




































































































































1. Educational goals can play an indispensable role in 
guiding our efforts at education. They help us to make 
basic decisions concerning personnel, training, 
pedagogy, curriculum, etc.; and they provide us with a 
basis for evaluating our efforts and rendering us 
accountable for what we do. 

2. Jewish education typically suffers from a variety of 
weaknesses in this domain: teaching assignments are 
often made without goals in mind, or with goals so 
vague that they are compatible with most anything; what 
goals there are, are often not understood by or 
compelling to key stake holders (including the 
educators); the avowed goals are often not meaningfully 
embedded in the life of the school, nor is it obvious 
to participants how attainment of these goals is 
connected to any guiding vision of a meaningful Jewish 
existence. 

3. Predicated on 1. and 2., CIJE has defined the Goals 
Project as an Effort to encourage and support 
institutional efforts to become more thoughtful about 
their goals and to use them more effectively as a guide 
to practice. 

4. CIJE has also been interested in goals at the level 
of the community (and has discovered that there is 
great interest in this matter on the part of some major 
constituencies we deal with). 

It was noted that the projected work with select 
institutions would represent the third of a three-stage process: 
a) the Goals Seminar in Jerusalem last year, designed to educate 
lay leaders from a number of communities concerning the 
importance of goals and present inadequacies in this area; b) 
local seminars with representatives of educating institutions 
from these communities, designed both to enhance their 
understanding of these matters and to see which if any of them 
might be a suitable candidate for entering into a partnership 
with CIJE around a Goals Agenda; c) identification of such 
institutions would usher in the 3rd stage. Though by the end of 
the Goals Seminar in Jerusalem, more than one institution 
expressed an interest in moving with us immediately to the third, 
or partnership, stage, we felt that a slower approach made good 
sense for a number of reasons, one of them being that it would 
give us more time to build capacity (in the sense of both 
knowledge-base and personnel. 

As we have begun to think about what work with institutions 
might look like, we have tried to articulate some guiding 
principles that might help to clarify what we're after or how we 
might proceed. These have included the following: 



1. The attempt to clarify goals is critically 
important. The process of clarifying goals should 
engage participants in encountering and wrestling with 
Jewish content issues, and it should culminate in goals 
that the participants can genuinely and 
enthusiastically understand and endorse. It is also 
crucial that they be led to think carefully about what 
is involved in embedding these goals meaningfully in 
the life of the institution. 

2. There are multiple routes to the desiderata 
identified in a), and though a coach may walk in with a 
variety of possible strategies for engaging the 
participants in the effort, which if any would be 
useful would depend on a thoughtful assessment of local 
circumstances. A process of serious self-study 
(understood in more than one way) would be at the heart 
of the enterprise. 

3. Key stake holders - lay, professional, and (where 
relevant) rabbinic leadership - must be party to the 
effort if it is to be fruitful. 

4. The development of our own knowledge base requires 
carefully monitoring what we do and what happens. 

Pekarsky's comments ended with two concerns: 1) that when 
issues of goals come up, there is often a strong tendency in a 
diverse group to settle on a quick but very vague statement that 
can generate a quick consensus; 2) that institutional stake 
holders are sometimes impatient with what may feel to them like 
"an academic" insistence that they engage in serious study along 
the way. 

DISCUSSION-PART I 

Goals, Aims, etc. An initial response to Pekarsky's 
presentation focused on its inattention to possibly important 
distinctions between goals (of different kinds), aims, and 
visions (moral and strategic). There was a sense among us that 
making these distinctions explicitly could prove useful -- and 
the distinction between moral and strategic visions turned out to 
play an important role in our discussion (later in the day) 
concerning the role of Goals Project coaches. 

Community- and Institutional Visions. Pekarsky's 
introductory comments had distinguished between work with 
institutions and work aimed at responding to an interest 
expressed by many people in addressing issues relating to 
"community-vision". This distinction and the attention paid to 
"community vision" drew a number of helpful responses. 

First, although it was rightly stressed that the content of 



a community vision and an institutional vision might• be very 
different, it was also noted that the two are related in ways 
that make it somewhat artificial to say that we will focus on 
institutional visions but not on community-visions: 

a. the work of institutions in developing guiding 
visions greatly benefits from their being located in 
communities that are actively wrestling with issues of 
vision. 

b. Educating institutions (like the one in Atlanta) 
which view themselves as "community institutions" 
necessarily wrestle with what amounts to a "community 
vision". Indeed, their efforts at self-definition help 
us to understand what a community-vision might look 
like. 

c. Seminars of the kind being offered in Milwaukee 
(which bring together lay and professional leaders from 
significant institutions to think about issues relating 
to educational priorities) may actually operate to 
encourage movement towards some kind of a larger 
community vision. 

Second, our conversation (joined with earlier discussions) 
helped clarify ways of thinking about what a community-vision 
might look like. Here are some possible elements: 

a. A community- vision might identify a language, set of 
practices, or commitments which, differently 
interpreted, could be shared by different 
constituencies in a community. Rosenak's essay 
identifies some of the elements that might enter into 
this shared universe. In practice, these shared 
elements could be identified a) through a process of 
dialogue among the different constituencies and/orb) 
by looking at what they are all, albeit in different 
ways, already doing. 

b. A central plank in a community-vision platform might 
well be a proclamation of its commitment to encourage 
its local educating institutions to work towards a 
clear and compelling vision of the kinds of Jewish 
human beings they hope to cultivate through Jewish 
education. 

c. A community-vision focused on Jewish education might 
move in two directions {or in a third direction that 
gives place to both of them): 

1. Encouraging institutions that foster some 
general, ecumenical conception of a Jewish 
human being. 



2. A pluralistic ideal: encouraging the 
development of institutions, each of which is 
organized around a different conception of a 
meaningful Jewish existence. Note that taking 
such a vision seriously may mean calling into 
question the idea that our emphasis should be 
on helping institutions featuring a great 
deal of ideological diversity to find a 
shared set of priorities; rather, the 
emphasis might turn out to be on finding ways 
to steer people who share similar priorities 
towards like-minded institutions. (A parallel 
was drawn to certain formulations of the 
magnet-school ideal). 

3. Encouraging a pluralistic range in the 
spirit of #2, but one thatthat includes 
institutions that try to nurture an 
ecumenical/general citizen vision (of the 
kind identified in #1). 

Which of these visions a community adopts may carry 
significant implications for its decisions and for the efforts it 
tries to encourage. 

The problem of vagueness. Pekarsky's presentation had 
pointed out that the vagueness of the goals proclaimed by 
educating institutions precludes their offering much serious 
guidance. In the discussion it was observed that in another sense 
this vagueness might be functional in that it allows very diverse 
constituencies "to hang together". This comment elicited a 
number of observations concerning the place of vagueness in the 
enterprise: 

a) It is often asserted that the effort to get beyond 
vagueness through becoming clearer about what we're 
about would inevitably operate to reduce the population 
of participating constituencies. But is there really 
strong evidence to support this claim? Might it in 
fact be possible to work towards a substantially more 
substantive consensus concerning what we're after 
without pushing aside significant constituencies? Has 
this really been tried --or has the notion that it's 
impossible operated to prevent efforts in this 
direction? 

b) It was stressed that community-schools that are 
ecumenical in their orientations are not necessarily 
vague or wishy-washy concerning what they are after and 
what the content of education should be. On the 
contrary, they may be capable of clearly identifying 
bodies of knowledge and skill which all graduates 
should have, e.g., in Jewish history. In response, it 
was suggested that such clarity might be harder to 



achieve in certain delicate areas that concern 
normative matters, and that this might be particularly 
true of institutions that make non-exclusion a strong 
value. But to this it was responded that perhaps it is 
okay for an educating institution to define itself as 
deliberately vague or agnostic with respect to certain 
matters (at least so long as it is non-vague across a 
great deal of what it does). 

c) An additional point related to vagueness, one not 
made in our meeting, might also be worth noting: while 
vagueness of goals does often leave Jewish education 
without a clear sense of direction, we need to be 
careful not too encourage so much specificy as to rule 
out a measure of creative interpretation on the part of 
educatars in response to the circumstances they face. 

DISCUSSION-PART II 

The second part of our discussion focused on issues relating 
to the goals agenda in institutional settings and questions 
relating to the character of what we've been calling "coaching". 
Discussion began with Daniel Marom's presentation which did two 
major things: 

a. it identified five different l evels at which issues 
relating to educat i onal goals might be discussed 
(Philosophy; philosophy o f education; theories of 
practice; implementation; evaluation). 

b. it suggested that any of these levels (but 
particularl y levels 4 and 5) might offer avenues for 
engaging participants in institutions around issues of 
goals. 

Whatever the starting-point, the challenge is to encourage 
participants in the institution to think more carefully about 
what they are doing, what they are trying to do, and what they 
think they should be doing. The level at which one intervenes, 
the parties that one engages, and the questions around which one 
engages them must be determined on a case-by-case basis. Wherever 
one starts, one person suggested, the critical role of the coach 
is to create a level of (stimulating) uncertainty, 
uncomfortableness, or tension among the representatives of an 
institution -- the kind of uncertainty that might call forth 
efforts to inquire thoughtfully about what they are or should be 
about. 

This conversation sparked some intriguing conversation 
concerning what is at the heart of the coach's role. Up to now 
we've often spoken of the coach as a kind of resource person 
whose knowledge of strategic options and of varied conceptions of 
the aims of Jewish education make it possible for him/her to 
offer critical insights, suggestions, and teachings, etc. In 



today's conversation, the suggestion was made that we think of 
the coach as a kind of Socratic gadfly whose primary job is to 
raise critical questions concerning what the institution is doing 
or is proposing to do -- questions which provoke intellectual 
tension and serious reflection. Indeed, it was suggested, 
perhaps we should be looking for coaches who can be trained to 
know nothing except how to ask good questions. 

It was suggested in this vein that we should be developing 
for coaches a script of seminal questions that they can use, when 
relevant, in stimulating reflection. Such questions might include 
the following: a) What are your aims? b) Since these aims may be 
variously interpreted, can you clarify which you have in mind? c) 
Why are these your aims? d)) What is the relationship between 
what you are trying to achieve and other institutional aims? 
d) How will what you are aiming for enter in a meaningful way 
into the life of the graduate of this institution? e) How are the 
aims you are articulating connected to - or disconnected from -
the institution's avowed mission? f) To what extent does what 
you do cohere with your avowed aims - or give rise to other 
outcomes? etc. 

An over-lapping formulation of critical questions focused on 
the following: a) What are you doing? b) What do you think you're 
doing? c) What do you think you should be doing? 

On this view, the coach does not enter the institution with 
"a bag of tricks", or strategies, or suggestions for how to 
address goals-related issues. On the contrary, just as a good 
critic may not be a good novelist, the coach may be adept at 
helping an institution think critically about it's doing or 
proposing to do without being particularly adept at helping it 
identify what it might be doing. The coach should be adept at 
helping to encourage thought concerning "moral vision"; he or she 
need not have much to offer in the way of strategic vision 
(although it was acknowledged that the decision to take up or not 
to take up a given question, and how to take it up, involved 
strategic considerations of various kinds. 

This view of the coach had much appeal, but it was felt by 
some that the coach's role might profitably be construed as a 
hybrid that includes but is not limited to the gadfly model. The 
key question on this view is this: what kinds of responses and 
suggestions on the part of the coach are most likely to encourage 
thoughtful attention to basic aims and the way they are and 
should be reflected in an institution's life? In some cases, 
restricting the coach to the gadfly role may prove too limiting. 

Even if this last view is granted, the advantage of the 
gadfly formulation is that it highlights that the coach's role is 
primarily that of a catalyst, and that he/she cannot be viewed as 
responsible for more than catalyzing a process for which the 
institution must assume major responsibility. Our efforts must 
be primarily focused on encouraging serious reflection concerning 
goals; and "our bet" is that engaging stake holders in an 



educating institution around such matters in a serious way will 
call into being processes that will give rise to significant 
improvement. It may well be that the institution's own personnel 
will prove much more effective than our coaches might be in 
developing exciting answers to the challenges that the coaches 
pose. 

A concern was expressed that the coach might be drawn into 
institutional efforts that pull away from the primary focus on 
goals. The danger was acknowledged, and the response was 
suggested that the coach must think carefully about which issues 
he/she feels might forward the goals agenda, letting go of those 
that seem inappropriate and formulating his/her questions in ways 
that cohere with the goals-agenda. 

Another concern expressed was that the coach be careful not 
to "set too many fires" in ways that might dissipate the energies 
of the participants by discouraging follow-through in any given 
area. The "setting-fires" imagery also called forth the comment 
that the aim should be to nurture a culture in which the setting 
of these fires would not depend on the presence of the coach. 

It was noted that how our efforts wi th this project will be 
received may depend heavily on finding "the right rhetoric". 
Such rhetoric mi ght include the following elements: 1) empowering 
educators by encouraging them to wrestle with issues concerning 
the aims that should animate their institution's efforts; 2) 
philosophical ref l ection concerning basic questions is eminently 
practical; it carries significant implications for what we should 
be doing; and 3) "lest you think we're up in the clouds," we are 
aware of and able to draw on practical strategies being used in a 
variety of educational reform efforts. 

It was suggested that work with institutions (on the gadfly 
model) might involve creating special seminars/workshops for 
clusters of principals and clusters of lay-leaders, aimed at 
helping them move the process along in fruitful ways that 
outstrip the role and competence of the coaches. 

The day ended with questions: a) should we be re-thinking 
the kinds of folks that should serve as coaches? b) should we be 
working with several institutions or possibly with only one? c) 
should we be trying to cultivate a very small cadre of coaches 
(or is it "facilitators") with whom we can share our back-stage 
uncertainties, or should we be trying to work with a 
significantly larger group? There was disagreement concerning 
such matters, and we agreed to return to them. 



March 1, 1995 

To: Alan Hoffman 

From: Michelle Barmatz (Annette's secretary) 

Enclosed please find a copy of the minutes from the Harvard Goals 
meeting that Annette has asked me to forward to you. 
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THE HARVARD MANDEL PROJECT 

Minutes of the meeting of February 8th and 9th, 1995 
held at PERC, Harvard University 

Participants: 
Dr. Israel Scheffler (IS), Dr. Seymour Fox (SF), Dr. Vernon Howard (VH), Ms. 
Annette Hochstein (AH), Dr. Alan Hoffmann (AlH), Dr. Daniel Pekarsky (DP), 
Dr. Barry Holtz (BH), Ms. Nessa Rapoport (NR), Ms. Gail Dorph (GD), Mr. 
Danny Marom; Uoined discussion on the 9th) Dr. Michael Inbar (MI), Dr. 
Ellen Goldring (EG), Dr. Adam Gamoran (AG), Mr. William (Bill) Robinson 
(BR). Recorded by Stefania Jha. 

AG ENDA: Goals Project 
(meeting on the 8th; chaired by D. Pekarsky) 

Introductions: 

AlH: Welcome. 
Our ongoing project is the Educated Jew. - At the CIJE we started to 
develop our own agenda. The issue surfaced: If we are to develop our 
own agenda through N. America, if we are to allocate money, then to 
what end? "Where are we going?" How are we going to know if we 
are succeeding? How do we know when we get there? We are 
pushing the agenda toward the goal: The path toward Jewish 
Education in Diaspora and general Jewish Education. 

- There is an exciting partnership between Mandel Institute 
and the CIJE. A meeting took place in Israel on "What does it mean to 
think about Jewish Education?" It is unusual in our project to have a 
Philosophy of Jewish Education: this is the portion of what gets 
pushed aside. It is an important message of what we are doing. i.e. 
Philosophy with Israel Scheffler. 

- We hope what comes out of today is an ongoing question to 
keep us on course, to look at, in a broader aspect of Philosophy of 
Education, and to contribute to the Philosophy of Education 
translated into practice. 

IS: Let me introduce my colleague Vernon Howard. His interests are m 
the Philosophy of Education and the Philosophy of Art. His new book 
is Toss the Student. a take-off on William. James' essay. Vernon has 
general statements on goals and aims. 
- Introducing also Stefania Jha, who wrote a working paper on 
"Theory and Practice," has been working with PERC-Mandel for some 



time and is on the verge of getting her doctorate with a dissertation 
on Polanyi. 

- We are delighted to work with this group. Seymour forces us 
to think and rethink issues. We are impressed with the new 
institutions which are being built, interconnected with one another. 
We hope this will be another occasion to have a useful conversation 
for ongoing efforts. 

A2enda presentation and Discussion: 

DP: The Goals Project for me allows me to integrate theory and practice. 
Today my teachers are here: Israel Scheffler and Seymour Fox. I am 
grateful. 

- The first part of today is consultation about the Goals Project. 
The main themes are: 

Work with institutions--- ---' coaches'----- 'the work?' 

"Community-Vision" 

I 
I 
I 
1---->MEF 

the skills, knowledge 
traits to cultivate 

------- whom to recruit? 
(Monitoring, Evaluation, Feedback) 

- We are hoping to benefit from IS' s and VH' s thoughts. The 
CIJE wants to work with institutions which put goals at the center. 
We want to have clarity on what that would involve, what skills we 
would need. 

- We are thinking in terms of recruiting, cultivating people 
with(in) institutions. We want to understand the kinds of people we 
want to recruit. 

- Let me start with the background of the Goals Project. The 
project has been informed by two assumptions: that (1) goals are the 
guide to inform educational projects, and to evaluate our efforts; and 
that (2) in Jewish Education goals are not prominent in the enterprise 
- they are either not present, or not embedded in the life of the 
ins ti tu tion s. 

- Goals thoughtfully conceived would be beneficial. We need to 
get clear about what we are after. and organize practice. - The 
attempt to wrestle with goals should involve content. [We should] not 
reduce it to 'values clarification' and 'consensus building.' [It should] 
not [be] vague. The issue of Jewish content should be wrestled with. -
We need to engage in how to deal with institutions. 
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- The Goals Project was to educate institutions. Our lay readers 
were excited about what guides a community, not what guides 
educational institutions. We are constrained by (a) personnel, (b) 
knowledge (there is more to learn). The work we need to do with 
institutions [is like] what we did in the Jerusalem seminar: we 
brought together lay people and sent them home with the idea of re­
educating the community. The idea was to bring together a clientele, 
to identify institutions with which we could develop an agenda. The 
Milwaukee community followed this course; they recruited people 
(35-40) from the community for seminars. We hope that out of the 
seminar we will be able to identify goals. We want to be clearer 
about our goals and identify practice. This year we need time to get 
clear on goals and what is our knowledge base. 

Our central agenda today is: 
(1) What is the knowledge base; 
(2) Who are the people who could do the work, and how to cultivate 
and recruit them. 
(3) What principles guide our work? (Peirce's imagery of the 
strength of a rope made of fibers.) 

A summary of our guiding principles is: 
( 1) Serious efforts at educational improvement needs serious 
attention to goals. 
(2) For an institution to be organized around goals, what would be a 
consideration for goals? 
The issue about content and goals need to be understood and be 
compelling and be embedded. This requires serious study, attention 
to self-study and evaluation. We assume there are multiple paths to 
goals, because institutions are different. 

- What is necessary 1s that the person who helps the institution 
be open-minded and have a repertoire of knowledge about 
approaches to change. 

I want to approach the different levels at which intervention 
can be made. 

- We also need to have critical people buy into the process 
(e.g.: rabbi, lay leadership and congregation), otherwise we won't get 
far. 

Comments/concerns about institutions: 
- There is a strong disposition on the part of stakeholders to 

drift to quick consensus in the form of vague slogans. Also, while the 
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CIJE insists on clarification and informed decisions, institutions are 
impatient with this process - they want to get on with the process. I 
am concerned. How do we engage institutions in serious reflection? 

- Also: Seymour has talked about different levels of entering 
into the process: from Philosophy -> Philosophy of Education -> 
curriculum -> issues in education. At what level a person will be 
working with this? 

The initial set of questions is: 
"What is the work?" 
"Who are the coaches?" 
"How do we recruit them?" 
The MEF is invaluable in tracking this project. For the lay leadership 
this is important - they want to see. 

VH: Have you given attention to the general philosophical issues of goals 
and aims, to clarify not so much the content, but the meaning of 
'goals?' 

DP: We have talked about 'vision' in the sense of what we envision by 
the kind of person and community which emerges out of this (e.g.: 
the quality of mind, etc.), but not specifically goals and aims. If you 
think it will be helpful, take this point. 

VH: As a general issue - at the highest level of institutional concern, 
distinguish between {a) strategic vision (see around 'corners'), and 
(b) moral vision (concerning character). Then move down to the level 
of aims, which have principles built into them (' larger program'). 
Then further down, specific goals which have extrinsic ends. 

DP: This is invaluable as we move into institutions. So far we have been 
dealing with a 'moral vision.' What 'meaningful existence' animates 
their lives - people need to have confidence that there is such a thing 
as 'meaningful existence' as a Jewish person. See congregations -
what attracts people to them? Slogans, - but many have direction. It 
would be important for them to arrive at clarity. 

IS: Is the vagueness functional? I.e., if this is the only way to mobilize 
the community - to be vague - otherwise there may be people 
excluding people? 

SF: I think it is. 
GD: It does serve a function - it creates a big umbrella: inside it is 

amorphous, but people feel they can talk about e.g. 'this is the kind 
of education your kids will get.' 

SF: This is a good way to ask "What is the 'it'?" The moral or the strategic 
vision? We would want people to become sensitive to both. I want to 
ask - if we were to work with an institution or community - schools 
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would be easier - what would we do? And what difference would it 
make? 

DM: I have been hearing the different pieces around the table - I would 
like to share an idea: 

There are some levels of distinctions, as working categories. The 
levels at which issues can be discussed are: 
(1) Philosophy, 
(2) Philosophy of Education, 
(3) Theories of practice, 
( 4) Implementation, 
(5) Evaluation. 

AlH: Is vagueness 'functional'? Functional for whom? At what level? It is 
possible for institutions, synagogues to 'spread the tent'? But it would 
be dysfunctional in education. I have come to believe that the reason 
that adolescent education fell apart, is the fact that it is a 
homogenizing message. There is a groundswell of desire to be 
engaged - the lay leadership understands that this is one of the 
issues. 

IS: So in effect there is a trade-off - if you make the schools more 
precise in their goals, then some will 'fall off' - so you are saying that 
it would be better to have a ' family' of schools to serve a variety of 
needs. 

AlH: I never had this conversation straight in a community. There has 
been an unspoken obfuscation which has kept the community 
together, but it has not been helpful in schools. 

IS: For example, in Boston there are schools of different stripes. Is this, 
writ large, could [it] be the vision? Each school reinforcing some 
segment of the community at large? A different idea from a 'general 
citizenship.' 

BH: The portrait of Boston is not typical. Generally, there is a 
fragmentation on the right. Communities want to create a community 
school. One of the things community leaders stress is that everybody 
be included. This is a value; the Federation consciousness ... 

NR: Analysis of Alan (AlH) is about the functionality/dysfunctionality. 
But if education produces a civic member ... 

GD: We could have a 'family' of schools. Also, we could come up with 
something else: the denominational idea may have served a purpose 
in its time, but now it is 'frozen'? In the study, there may be thinking 
about what kinds of person, synagogue, etc. 

SF: On fragmentation: if carried to the extreme, it will be difficult to 
explain what is meant by "being a Jew." 
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IS: General citizenship? 
SF: If the question is - if there is a chance to build only one kind of 

school X, would you build it (_)? They would say 'yes.' The question 
is, "what it means to be a Jew." On the spectrum of secular -
orthodox. It is a serious question. This may be something we will find 
out when we examine the 'it' . . . . What justifies existence of an 
institution, if we lose one-third of the community? Exclusion, or not? 
... Orthodox, Reform, Conservative, Secular, 'Just Jews' .... What kind of 
knowledge base would you have to have? 

DP: Note parenthetically: "Community - Vision." What may be a 
community's practice when they are serious about 'vision'? A way to 
encourage participation is by something like a 'magnet-school 
system.' It would include generic types. Communities harbor a great 
diversity and we have to face the question: Is it possible to articulate 
guiding aims which people can subscribe to? 

IS: We have been making an assumption that any school which strives 
for consensus m us t be weak in content I would distinguish 
generality from vagueness. Large doses of content can be part of 
'general.' If one of our values is over-arching citizenship, then the 
challenge is to ask "What does that imply?" and "Does your 
curriculum goal has that as a value?" 

SF: The denominational movement sold a line which is impossible. But 
'Jewish citizenship' as hi2her value than fra~mentation . . . . In the 
tension between two values, how should that be treated? - Magnet-
denominational schools? We still need a definition of I citizenship. r r 

Diversity is crucial and should be supported f?l' 
GD: In Milwaukee, the Federation does not allocate funds to a school 

because they don't teach modern Hebrew. [It is] a different vision. 
BH: Is this a different philosophical question? Jewish education as 

different from public education in America? . . . "We teach you 
literature for example, but we will not touch many issues, e.g. 
prayer." [?] But then the question is, how can we teach Judaism 
without prayer? 

SF: It is the history of politics of orthodoxy. Conservative, Reform 
Judaism? - The argument will fall apart: The conservative/Reform 
movement thinks that. for example, they can deal with the question 
of prayer. - There is a lack of success in that education. Orthodox 
education deals with specific questions of observance. It may not be 
a fair distinction to say 'Is this an issue in N. America [?]' 

DM: This is relevant to Goals Project: Ron Renault's project '" Citizen/ 
breakdown of community' [debate] is under-mining the content 
issue? When we deal with institutions, when we deal with content, 
when we deal with communities and schools. we have to separate 
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these? But what we do in either, [will have to] go together somehow. 
On the community level, people want something that is not 
ambivalent. The question is, who is going to put this idea forward? -
If the communities will ask "What are your goals?" {positive), "What 
makes us a community?" If we had this conversation, it might move 
the Goals Project further. - One could look at institutions in the 
community and see what a re done in common, bring the various 
educators together to benefit everybody. - My question is whether 
decision is made: 'citizen goal/specific-diverse' 

IS: I conflated two goals, two levels - community and school. 
DP: Like Nozick' s framework for Utopia? 
IS: Each school would be pressed to say what it is doing in its own stripe. 

Then go to the community and ask their goal (e.g.: foster any kind of 
school ... ), their conception of what it means to be a citizen. 

DP: My initial understanding was that it was at the institutional level. 
SF: Historically it was: "Are there goals?" But then the question was: "Can 

we get anything done that the whole community could agree [on]?" 
There are at least four issues: (1) How would one deal with 
institutions in the Goals Project; (2) Communities; and so on (3) , (4) 

DP: I benefited from inputs on the "Community-Vision" issue. I would 
like to come back to the issue of diversity. I want to go back to what 
it means to work with institutions. 

AlH: You (IS) reminded us - consensus meant 'lowest common 
denominator' - but what would it mean to have 'highest multiple'? 
The locus of our meeting is the Federation. People ask: "Can we come 
to a consensus?" 

- Another point: - The discussion about the new community 
high school ( day school). Communities have to think of ways to create 
schools for adolescents who are at an existential time in their lives. -
Another question: There is a normative question about Jewish 
existence (e.g. decision about prayer in school), the relation between 
normative Judaism (content) and spirituality. These issues get 
connected. 

BH: If we are going to work with an institution, what do we do? 
SF: Schwab and I were called into a controversy between open/not open 

school. Schwab wrote a paper on religious schools. The issue of 
prayer is a cop-out, the way the matter is treated. - The issue is. 
what it means to be a Jew. E.g.: Can't exclude schools on issues of, for 
example, modern Hebrew. To make a hierarchy of values, e.g., who 
should be a head? The point is, the heat around issues (sacred cows) 
eliminated the discussion. Our job is to help communities to start a 
conversation. Goals, content - we help communities to clarify this. 
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IS: My view is that a community be pluralistic. It does not mean 'no 
content.' We don't know what is going to survive. 

DP: On the one hand, there is something good about the school­
congregation tie. On the other hand, there is a tension. 

IS: There is a non-denominational excellent school in Berkeley. 
DM: Exploring non-denominational issue only begins the discussion. 

Discussing communities is a different discussion. 
GD: In the seminars you have several institutions - then they go back to 

their own. Institutions, who normally don't sit together, the 
temperature is already turned up. People overlap from different 
areas - communities, schools, etc. 

AlH: The real question is, what is the relation between school and society? 
Schools do not go beyond 8th grade. 

GD: There was an era of time when high schools were where education 
started. 

SF: You (DP) made the issue: why should schools be related to 
congregations? 

DP: Continuity between family and synagogue, celebration ... 
IS: We are talking about content as if it would be part of the curriculum. 

- But we are talking in an oblique way about the elements in the 
orthodox adult's life. In community schools, the categories af 
orthodox lives are less prominent. (It is] the adult question: "What 
are we asking? In order to survive, we have to .... " The Philosophy of 
Jewish life is the adult question. 

DP: I asked in Jerusalem: "What kind of person will emerge? Will it be 
meaningful for the person who emerges from it?" 

BH: I have been thinking - Is there really a legitimate secular Jewish 
way now in America? - Once there was, but now - is there? (People 
say such things as "Being Jewish is most important, but I am not 
religious") 

DM: In a report for the JCC, Jews identify themselves as ethnic. 
BH: If the JCCs would be serious, they would be groping for this. 
SF: Barry, suppose if you did an analysis. what component would it 

include? Ethical person, ... , how is it different from secular? What 
would you come out with, if you asked this about 'conservative'? 
What do they insist on? Same thing with Reform? - I think the 
distinction today would be a term of 'citizenship' and a spectrum of 
religious practice. - Barry, do you have a definition of [any of the 
above]? 

.............................................. ................. inmnission. .......................................................... . 
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DP: We need to make a schedule - What kind of people for what kind of 
work - in reference to the nature of coaching. 

DM: I would like to make a suggestion where coaches may intervene in 
institutions. I am giving a summary of various conversations. Here I 
have a map of content (elements of) categories: 
Cl) Philosophy (tilted toward education): 
{2) Philosophy of Education - The Educated Jew {not yet in the 
language of practice. but what you aim for - the 'portrait'): 
{3) Theory of practice - goals of education. principles guiding 
practice: 
{ 4) Evaluation {of what we are doing related to goals). 
We define what a coach does in terms of these elements. We can 
discuss intervention related to these categories. 

DP: E.g. on 'Curriculum' - The principal may pull out a list, or show me it 
in action. Which one do you mean? By implementation, do you mean 
all? 

GD: When I am thinking of the 'it' - what is the outcome you hope for? a 
written something that is analogous to the Educated Jew Project but 
it is for 'our school'? 

DM: In a general sense. You want to take the institution to search out its 
content, then after the search and explicitness, work with that in 
trying to develop a day-to-day way of doing it (the 'how'). - Enter 
the school on the level of Philosophy of Education, and then [do] 
theory-conceptualization. - Say to the school: "This is what I think 
you are doing. 11 

- When the school does not agree, then the tension 
between the two will start a discussion. - These are just examples of 
what a 'coach' may do. The coach will help with the formulation. 
unpacking the formulation. etc. 

DP: Clarify please. 
DM: For example, moving from (3) to (4). 
SF: Would you (DM) be disturbed if a community wants to talk 

Philosophy? 
DM: No, we can enter anywhere. 
GD: What I did not understand is - I thought you could do this as a goals' 

clarification exercise, but where is the take on the Jewish content? 
That is what matters to us. 

DM: That was (4). 
GD: Are we saying that the coach needs to know all of this? 
SF: Yes. But start anywhere. If I were a coach. I would ask "Would you 

like to look at what is the conception of 'Bible' ? 11 Then move to the 
level of theoretical. The coach has a sense of all levels. The way I see 
DM saying. is that the way the response is. will not be empty 11 I think 
Bible is ...• 11 but will look at it critically. 
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DM: Putting it on the table is a 'learning' movement. The looking at it 
again, and learning about alternatives is a critical move. 

SF: If the school told you 'X', wouldn't you start that as a way to move? 
DM: Yes. 
SF: Let us say we start with what the school says. Then begin a 

conversation, see what that means. Not schools and lay-people 
together. 

DP: We are talking about doing this, not talking about doing it. 
SF: If I were the coach, I want teachers to articulate this to me. 
DP: We could do two or three different things: (a) What do they mean by 

it? Encourage them to give examples; (b) Ask what implications this 
may have; (c) now content: different ways of approaching the issue. 

SF: I would be willing to spend six months on articulation. If it stops 
there, it will not add to the richness. It is not to make people feel 
good. 

GD: Where would you want to end up? If it stops at for example 'Bible,' is 
that good? 

SF: Good for a start. Let's say they go onto Jewish History, Jewish 
practice, ... 

GD: It becomes a statement: e.g.: the Mitzwah of choice is study. One of 
the things we can lift up as a paradigm at the end is the Educated 
Jew. 

SF: You are going too fast. We have to go step-by-step. We will dilute 
this moment if we jump that high. Ask "What the value of study is." 
The decision what to 'play' depends on the audience, what the 
audience benefits from. Our conversation is 'working papers.' With 
the school we can stop anytime. 

DP: I have a Deweyan sense of a coach, He needs to see, ... his concerns 
are to become progressively clearer and thoughtful about what it 1s 
we want to do. 

SF: First ask the teachers what they do, then I would ask what the 
subject (e.g. Bible) says to contemporary [man]. 

AlH: I thought we were talking about an institution, an ongoing reflection 
in an institution. 

SF: Raising the level of conversation to another level... - Let us keep 
'what to think' and 'what to do' separately. 

VH: But these are not content, but categories. The 'it' is not up there. I am 
reminded of Chris Argyris' distinction of what people in fact are 
doing and what they think they are doing, i.e. the 'is : ought.' 

SF: I would not be disturbed (as a coach) at this point if respondents are 
not accurate. 

DP: But whether you go forward would depend on which way [they] 
answered this. 
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SF: You can start anywhere. 
NR: [But what about] community mobilization? 
SF: I want to keep community on hold for now. 
GD: I am trying to understand DP' s Dewey point. I put on the lenses at 

the choice point... 
VH: I was wondering why use the term 'coach' - but then. you are 

training someone in the use of an instrument. 
AlH: If we are talking about an iterative process, in terms of these 

categories ... 
DM: It seems to me a coach tries to create a tension or resonance between 

levels. In the context of practice, to help the discussion going. 
SF: The coach is to break the log-jam. 
DM: You understand me if you say 'breaking the log-jam.' 
SF: The lens we are looking through is Philosophy. 
DP: But it is similar to what you did with the 'teachers and the Bible' 

example earlier. 
BH: I am thinking, when we talk about the Bible, here I feel I know what 

I am doing - the bottom-up approach. I did not have this sense when 
we talked about the Philosophy/Educated Jew Project. 

- I am concerned about three things: (1) It will feel to the 
school - 'Nice, but what is the hoopla'; (2) It will get us into issues of 
pedagogy [rather] than the Goals Project. I thought the distinction 
between teaching and goals will get mixed up. Is this a teacher 
improvement project or a goals project? (3) I am afraid it is too 
atomized, even though it is easier to start with a specific 'thing,' but 
departments are separated and nobody else hears about it or impact 
the school as a whole. Maybe these happen over a long period of time 
- like the Coalition of Essential Schools report. 

GD: We need to keep our eyes on 'principles.' clarifying concepts/goals. 
SF was using a different principle - something about the way 
learning takes place, - discomfort ... 

DP: I think your point is at the heart of this question: you {the coach) are 
creating tension so you hope learning takes place. - Danny's point of 
'atomization.' A coach needs to walk into an institution and see where 
to start. He needs to talk to critical stake-holders. There may be 
various ways of cutting into this - like what happened in Jerusalem 
(seminar). I said: 'Why don't we bring people together and see what 
they think of it' - or say 'Maybe it is not yet time .... ' 

BH: I noticed you get [one gets] sucked into areas of the school, and you 
notice it is no longer the 'stuff you started out with. For example, the 
principal approaches you with a problem for help. It is hard to 
exclude him with any of his troubles, these troubles will be seen as 
impinging on the goals. 
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SF: Let's talk about this as a 'problem,' not as inevitable. So coaches will 
not 'get sucked in.' I took it as DM pointing out what could take place 
and you (BH) point out what could be a danger. 

DP: The guiding principle could be: 'Do I see that as a vehicle to 
accomplish my purposes,' and 'What connection it may have to what 
I am doing?' If the problem gets me 'sucked in,' I would 'deflect it. 

DM: For example, if there are contradictory problems, you could 
'construct' through 'discomfort.' 

BH: The issue is, how much do the coaches need to know? 
SF: We will get back to this in a minute. About coaches: either I will 

point to something/somebody else, or deflect the question .... 
IS: Question: Before you go to the school, what do you tell the school you 

are going to do? 
DP: So far we said we will work with the Agenda. 
GD: We said to them - "If an institution has a goal, it is a different 

institution." They think they are going to have a 'Dewey school.' 
IS: You said to schools - "We are going to show you how to be a 'vision 

driven' school? 
DP: Vision. principles. people who are committed to it and put it in 

practice. 
IS: What the coach can do is limited - start a process of self-

development - coach as catalyst. If I were doing it, n would] have a 
series of questions that I could interject at various stages, e.g. on the 
structure and relation of subject X to others. Ask: 'Is this what you in 
fact are aiming at?' 'What results as your graduate?' .. . Not linear 
questions. 

DP: I don't want [it] to be perceived as an all-or-nothing ... 
GD: In order for people to change, offer them an alternative model, 

where you can aim, even if it can only be articulated vaguely - a 
paradigm shift. 

IS: Like Edmund's alternative of what an effective school would be ... 
AlH: It is not only 'moving up and down' the ladder, but that different 

parts of the school are at different places. How world-views are 
played out in the classroom. There are different levels of 
intensity/engagement for a movement to happen. 

IS: A coach needs to be able to see across horizontally. Also. there may 
be a big gap between a 'mission statement' and what gets 'translated' 
into ... 

SF: The process will contribute to improving the school/goals. You want 
to get the process going. - We had a four year conversation at the 
Seminary. - These talks energized the institution. The effect can be 
upward and downward. You keep your eyes on goals, aims, and how 
it is reflected in pedagogy. What are the kinds of questions that will 
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help the coach to trigger this? Then the question is, how this will be 
translated into pedagogy. Remember that the focus is on the 
goals/aims. 

NR: I did not think the Goals Project was about 'improving the school.' I 
thought it was the big narrative: "What is the meaningful existence of 
a Jew." The question of meaning - I wonder where this conversation 
happens? 

DP: I think the question of 'meaning' is part of this, but it is part of what 
goes on in the institution. 

GD: The 'hows' - the 'strategic vision,' is that what we are talking about 
now? We are talking about images of institutions with criteria. e.g. 
'coherence.' Now we are talking about how you go up and down 
levels. - I am wondering ... 

VH: The coach is a 'diagnostic dialectician.' What I call 'strategic vision' is 
what goes from 's_tem to stern' in an institution. A 'moral vision' is a 
companion to the above. 

DP: You point raises the question that 'stem-to-stern' presupposes a deep 
familiarity with the institution and with process. 

SF: The strategic and moral visions are different talents, but need to be 
'married' in an institution. 

IS: Think in Socratic terms - the 'gad-fly'; the questions are based not on 
the knowledge-base for Socrates. Train your coaches to ask 
questions. Questions like 'What they want to do?' "How they want to 
get there?' ... 

SF: The strategic leader gets the results. The philosopher sees the 
complexity and asks questions to 'disturb' the early closure. 

DP: I am interested in the suggestion that the emphasis is on the moral 
rather than the strategic vision. The coach - when does he need to be 
skilled in the strategic domain, when does he not need to be skilled 
in the strategic domain? 

VH: The 'gad-fly' notion - it is also [in the] asking of the strategic 
questions ... 

GD: . . . and help provide someone who can do what needs to be .... 
DP: I want to understand what the coach does not do. 
SF: We want to introduce the coach - an element in schools that 1s 

missing. 
IS: A coach as a critic. for example. A coach can recognize good 

leadership or :practice. but may not be able to do it [himself] - a 
second-level capacity. - With respect to moral vision: If you follow 
the Socratic idea "The process of questioning is the care of the soul" 
(a normative notion). the questioning the coach initiates ... 
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SF: (1) the bet is that we should make explicit what we are doing. (2) 
The power of staffs - there is a lot of strength, they can invent. (3) 
Principal [as] expert on strategy; or even layman or politician may be 
good in strategy ... 

NR: Why would a coach leave then? 
SF: If the coach did a good job, he does himself out of a job. 
BH: Coaches 'set fire.' The fire may go out; then he goes somewhere else. 
SF: Socrates was very disciplined when he talked about beauty and did 

not go onto the subject of justice, but stayed with the first issue. 
DM: But the coach may show alternatives or point to someone who does. 

The coach does not only raise, but sharpen the question. 
IS: Socrates never gives answers. He asks questions and presses the 

answer by asking further questions. Socrates asks for principles. 
DP: But you can bring in an example and start discussion from there. 
SF: We may want to consider a hybrid. Most teachers would not tolerate 

'no input.' Also, it takes a high degree of artistry to keep up being the 
gad-fly. 

VH: The term 'coach' ... 
SF: The term came from our critics. 
BH: The question is, what is involved in training a gad-fly? 
GD: My question is, if there was a hybrid . . . . We struggled with the 

process/content issue. We did not place this in the 'process' column. I 
thought the hybrid will be an interweaving of these. I was going to 
let the coach have some content. The coach needed to understand the 
template, where we are going, the kinds of questions which make 
sense inside each place and how to go from place to place. I had to 
understand what goes on inside these levels. 

DP: What I find helpful about the 'gad-fly' is that you don't need to do 
everything, rather than infuse with new content .... 

IS: I would put new content in way of questions. The coach has to have a 
'curriculum of questions' of branched sequences. to get people to 
think what they are doing, what they think they are doing. where 
the graduates are heading. This is going 'up' (on the four 'categories'). 
In our talk earlier, we went 'down.' I would manage it so that people 
would not be dependent on the coach forever. 

DP: I think the Coalition of Essential Schools do something like this. 
NR: The Coalition - questioning schools? 
SF: Hutchins' article on the definition of a university president. .. 
IS: ... rotating presidents ... 
SF: A guy may be burning himself out. .. 
DP: [Two points about coaches]: (1) the coach makes the goals central to 

the enterprise; (2) the coach will engage institutions to improve 
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themselves ("If you wrestle with goals, it will make you a better 
school.") 
- We seem to be saying (2), a narrower sense. 

SF: My suggestion is: There is a strategic problem here. Communities will 
see this as games and as not leading anywhere. We are talking about 
it as powerful: a lot of educators will hear it as 'soft.' It is a question 
of rhetoric [?]. 
There are three sets of ideas: (a) Empowerment of educators: involve 
educators in the questioning process; (b) These sets of questions are 
a praise to philosophy; they make a difference in theory leading to 
practice - like the Dewey school. (c) There are doctrines out there 
which inform the process. We can't lose the battle because of 'soft' 
language. 

DP: To the extent that 'gad-fly' is emphasized, it is related to the 
readiness issue. 

SF: For example, in the Jerusalem seminar, the Baltimore people - it was 
clear that they did not understand about principals and lay-people. -
It may be that the principal' s education is what we have to work 
with, that they have to deal with lay-people. Lay-people will have to 
be 'sold' this. If they become partners, they will become your 
strength. 

AlH: How would you 'operationalize' this? If we think about this 
'facilitator/gad-fly' (not a coach). there is a big piece here: field 
testing. etc. There could be a curriculum here. I am wondering - are 
we talking about a different kind of person/training than the people 
we talked about on the 29th? 

NR: Question: I would like to hear a Jewish notion about the 'gad-fly' 
idea? 

SF: I would suggest, find a place that we want to work with, and then 
make it difficult to get in. 

DP: My comment: I would want to look for/ identify 3-4 people, strong, 
with whom we can have backstage [conversations] ... 

AIR: There is a major trade-off to be done in those two suggestions. If we 
have a small number of people, the impact will be limited. We need 
to ask ourselves, what is the range of potential impact if we go the 
other way. Seymour suggested the slow experimental way. The 
question is one of "How do you get the conversation going in N. 
America, so it will not be an esoteric discussion?" 

AIR: We want to devote tomorrow to evaluation and feedback (MEF), but 
we have to devote a couple of hours to the profession. We will try to 
review how are the issues of building a profession (personnel). 
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AH: The Personnel Action Plan - When preparing for the MEF meeting, 
there was a sense that we should do [an assessment of] "What the 
monitoring involves".... The discussion of the Personnel piece will be 
revisited tomorrow with the MEF. 

GD: (Handout) On what we did in December with the Lead Communities 
(see pg. 4 of handout). In the Policy Brief, the results seem to be 
similar to other communities, so they seem to be representative of 
teachers in the US. What we found out is that teachers are poorly 
prepared - only 20% trained in both subject and pedagogy. What was 
not known. is that there is stability. even though teachers are part­
time. Educators think of themselves as 'career people.' It is worth 
investing (in them.] It is a different view than what the community 
thinks of it. that teachers 'fell into it,' and were not trained for it. 
Teachers are not treated as professionals, with in-service training. 
- We had a seminar in three Lead Communities. [Came up with a] 
comprehensive Personnel Action Plan. So what you have here is a 
'cut' Barry and I took, focusing on professional development. 

SF: Do you have an inventory? Is it written? It should be. 
GD: There are some isolated course-like things - a 'program' for example 

in early childhood ( a 'best practices' approach). Most things are 
episodic and have no target audiences, they are not connected. 
Because things are not connected, there is no long view. So we 
created a semi-comprehensive program. (See chart "Creating a 
Personnel Action Plan" - it is like a work-sheet.) 

AH: The cells in this chart - are they numbers or content? 
GD: Number cells. See pg 5 and 4 for content cells, and pg. 3 for target 

audiences. You would need to make it bigger to quantify it. 
AG: Maybe you need to have general categories. 
GD: As we go through this, we will see the findings and then see what 

we' 11 have to do. See pg. 4 'mapping it out' (done by teachers). You 
can't do interventions with teachers without their leaders. What is 
not present, [is that] there is no strata of people in the community 
who could teach the teachers. Schema: C(motivation) -
D( organization) + E( evaluation, capacity) 
We needed an ongoing process, documented. This leads to an 
assignment to them: "What do you want to do in five years? How do 
you get there?" Then give them some tools. We gave them some 
rubrics filled (see pg. 9) to get them started. How do you build the 
capacity for this? Create a template. Create capacity for Teacher 
Leadership training. (See handout: A. Teacher Training; (1) Virtual 
College; ... ) 

AIH: We had a big international meeting, the CUE in advisory capacity, 
where we moved the locus of action onto them. Invited them [to the 

1 6 



question of] what they can draw on from the community. One great 
success and nightmare would be if the Jewish Assembly, if the top 
twenty people would say, we have an action plan and now we want 
to implement it. 
The problem is, there is nowhere in N. America where in-service can 
be handled. So the big agenda for 1995 is to build in-service 
programs. 

SF: Are there any in-service programs? 
GD: In Baltimore there is one, which gets close. 
SF: Suppose there is all the capacity to do this. Is there an assumption 

that there is transfer? If you only train in subject or pedagogy, what 
would you do? Teach the subjects and skills separately? Would they 
be able to put this together? 

AlH: You need to think of what kind of people need to do training for 
what kind of populations. 

SF: But I am asking: "If you have 500 Gails, I want to know what they 
would do?" 

GD: You will track - do different things for different kinds, there is a 
difference between pre-service and in-service. 

SF: Alan said we have three models ... 
GD: I would do a diagnosis , then based on that, we would suggest. We use 

this document to get to the diagnosis, 
SF: Someone will have to work with people. What is a 'virtual college' of 

teachers? How do you make the 500 Gails? What is the first step? 
GD: Find 20 people, train them to be trainers. 
SF: But.. 
GD: Let me explain. When we saw we did not have enough people to do 

the training ... 
SF: · What is the tactic to cut into the problem? Let's say I will just take 

very talented people and train them. 
BH: Let's say we know the skills and abilities such people should have, 

we will go find a few people. There may be five types of people .... 
SF: How do you produce the five types? 
AH: There are two parallel roads here. Their argument was to provide a 

Personnel Action Plan, do a survey and offer an agenda. But what 
you say is that now they have to produce 500 Gails. But what can be 
done. is to work with these communities and draw on talents. I 
believe that the quantitative issue matters. (If what is at stake is to 
train X number of people, then they can draw on energies that exist.) 
Then, there is the qualitative issue. 

AlH: The major issue m from of the CUE is to train the capacity. Our first 
assignment was to make a Personnel Action Plan. We have to ask 
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ourselves: "In 1995, how many communities can we be engaged in? 
Nine." 

AH: If you speak of the larger questions, then putting it in terms of in­
service training, . . . then you will need to address other issues. Can't 
bet solely on the current pool of people - there is a turn-over. 

GD: One of the issues that we have to address is salaries, standards, 
benefits. The issue of licensing fell out of the plan three times. It is a 
big money issue for communities. 

BH: The document is in four parts. We said: retention, salary, in-service, 
etc.... The powerful document CIJE created is the Policy Brief. So that 
result is our reason for the in-service plan. 

GD: In the 'virtual college' we will admit only people who have specific 
preparation. Who would be the faculty? There are people out there 
who are trainers. Some schools of education are doing such things. 
People who are self-conscious of their activity as trainers. They 
would come in and together with us, they would help us target the 
next generation of trainers (considering such as dispositions, skills, 
understanding) 

BH: If Milwaukee will demand from us serious in-service teaching, and if 
we don't have a person who can go out to various communities, but if 
we could entice one to join the faculty and train a number [of people] 
and they can go out into the community .... 

GD: Before we could start a school for teacher-trainers, we need to find ... 
BH: find top people, create a program. 
SF: How much time do you think it will take? 
GD: A chunk. 
SF: It will take four of you. You should know that you are talking about a 

budget ... 
BH: I thought this part of the plan was less vulnerable. To train a tier­

one person is not a big issue. To train tier-two people is more 
difficult. 

SF: We are not talking about a 'virtual college,' but a real college, which 
costs less. It would be OK with me if you (CUE) would focus on a 
'virtual college.' My comments are made so we can go in front of the 
American Jewish Community and say how you want to do it. 

BH: Is there a whole different way to go about it? 
SF: You are saying, to build the people who respond to the need. Tell the 

CUE that this is not a cosmetic approach. What is the minimal 
[kernel] we need - what is the tactic we can get 'Vicky' in there (as 
faculty)? 

BH: Run a workshop ... 
SF: Run three summers, one month, until you get the 'college.' On salary? 
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AlH: Ultimately, we have to have communities to understand that they 
have to pay for it. 

SF: Three things you said are on a sound track: find people, training, 
budget issues. 

AH: Ackerman is supposed to look at regional colleges, then we can send 
people there[?] 

SF: Make a plan for the N. East. - What is 'virtual'? - If I were you (BH), 
then I would tell them: this is where the action is, and figure out a 
game-plan. 

GD: Jewish Education training is not the same as general education. 
AIH: How do we juggle the issue? - We pushed the communities to 

recognize the need for in-service. We have new communities who 
sign onto "yes, we will have in-service education. 11 

SF: Let's assume we created this demand and we will now have to 
service them. What do we do till then? We will have subject-matter 
people working with them, pedagogy people too. 

AH: They are educating the community as well. Please view it as only one 
piece. Let them think of what they do as good or not good. You might 
offer the quality criteria, We have to use part of the energy of CUE to 
produce an action plan, and produce the modules of the 'nine 
communities.' 

GD: Number two on this plan is that - guidance. 

Summary: 

AlH: Let me track the progress of our thinking: We were talking about a 
CUE work-plan. In November, we sharpened the focus, saw how 
enormous was the challenge in N. America, saw how it relates to two 
thrusts: ( 1) to work in additional communities; create an 
understanding by doing a survey of their own; (2) create a capacity. 
As I understand it, this work-plan now does not fit into a bigger plan 
of some 'college' on the broad idea. Then, to try to do the 1995 do­
able piece, which could help us to move to the bigger piece of it, the 
community piece is taking slow enough, will give us enough time to 
build a model. We did not put it into thought of how will we spin it 
out. 

SF: (to AH) How would this work itself out? 
AH: To have the 'virtual college' take on this now? 
GD: What we can't get them to do is to reform what they have. 
AH: You train up a few, who will off er a different model. 
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GD: We were involved in pilot initiatives. They started with something 
we told them. but we can't make them as powerful as we thought we 
can. 

SF: I would like to suggest: Here are the steps we need to take; here is a 
list for the best places (programs A,B,C, ... ) 

BH: One of the facts is this - the communities have good will, but do not 
have people who will understand. 

GD: In Milwaukee they decided their teachers have to have an M.A., so 
they found a college in Cleveland, they funded it. But then they were 
not quite ready. 

SF: Move people ... 
GD: I don't think you can move people like that. 
AlH: We raised the question: how would an M.A. degree fix the problem? 

Ask what would it take to make Cleveland a regional center for 
training. 

AH: There are two questions, and you are addressing both. (1) The 
question of standards has never been raised with that group. (2) You 
have some of the pieces in place. 

GD: [on standards: people were afraid to fail] 
SF: Here is a point: Why shouldn't you be permitted to fail? - On the 

topic of selling standards: Why shouldn't you be permitted to build 
an alternative? 

AlH: Let's think it out. The 'virtual college' idea is ten days old. Milwaukee 
contacted Cleveland in September. We are in a better position to 
assess the situation now. I think as we think of where we will be five 
years from now, we are still in the process of building while 
serv1cmg the community. 

SF: I would like to suggest the CIJE should ask itself "What will be the 
strategic vision, what problems will it meet and ask yourself what 
architecture this plan needs. We need to see 'what is the plan for the 
building.' This is a more fundamental question. 

AIH: The plan is the one for capacity. It is a mobilization story, it is not 
only a ... 

NR: Would the Harvard Principals' Model help? 
BH: If only a little bit is done it will be bad. What we hear from 

communities is, "We are already doing it!" It may be a failure. 
SF: See what Annette's quality thing would do. They would know what is 

involved. State your case, try it out. - It may fail - but why not? 
NR: The Harvard seminar was not only a service, but a model. 
GD: Could be critiquing, not offering a model. 
SF: I saw this material: I am impressed. I hear from this, supplement 

this activity you could consider quality prototypes of programs. What 
are the institutes which respond to these? "What do you need? 
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Influence or money?" Get your board to have this discussion. have 
them agree that this is a short-range plan, and then a long-range 
program is built. 

Tomorrow we start at 9 am, to deal with Monitoring, Evaluation and 
Feedback. At 2 pm D. Pekarsky will bring us his thoughts on today's 
discussion. We will finish at 4:30 pm. 

Afternoon meeting, 9th February 
(already in progress; AG of MEF has taken notes) 

AGENDA: (1) Monitoring, Evaluation and Feedback 
(Alan Hoffman, chair) 

(2) Review of yesterday's discussion. 

Discussion on MEF (in progress): 

AlH: There 1s consensus about policy briefs, but not about policies. We 
have no consensus about the highest priority topics. That is what I 
heard. 

GD: We did not talk about Educational Leadership. 
EG: But this is educational leadership. We are analyzing the documents. 
SF: There is a consensus at the CUE that leadership is top priority. 
NR: We are talking about Policy Briefs in the context of community 

mobilization. 
AlH: We are talking about: (1) research reports: (2} policy briefs. The first 

item is a research paper on Jewish schools in three communities. One 
new research brief on teachers. 

NR: Is that a policy brief? 
AlH: We definitely need a research report, and we need to think about 

what we need for a policy brief for what we need to do next year. 
For item (3) [referring to the National Education Goals Report Core 
Indicators. item 'Student Achievement and Citizenship'] we need a 
research report, [and] a research paper on quality of teachers and on 
in-service. 

AG: I would advocate (4) [of the National Ed. Goals Report Core Indicators, 
item 'Teacher Education and Professional Development'], because cost 
is relatively low and return is high. 

AlH: We try to decide how much of that is necessary. We agree that the 
module is an important part. 

AH: Don't you want to decide when you have the lay-of-the-land in front 
of you? 
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AG: the (5) [of the National Education Goals Report Core Indicators, item 
'International Achievement Comparisons'] module ... 

AlH: The CUE agenda: the issues are the following - (1) The three 
community reports ... 

AG: We are questioning whether there is an audience for it. 
GD: It may inform our decisions on salary and benefits ... 
AG: We considered it a big job initially, but if we use the template, we 

have a smaller job. 
BH: Shouldn't there be a summative document? 
GD: We should have something to hand out at requests ... 
EG: Sort of 'best practices'? 
AlH: There are CIJE reports circulating (not authorized drafts) . . . but there 

is a summary needed ... 
GD: I mean (1) for internal use; (2) for community X as an example . 

. . . . [ on credibility of delivery] Time-line? promise it for 1995? Our 
credibility is at stake. 

AH: You have many things on which your credibility rests, not only this. 
AlH: Which items do we need? 
AG: There is a large agenda item we have to introduce now. 
AlH: Annette, would you introduce it? 
AH: We read documents given to us. sat back and looked at all. We think 

the topic is a big one, The CIJE reached a place where MEF 
assessment is to be done. A number of things converged, that it is 
time to do the evaluation after the Personnel Brief. The question is, I 
think. by what measure do you want to evaluate yourselves. We 
have the Personnel thing {?) and Policy Brief in front of us, so it is 
time to look at it. 

AG: It is not so different from what we talked about. We need to take the 
pulse. We had an idea of leading indicators, and (can] use it in the 
Jewish communities - like the US National Goals Panel [see 
document]. Many of you know that (4) is new (teaching force). Some 
of these are concrete. Many of these are stable (hard to change?). So 
if we want to do it, we need long-term commitment. 

EG: They mapped their indicators back on the goals. In Mike's (MI) 
presentation he (1) pressed what the indicators should be; (2) and 
what Adam (AG) said, the emphasis on what is in our work-plan. If 
we don't have a serious discussion on this, we will only have a 
serious response [?] Our current work is heavy on research. 

AH: What do we mean by 'indicators'? Maybe Mike can clarify. Can we 
define standardized measures which will give us a picture, over time, 
of the state of Jewish Education in America? But I understood that 
what you said, wanted to go to specifics. Then what I would say - can 
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you go in and measure that. (Are these two things?) Today, we relate 
more to the work of the CUE. 

MI: The conception of indicators related to decision making {concept­
related): {l) It is relevant to many decisions (' how many students?' 
'literacy'): Another, (2) they are head-counts: some are qualitative -
less reliable but relevant. The criteria is relevance. We have to 
decide which we need. The secondary: reliability {for research) - if 
nor reliable, then results fluctuate too much, and decisions made on 
them are misleading. 

SF: The issue is evaluation. Indicators will evolve. When we started, we 
were asked by the board, - we used qualitative indicators (e.g.: 'how 
many take post bar-mitzvah?'; 'later, how important is Israel 
experience?') 
It is an interesting question, if this is an indicator. Or teachers in in­
service education; number of recruits of different kinds; then the 
quality of Hebrew; . . . What would this group want to say is 
qualitative - in terms of Hebrew, teacher education, etc.? How would 
you look at this? There are a number of things to evaluate - what is 
worth investing in. I would ask communities, what is worth investing 
in. There is now no accountability, only laundry lists. There is 
another line of effort to be set off ... 

BH: To evaluate the quality/impact. 
SF: E.g. Family education. "What is family education?" The community 

would have to explain. If you have them say what it means, they 
may want to invest in it. It could be a catalyst for research. The 
community will give money for research if they see it makes a 
difference. The questions are: 0) what kind of research is to be 
launched, which may be indicators; {2) what items would be looked 
at, CUE would look at it, be evaluated(?] - you invest in something 
not only if it is a 'good idea,' but if there is a way of doing it. 

GD: It is too complicated, but it makes sense. What does it mean 'evaluate 
CUE'? Process feedback? 

BH: Evaluating the next stage in implementation plan. - I read the 
mobilization plan for Atlanta. I forgot how embedded our thing 1s in 
the politics of community. - How far is this from education! 

SF: I think it is education. Ask Coleman what happened when he did his 
report on segregation. Dirty politics? It is education. 

BH: What would/should we be evaluating? I don't think it is good for us 
to get involved in all these endless subcommittee meetings. 

SF: I don't agree. 
NR: How do we measure success when we no longer have researchers in 

the communities? If we come up with comprehensible indicators, it 
would be very useful. 
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AH: I pictured this: there is a Personnel Action Plan. Get a team that does 
this. What would be a successful implementation? 1997 National 
training institution (' 95 decided upon). In Baltimore, teacher 
assessment started, the quality of the program answers the criteria. 
It is a translation of concrete product. So in 2-3 years, you can give a 
report to the CIJE, showing strengths and weaknesses. 

AlH: I think, what is put on our agenda is: "Has CUE emerged to the next 
stage which puts us on the path for next stage of development?" Are 
we clear on the path? What are the way-stations? We put it on the 
agenda, next time we meet, there should be a paper about it to have 
a discussion. Then a monitoring/advisory group can look at it. 

AH: We left Ellen and Adam with no closure/feedback. we need to decide 
if we give them ... 

Review: 

DP: My handout: Summary and thoughts about yesterday's meeting. 
I would like a discussion on issues we discussed yesterday. [all 
reading handout] Are there significant errors? 

IS: Qualification (on last-but-one page, 3rd paragraph) on the 'coach.' I 
did not intend to rule out that the coach may be adept at identifying 
and helping remedy. The point was that the coach may not be the 
person to le ad the institution, but know what is the conception, help 
identify problems, bring formulations ( a critic, in a sense). 

DP: People were turning in different directions about how many 
institutions to work with, to cultivate a small group/ large group? We 
don't need to make a decision now, but talk. Seymour, you brought 
up a suggestion .... 

SF: The number will be very small. Consider what other activities do 
you carry out. Keep in mind what and how to do it. Today, what is for 
public discussion? Questions are: do you learn better/more from two 
institutions than one? Let's see - the combinations one/many 
communities, one/many coaches. Harvard maybe training coaches, 
make a curriculum. a pedagogy of coaching is to be worked out. 
Stefania suggested it can be video taped. 5-7 people to be trained. If 
you succeed with 2 or 3. you are not paralyzed. 

AlH: It is possible to have a bigger group which is already engaged. They 
are nor given recipes; they are in an on-going process of learning - a 
circle within a circle. As I think of the profile, as we were talking 
about it, (people less directive??) and take it in different directions 
.... It would be a high level of demonstration seminar. I would not 
limit it to a small group. 
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GD: We were thinking of a cadre. Then we said, 'let's think smaller': 
Trainers to work with others. Then we said, 'let's think who would be 
the first people to start this job.' 

DP: I envision a small working group because by the time you bring in a 
large group, you may have a better idea. I am skeptical about coming 
up with so many names - a list of trainees. 

GD: We are talking about commitment, time, - not so much skills, persons 
and places matched. 

DP: The question is - what kind of person ... 
AlH: A thoughtful Jew, committed to Jewish Education, able to engage a 

staff of a school, capable of a 'branching' dialectic, with a strong 
pedagogical skill. 

SF: What makes Is {IS) a Philosopher of Education (not only a 
Philosopher) is. that he can contribute/respond to a principal. We 
need more than a 'thoughtful' person. E.g. Twersky. who runs a 
school. 

Link between Goals Project and MEF: 

DM: Skills are needed: content area, interpersonal skills. - The summary 
of yesterday: learning and always doing; when you get into a 
discussion of the community-wide goals, you get resonance. We 
should not lose the momentum. How to keep the momentum? (ask 
Nessa) There are people in the Educated Jew Project, community 
people could be invited, to become sensitized to content. Develop 
visiting scholars from the Educated Jew Project. Possibilities are: (a) 
MEF research on community goals and show 'what we learned'; (b) 
DP, if MEF people could be sitting in seminars and write it up as case 
study; (c) if we are talking about goals, we need to differentiate 
between and help institutions evaluate what they say their goals are 
and what they do; (d) create an environment with committees, MEF, 
scholars ... 

BR: On the coaches - you talked about educators; there is another one: 
anthropologists - looking at the culture of the institutions. What if we 
did the three projects over, and did nine? 

AG: My reaction was - institutions would come up with goals and we will 
evaluate them. The close analysis of process is not our strength. We 
are not good at the kind of work you are suggesting. Last August we 
decided to do a different kind of evaluation, not an immersion, but 
an interviewing key actors and writing a memo and maybe repeat in 
six months. We could shift, but .... 
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DP: 

BH: 

GD: 
AG: 
BR: 
DM: 

EG: 
AlH: 

Linking of MEF and Goals Project - a good idea (MEF doing 
institutional profiles). Self-study of different kinds is valuable. Issue 
of community vision - 'should we/or not' be on the agenda. We may 
need to revisit 'how important it is'; or should we be more modest? -
Also, how many institutions do we work with? The number of 
resources, what the resources are, what is our impact? Impact 
depends on dissemination. This may be why the MEF contribution is 
important. 
MEF and Goals Project link is important. We need to evaluate 
underlying assumptions. If the assumption is 'goals matter,' it is a 
faith assumption, a powerful assumption. - I have been thinking 
about the lay people. A level of skepticism is there. How do we 
measure that goals are [approached]? The MEF got started because 
we wanted to know answers to these questions: 'If you do X. do 
things get better?' - This new discussion changes the MEF job. 
Did we talk about the Personnel Initiatives in the communities? 
It is a longer term ... 
In terms of testing, pre/post test, matched groups ... 
It is the content issue: can some of the content things stay on MEF' s 
agenda? 
We have MEF, could add RP (Research and Policy). 
As part of the ' MEF design' - look at evaluation of CUE Projects, 
Personnel Project. and Goals Initiative. We have to reconceptualize 
what our work will have to be. - Where are we on (1) Number of 
incentives [?]; (2) training process; (3) coaches. 

Summary: 

SF: The question of agenda: Where Harvard can help us? What is the 
scope? What/how MEF undertakes for evaluation? Sharing goals with 
communities; sharing progress and difficulties. - What is wrong with 
declaring change of direction, or re-evaluating (on the model of the 
hard sciences, when they get negative results?) 

NR: The Goals Seminars may be effective models of community 
mobilization. 

SF: It could be an important step. Supposing somebody shared with 
communities how complex it is, show them what the light at the end 
of the tunnel is. and a Twersky-Scheffler philosophical piece, - it will 
raise the level of discourse. 

AlH: We need to decide how to go ahead for the summer seminar. and 
plan out how to engage institutions for the fall. We need to figure out 
how to go about the training. We need to work these out in the 
summer. We need a document which plans this out. 
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SF: A video conference? 
DP: We are thinking about a small number of institutions and some of us 

are going in and playing a role {DM and I). What type of commitment 
does it involve? 

SF: Institutions should be recruited, not by applications. 
DP: The issue of community vision is brought up, then it is put on the 

back-burner. It is something we will [have to] deal with in some 
way? 

AlH: You have to suggest a process of how to go about it. 
SF: I suggest: take the community who did this best {requires wisdom): 

Cleveland?? - Lead a community discussion, then you pick a 
community where you can succeed. We refuse the mechanical way of 
doing it. 

NR: Maybe the first way to engage the community is to have a 
community goals seminar. 

GD: In our minds was someone who is not a content-free 'gad-fly'. 
Content should be there. The team should have somebody like that. 

AG: I want to hear Mike, Seymour, Annette. Mike, we would like your 
continued feedback. 

MI: I want you to concentrate on a level of the question. My question is: 
{l) Community - is a failure now: (2) Have you scheduled time to 
finish this? It ought to be addressed. There are a number of points 
which are problematic. We need to discuss this. - My question is. who 
is in charge of transforming the research report into a policy 
question. This phase is missing. You at CUE are responsible to decide. 

SF: This is the role of your advisory committee. They should respond to 
i1.. Alan learned from this - if you don't have a committed person on 
your committee, nothing happens. 

AlH: Mike, what is the forum which raises the findings to Policy? Maybe 
data is not deep enough? There are many ways the committee can 
function. What Mike is saying: 'Take this research and make policy 
agenda out of this.' 

MI: Or if not. then say how the next report should be ... 
BH: This is what MEF is about. 
AIH: If we had a meeting {CUE, MEF, etc) put on the table what your 

agendas are ... 
MI: The Atlanta experience is a good case study to clarify your mind. 
AIH: How do we proceed now, so it will not be too far in the future? 
SF: They wrote the Policy Brief on the phone. 
AG: It is a matter of the priority list. 

I think we could do it this summer - maybe it will not be timely. 
AlH : It has to be in real time. 
GD: We have to bring in new people. 
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AlH: I suggest (to AH, AG) we should have a meeting schedule, build an 
agenda, etc., which becomes a part of an ongoing work-plan. 

SF: A thought - Is there a way to enlarge the capacity? 
AG: Under the current design we have no field researchers, we have less 

new material. 
GD: We may have taken the wrong decision in terms of people we want 

to [tap]... (personnel). 
MI: We will have policy driven research data ... 
SF: It is open for discussion: How lead communities are chosen, etc., etc ... 

There is a seminar ( scheduled for) March 6-12. 

AlH: This brings our two days to a close. Thank you Israel Scheffler, 
Vernon Howard, PERC-Mandel Program. 
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