXV@ssc.wisc.edu> 
X-VMS-To: BILL, ELLEN, ALAN, GAIL 
M~ME-version: 1.0 
Content-type: TEXT/PLAIN; CHARSET=US-ASCII 
Content-transfer-encoding: ?BIT 

From: EUNICE::"73321.1217@compuserve.com" 22-MAY-1995 21 :07:58.31 
To: "INTERNET:GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu" <GAMORAN> 
CC: 
Subj: Re: for discussion at 5/22 meeting of NY staff 

dear adam. thanks for sending so promptly and we will talk about it on 
23rd at 4:00 EDT. 

also on our list: 
1. what about John Coleman's idea for a software package for use 

in analyzing data? 
2. what about the qualitative study? 

what's relationship of qualitative study to anchor items/ 
(these kinds of questions emerged as we began to think about the kinds of 
questions that we were being asked on our trip West. 

on a different front: 
3. When will leadership report actually be ready? 
4. Structure and content of discussion of informal educators at 

june 7th meeting 

talk to you tuesday. gail 



From: EUNICE::"RSToren@aol.com" 30-AUG-1995 07:59:59.48 
To: gamoran 
CC: 
Subj : more survey thoughts 

Dear Adam, 
We've decided to include your career question in the survey, at least for the 
reasons of comparability. I still have reservations about any policy 
implications that one can draw from the question. I am also still interested 
in your response to presenting four or five statements that with more 
specificity get at what we're trying to learn: the depth of teachers' 
commitments and the related professional self-understanding. I know Isa 
asked a similar or identical question in LA but later , in conversation, 
didn't consider a good question (or, actually, a good survey). 
Another issues. As you know, we have three local professionals in general 
education serving as a technical advisory group. Two of them, independent of 
each other, were mystified by the grading questions that ask respondents to 
choose from "somewhat satisfied" and "somewhat dissatisfied," or "somewhat 
worthwhile" and "somewhat unworthwhile." If someone is somewhat satisfied, 
isn't it obvious that they are also somewhat dissatisfied? When one enrolls 
in a course, there are expectations of it being worthwhile. If it isn't 
completely worthwhile, there are some levels of dissatisfaction. In other 
words, what is the difference between the two middle categories? One of our 
advisors suggested grading on a scale. For example, "On a scale of 1-4 (or 
1-5), with I being the most satisfied and 4 being not satisfied at all, how 
would you grade X workshop?" This is probably a minor question, but it 
touches on your commet about Julie/Roberta's survey asking only three levels 
and the tendency for most to opt for a middle response, and then what have 
you learned? On the other hand, our technical advisors' reservations make 
sense to me as well. P.S. There would still have to be a fifth or six box 
for N.A. 
I look forward to your comments. I heard about Daniel but nothing about his 
condition, other than he has been lhospitalized. 
Rob 



MEF FILE 
-- Forwarded Message --

From: INTERNET:GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu, INTERNET:GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu 
TO: (unknown), 74043,423 
CC: (unknown), 73321 , 1217 

(unknown), INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@CTRVAX.VANDERBILT.EDU 
(unknown), 74104,3335 
Alan, 73321 , 1220 

DATE: 12/15/95 8:45 PM 

RE: Re: Educators Data 

Sender: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
Received: from robin.ssc.wisc.edu by arl-img-1 .compuserve.com (8.6.10/5.950515) 

id NAA15864; Fri, 15 Dec 1995 13:29:49 -0500 
From: <GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu> 
Received: from ssc.wisc.edu by ssc.wisc.edu (PMDF VS.0-5 #129175) 
id <01 HYU49WZH8YD8Z1G6@ssc.wisc.edu>; Fri, 15 Dec 1995 12:29:40 -0600 (CST) 

Date: Fri, 15 Dec 1995 12:29:39 -0600 (CST) 
Subject: Re: Educators Data 
To: 74043.423@compuserve.com 
Cc: 73321 .1217@compuserve.com, GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu, 

74104.3335@compuserve.com, 73321.1220@compuserve.com 
Message-id : <01 HYU49WZl6SD8Z1 G6@ssc.wisc.edu> 
X-VMS-To: IN%"7 4043.423@compuserve.com" 
X~VMS&Cc: GAIL, ELLEN, BILL, ALAN, GAMORAN 
MIME-version: 1.0 
Content-type: TEXT/PLAIN; CHARSET=US-ASCII 
Content-transfer-encoding: 7BIT 

If nobody objects, I will call the AJY person. I can tell her the % of 
teachers who are Israeli born in our 3-city sample (7%), plus the %'s for 
three cities that are much higher (Boston: 17%, LA: 25%, Miami: 15% of 
supplementary school teachers and 29% of day school Judaica teachers). 



DSP: FOR MEF FILE 
BP: FOR MY MEETING WITH ADAM NEXT WEEK 
--------- Forwarded Message --

From: INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu, 
INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu 
TO: Alan, 73321 ,1220 

(unknown), INTERNET:ANNETTE@VMS.HUJI.AC.IL 
DATE: 12/18/95 11 :28 PM 

RE: Chicago Survey 

Sender: goldrieb@ctrvax.vanderbilt.edu 
Received: from ctirvx1 .Vanderbilt.Edu (ctrvx1 .Vanderbilt.Edu (129.59.1.211) by 
arl-img-3.compuserve.com (8.6.10/5.950515) 

id PAA19226; Mon, 18 Dec 1995 15:59:45 -0500 
From: <GOLDRI E B@ctrvax.Vanderbilt. Edu> 
Received: from PATHWORKS-MAIL by ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu (PMDF V5.0-5 #11488) 
id <01 HYYGFR4GXE8X31HR@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu>; Mon, 
18 Dec 1995 14:58:41 -0600 (CST) 

Date: Mon, 18 Dec 1995 14:58:41 -0600 (CST) 
Subject: Chicago Survey 
To: 73321 .1220@compuserve.com, annette@vms.huji.ac.il 
Message-id: <0 1 HYYGFR4GXG8X31HR@ctrvax.Vanderbilt. Edu> 
X-VMS-To: in%"73321.1220@compuserve.com", in%"annette@vms.huji.ac.i1", goldrieb 
MIME-version: 1.0 
Content-transfer-encoding: 781T 

From: INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu, 
INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu 
TO: Bill Robinson, 74104,3335 

(unknown), INTERNET:GAMORAN@SSC.WISC.EDU 
DATE: 12/18/95 11 :35 AM 

RE: Re: Chicago Survey 

Sender: goldrieb@ctrvax.vanderbilt.edu 
Received: from ctirvx1 .Vanderbilt.Edu (ctrvx1 .Vanderbilt.Edu (129.59.1.211) by 
arl-img-3.compuserve.com (8.6.10/5.950515) 

id LAA 16252; Mon, 18 Dec 1995 11 :26:50 -0500 
From~ <GOLDRI EB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt. Edu> 
Received: from PATHWORKS-MAIL by ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu (PMDF VS.0-5 #11488) 
id <01 HYY6\NWYRIS8X31HR@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu>; Mon, 
18 Dec 1995 10:26:08 -0600 (CSTI 

Date: Mon, 18 Dec 1995 10:26:08 -0600 (CSTI 
Subject: Re: Chicago Survey 
To: 7 4104.3335@compuserve.com, gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
Message-id: <01 HYY6WWYRIU8X31HR@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu> 
X-VMS-To: IN%"74104.3335@compuserve.com", in%"gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu", 
MIME-version: 1.0 



Content-transfer-encoding: ?BIT 

Bill, I have a few additional comments on the Chicago survey, these pertain 
to issues specific to pre-school-ECE: 

1) In our own work we had some issues about whether the pre-school, ECE 
setting was 
freestanding, connected to a day-school or synagogue, or connected to a JCC. 

I suggest adding this question. It has implications for accreditation, 
in-service, etc. 

2) The current version of the survey only asks about increasing knoweledge in 
Jewish content )(q15). Did they consider also asking a question about 
ECE topics. I think it would be important to ask both, given our thinking 
about pedagogical content knowledge. 

3) Lastly, do they want to ask whether the ECE setting they work in is 
accredited, licensed, etc (given our interst and findings about levers?) 

Ellen 



FROM: INTERNET:GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu, INTERNET:GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu 
TO: Alan Hoffmann, 73321 , 1220 

Ellen Goldring, INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@CTRVAX.VANDERBIL T.EDU 
DATE: 3/18/96 5:41 PM 

Re: Annette agrees that we should ask Adrienne Bank 

Sender: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
Received: from robin.ssc.wisc.edu (robin.ssc.wisc.edu [144.92.187.200]) by 
arl-img-2.compuserve.com (8.6.10/5. 950515) 

id RAA15802; Mon, 18 Mar 1996 17:38:35 -0500 
From: <GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu> 
Rec~ived: from ssc.wisc.edu by ssc.wisc.edu (PMDF V5.0-5 #12975) 
id <01l2HOFNFN10DF7IBJ@ssc.wisc.edu>; Mon, 18 Mar 199616:38:25 -0600 (CST) 

Date: Mon, 18 Mar 1996 16:38:25 -0600 (CST) 
Subject: Annette agrees that we should ask Adrienne Bank 
To: 73321 .1220@compuserve.com, GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu 
Message-id : <01 l2HOFNFNZIDF7IBJ@ssc.wisc.edu> 
X-VMS-To: ALAN, ELLEN 
MIME-version: 1.0 
Content-type: TEXT/PLAIN; CHARSET=US-ASCII 
Content-transfer-encoding: 781T 

From: IN%"ANNETTE@vms.huji.AC.IL" 18-MAR-1996 14:43:11.75 
To: IN%"GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu" 
CC: 
Subj: RE: unsolicited adv. 

Return-path: <ANNETTE@vms.huji.AC.IL> 
Received: from eunice.ssc.wisc.edu by ssc.wisc.edu (PMDF V5.0-5 #12975) 
id <01 l2HKECHKCW8WWF77@ssc.wisc.edu> for gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu; Mon, 
18 Mar 1996 14:42:42 -0600 (CST) 

Received: from vms.huji.acjl by eunice.ssc.wisc.edu; id M13976; 5.65/43; Mon, 
18 Mar 1996 14:41 :54 -0600 

Received: by HUJIVMS (HUyMail-V7b); Mon, 18 Mar 1996 23:41:56 +0200 
Received: by HUJIVMS (HUyMail-V7b); Mon, 18 Mar 1996 23:18:02 +0200 
Date: Mon, 18 Mar 1996 23:17 +0200 
From: ANNETTE@vms.huji.AC.IL 
Subject: Re: unsolicited adv. 
To: GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu 
Message-id: <180300962317 42@HUJ IVMS> 
MIME-version: 1.0 
Content-type: Text/plain; charset=US-ASCI I 
Content-transfer-encoding: ?BIT 

Hi Adam, 

Just to say that of the list you suggest, 
I too would go with the name you put forward. 
I believe that if there no irreconcilable differences of 
view between the content you want for the manual and 
that person's views (and I don't think there are - though 



this should be checked) your suggestion is viable. 
I base myself on reading several research pieces by that 
person over the recent years. 

For whatever this is worth. 

annette 



t./\f3Y 
FROM: INTERNET:GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu, INTERNET:GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu 
TO: Alan Hoffmann, 73321, 1220 
CC: Ellen Goldring, INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@CTRVAX.VANDERBIL T.EDU 

(unknown), 73321 ,1217 
DATE: 3/18/96 3: 13 PM 

Re: Evaluation Manual 

Sender: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
Received: from robin.ssc.wisc.edu (robin.ssc.wisc.edu [144.92.187.200]) by 
arl-img-1 .compuserve.com {8.6.10/5. 950515) 

id OAA07936; Mon, 18 Mar 1996 14:56:49 -0500 
From: <GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu> 
Received: from ssc.wisc.edu by ssc.wisc.edu {PMDF V5.0-5 #12975) 
id <01 l2HIRDYHUOQT5T1C@ssc.wisc.edu>; Mon, 18 Mar 1996 13:55:59 -0600 {CST) 

Date: Mon, 18 Mar 1996 13:55:59 -0600 (CST) 
Subject: Evaluation Manual 
To: 73321 .1220@compuserve.com 
Cc: GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu, 73321 .1217@compuserve.com 
Message-id: <01 12HIRDZ14YQT5T1 C@ssc.wisc.edu> 
X-VMS-To: ALAN 
X-VMS-Cc: ELLEN, GAIL, GAMORAN 
MIME-version: 1.0 
Content-type: TEXT/PLAIN; CHARSET=US-ASCII 
Content-transfer-encoding: ?BIT 

Alan, 

As you have seen from Ellen's messages, neither Barbara Neufeld nor 
Ada Beth Cutler is available to write the Manual for Program Evaluation 
in Jewish Education. Barbara might be able to do it next fall, but I 
know that's not soon enough for us. 

Here are some possible alternatives we may wish to consider: 

Adrienne Bank 
Jack Ukeles 
Susan Shevitz 
Leora Isaacs 
Julie Tammivaara 

For various reasons (which I will be happy to explain if you want), 
the only one on this list I'd recommend is Adrienne Bank. I suggest 
we ask her next. CIJE has tended to avoid her in the past, because 
her approach as an outside evaluator is not the approach that we are 
trying to cultivate. But it may not hinder her from doing what we 
are seeking for this Manual. 

Adam 



Debra: 

For theMEF file . 

a 
---------- Forwarded Message----------

From: 
TO: 
DATE : 

RE: 

Gail Dorph, 73321,1217 
Alan, 73321,1220 
10/12/95 12:20 AM 

on the Manual 

HOW DO YOU PROPOSE THAT WE MOVE THIS ALONG? 

-------- Forwarded Message -- - - ----

Subject: on the Manual 
Date: ll - Oct-95 at 10:02 
From: Bill Robinson, 74104,3335 

To : Gail Dorph,73321,1217 
CC : Ellen Goldring,INTERNET:goldrieb@ctrvax.vanderbilt.edu 

Adam Gamoran,INTERNET:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 

Hi Gail, 

Sorry for the delay in responding to you on the Manual . Taking a 
couple 
of days off (dissertation!), the holidays, and work on the community 
reports have delayed my response. But, here it is: 

1. On the Sections of the Manual page, the section titles start at 
different places in order to graphically illustrate that certain 
sections 
fold out of the sections preceding them (i.e., the CIJE Educators 
Survey 
folds out of the Guide to the CIJE Educators Survey). There may be a 
better way of illustrating this, or (if you prefer) I can just align 
all 
the section titles. You had originally suggested indenting like this, 
when I wrote the original Terminology Guide which listed these 
titles. 

2. Concerning the absence of areas that the survey addresses in the 
description of the survey (as found on page 2 of the Introduction) , 
first I thought that I could add add brief descriptions of the four 
general areas in parentheses. But, in trying to do so, I find that 
the 



list gets rather long. For instance, Setting includes questions on 
hours, experience, type of school, position, salary, benefits, 
recruitment, support, satisfaction (with several items), 
encouragements 
t o full-t i me, and other Jewish educational employment. 

I understand that this Introduction should 11 sell 11 the survey 
(to a 
degree). But, if they are that interested in whether or not it covers 
salary (per se), PERHAPS t hey will look at the survey? 

3 . Ideally, I think communities should do both the quantitative and 
qualitative components. YET, it is most important that they do the 
quantitative! By itself the qualitative is simply anecdotal evidence . 
(How does one know if the other educators share the same opinions, or 
work under the same conditions? ) On the other hand, it is possible to 
use 
the results from the quantitative by themselves, though the report 
may 
lack its "punch" without the quotes, and interpretation of a few 
facts 
may prove difficult without the interviews . 

I do expect that many communites will skip the qualitative 
part, 
because of the comparably greater investment of time and, thus, money 
that is needed to do it well. 

4. Yep, Committee should be capitalized (and now is) ! 

5. On calling me or NY first: Perhaps, given that the NY number is a 
constant and mine is not, we should use the NY number with my name, 
or 
with someone else's (who can then refer them to me). 

6. On Hebrew - we (MEF) had decided not to add the fourth item. We 
interpret "reading" to mean the ability to read Hebrew REGARLESS of 
whether they understand what they're reading. If we want to know if 
they 
understand what they are reading, we could see if they ALSO know how 
to 
speak or write Hebrew. We assume that if someone can speak Hebrew, 
then 
they could understand what they are reading (like speaking to 
themselves). And, if they could write it, they can certainly 
understand 
their reading of it. 

7 . Our (MEF) feeling is that the January meeting should be mentioned 
in a 
separate cover letter that accompanies this. The Manual will still be 
going out to communities after January, so we would then have to 



remove 
the anouncement from the Manual. 

We also think that the Code Book, since it is not part of the 
Manual, should not be mentioned in the Manual, though perhaps in a 
cover 
letter . 

8. Finally, based on the LC discussion on educational leaders, we 
have 
decided to add a question to the Educators Survey . It will ask them 
to 
indicate the number of years that they have held their CURRENT 
POSITION(S) in their current school (s ) , i ncluding this year. (We're 
deciding on the appropriate wording. ) 

Thanks for looking over it so thoroughl y again! 

Where do we go now wi t h i t ? Production design? 

I'll send you a NEW a nd REVISED copy of the Manua l, after I hear from 
you 
about the above issues. 

Bill 



Debra, 

For MEF file 
a. 
--Forwarded Message --------

From: 
TO: 
CC: 

DATE: 

RE: 

Gail Dorph, 73321 , 1217 
Alan, 73321 , 1220 
Barry, 73321 , 1221 
Debra Perrin, 76322,2406 
10/18/95 3:36 PM 

UPDATE 

DEBRA. PLEASE SHARE WITH NESSA, SHE'S NOT IN MY HOME COMPUTER'S 
MAILBOX. 

THIS SUMMARIZES MY SUNDAY AM CONVERSATION WITH ALAN AS WELL AS 
UPDATING ON 
MY CONVERSATIONS AFTER THAT. 

re: session on Thursday 

Lee Hendler said YES about Thursday, no about Friday am. she is leaving 
Thursday and would stay to be at forum but she's committed to be at home 
thursday night. 

Louise Stein said yes about Thursday as well. Alan said it was OK to ask 
Jane and Louise to do this together. I will ask today and get back to you 
to let you know whether it's both of them or one of them. 

re: Friday am sessions 

LOOKS LIKE WE HAVE NO FRIDAY AM WORKSHOP ON PARTNERSHIP UNLESS WE 
WANTTO 
SWITCH GEARS ABOUT HOW TO DO IT. 

are we committed to getting to participants in harvard seminar and TEI for 
our friday am workshop-- if so, are we willing to pay for travel (because 
if not, I don't think there is anything to talk about) 

manual: 

a Ian feels that if we have read it and signed off on its clarity and 
readability, then it's OK and ready to produce. 
SOME SIGNIFICANT CHANGES: 

1. MOVE HIRSCHHORN-BLAUSTEIN DEDICATION TO BACK SIDE OF COVER OR 
FIRST PAGE OF MANUSCRIPT 

2. TO MAKE THE CONTACT FOR QUESTIONS: CIJE OFFICE IN NY NOT BILL 
ROBINSON. THE ONLY WAY TO GET BILL'S NUMBER IS FROM SOMEONE IN OUR 
OFFICE 
AND NOT THROUGH A WRITTEN DOCUMENT. 



.. 
3. SOFTWARE PACKET SHOULD BE MENTIONED AS WELL. l'M GOING TO 

CHECK 
WITH ADAM ON THIS. I THINK HE AND I HAVE HAD THIS CONVERSATION ALREADY. 

BARRY: annette showed alan a new book by Scheffler and Howard: WORK, 
EDUCATION AND LEADERSHIP, 1995, Peter Lange--it has a chapter on "can 
leadership be taught" alan suggests that we get the book ASAP and we 
might want to give out chapter at board meeting. 



FROM: Adam Gamoran, INTERNET:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
TO: Nessa Rapoport, 74671 ,3370 
CC: Bill Robinson, 74104,3335 

Karen, 104440,2474 
Alan, 73321 , 1220 
Ellen, INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@CTRVAX.VANDERBIL T.EDU 

DATE: 4/8/97 6:34 PM 

Re: Re: Study of Educators: Early Childhood 

Sender: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
Received: from duncan.ssc.wisc.edu (duncan.ssc.wisc.edu [144.92.190.57]) by 
arl-img-7.compuserve.com (8.6.10/5.950515) 

id SAA24868; Tue, 8 Apr 1997 18:29:48 -0400 
Received: from [144.92.189.61] by duncan.ssc.wisc.edu; (5.65v3.2/1.1.8.2/1 0May96-0433PM) 

id AA19598; Tue, 8 Apr 1997 17:29:46 -0500 
Message-Id: <9704082229.AA 19598@duncan.ssc.wisc.edu> 
X-Sender: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
X-Mailer: Windows Eudora Pro Version 2.1.2 
Mime-Version: 1.0 
Content-Type: text/plain; charset="us-ascii" 
Date: Tue, 08 Apr 1997 05:29:42 -0500 
To: Nessa Rapoport <74671.3370@CompuServe.COM> 
From: Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu> 
Subject: Re: Study of Educators: Early Childhood 
Cc: Alan <73321 .1220@CompuServe.COM>, Ellen <GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu>, 

Karen <104440.2474@CompuServe.COM>, 
Bill Robinson <741 04.3335@CompuServe.COM> Cc: 

The short answer is, we can't give them the data right now. Let me explain: 

1) We do have data specifically about educators in early childhood programs. 
The data do not specify JCC versus other contexts, although Bill has a list 
of the sites so he could figure it out. 

2) It would be easy to extract the data on educators in early childhood 
programs. 

3) We do NOT have a policy in place on sharing the data. On the contrary, 
our policy so far is that we do not have the authority to give out the data. 
So far I have had one case of a person besides us who wanted to use the data 
from Baltimore. We asked, and Chaim Botwinick said no. 

The Work Plan for Research and Evaluation this year includes creating a data 
archive for the data from the LCs and other sites where our study was 
carried out (Seattle, Chicago, and Cleveland, so far). In preparation, we 
have drafted a Code of Practice and a Declaration of Confidentiality which 
would ensure that users of the data would protect the confidentiality of the 
respondents. When the opportunity arises, I would like to present these 
documents to the staff, and then to the Steering Committee, and with their 



approval, I would then approach Federation officials in the various 
communities and seek their permission to include their data in a data 
archive which would be publicly available, subject to the conditions of the 
Code of Practice and promise of confidentiality. 

Adam 

At 06: 13 PM 4/8/97 EDT, you wrote: 
>Both Ruth Pinkenson Feldman and Marvin Ciporen, at the JCCA, have approached me 
>and asked whether it would be possible to extract specific data about early 
>childhood programs, and even JGC early childhood programs, from the Study. They 
>have read the Policy Brief and are looking forward to the full report, but are 
>in the process of strategizing for some kind of Early Childhood base within the 
>JCCA and would love to have more precise data. 
> 
>My questions are: 
> 
>a. Do we have access to data specifically about early childhood programs in 
>JCCs? 
> 

>b. If yes, is it easy to extract? 
> 

>c. Can we share it? 
> 

>Would anyone with an opinion or answer to the above questions e-mail me 
when you 
>have a minute? (I know that may not be within the next couple of days .... ) 
> 
>It seems to me that it can only be for the good to help them, but I leave thaf 
>to your expertise. 
> 

>Nessa 
> 
> 

> 
> 



FROM: Alan, alhoff 
TO: Karen aBarth, 104440,2474 
CC: Nessa Rapoport, 74671 ,3370 
DATE: 4/10/97 7:08 AM 

Re: Study of Educators: Early Childhood 

KAREN, NESSA, 

WOULD IT NOT MAKE MORE SENSE TO REFER RUTH AND MARV DIRECTLY TO ADAM? 

A 

--- Forwarded Message --

From: Nessa Rapoport, [74671 ,3370] 
TO: Adam, INTERNET:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 

Alan, [73321 , 1220] 
Ellen, INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu 
Karen, [104440,2474] 
Bill Robinson, [7 4104,3335] 

CC: Barry, [73321 ,1221] 
Gail, [73321 , 1217] 

DATE: 4/8/97 6: 13 PM 

RE: Study of Educators: Early Childhood 

Both Ruth Pinkenson Feldman and Marvin Ciporen, at the JCCA, have approached me and 
asked whether it would be possible to extract specific data about early childhood programs, 
and even JCC early childhood programs, from the Study. They have read the Policy Brief and 
are looking forward to the full report, but are in the process of strategizing for some kind of 
Early Childhood base within the JCCA and would love to have more precise data. 

My questions are: 

a. Do we have access to data specifically about early childhood programs in JCCs? 

b. If yes, is it easy to extract? . 

c. Can we share it? 

Would anyone with an opinion or answer to the above questions e-mail me when you have a 
minute? (I know that may not be within the next couple of days .... ) 

It seems to me that it can only be for the good to help them, but I leave that to your expertise. 

Nessa 



,•' 

.. 

literature in order to explain ourselves doesn' t mean it always needs to be this way! And just 
because we have a culture that is legitimately suspicious of "sound bytes," of "lite" versions of 
ourselves, of "dumbing down" doesn't mean that we can't find the words and means we need. 

Like many other ambitious foundations, we must be intentional about the relationship between 
our work and our message. In order to have a much more prominent and coherent identity among 
our chosen publics, we may also have to pay the price of allowing some of our programs to stand 
for the rest. These communications choices are not for the sake of temporal glory but to help 
make the difference that matters. 

* 
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TO: Adam, internet:gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
Alan, 73321 , 1220 
Ellen, INTERNET:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu 
Karen, 104440,2474 
Bill Robinson, 74104,3335 

CC: Barry, 73321 , 1221 
Gail, 73321 ,1217 

Re: Study of Educators: Early Childhood 

Both Ruth Pinkenson Feldman and Marvin Ciporen, at the JCCA, have approached me and 
asked whether it would be possible to extract specific data about early childhood programs, 
and even JCC early childhood programs, from the Study. They have read the Policy Brief and 
are looking forward to the full report, but are in the process of strategizing for some kind of 
Early Childhood base within the JCCA and would love to have more precise data. 

My questions are: 

a. Do we have access to data specifically about early childhood programs in JCCs? 

b. If yes, is it easy to extract? 

c. Can we share it? 

Would anyone with an opinion or answer to the above questions e-mail me when you have a 
minute? (I know that may not be within the next couple of days .... ) 

It seems to me that it can only be for the good to help them, but I leave that to your expertise. 

Nessa 




