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Dear David,

Thanks for the comments on the monitorings svaluation, and feedback proposal.
Slawly but surely, the whole enterprise seems to be moving forward.

I enjoyed reading your paper on school chaoice in the supplementary schools
market. I think it has a contribution to offer the general education field,
and that Teachers College Record would be a gogd place for it. 1 hope you
will also submit i1t for presentation at next year’s conference of the Research
Network on Jewish Education. (Did you receive the conference announcement?)

I have a2 few comments which I hope will be helpful. In general [ thought the
paper was very interesting but somewhat underwritten, and most of my
suggestions have to do with expanding and elabarating.

(1) To be of interest to the general audience, the paper needs to set up the
general problem more clearly, explaining how this is a special case which is
useful for addressing the problem, and to return to the initial problem more
strongly in the end. The paper begins to address a general problem--the
effects of a choice system on educational quality-~but does not elaborate much
on the issue. [ suggest expanding part I to include a fuller discussian of
various predictions about what happens to educational guality when choices ave
available. (I see this as the major issue. I assume that is your view also.!

Part V seemed to undercut the paper’s appeal to a general audience. Instead
of discussing varied goals of Jewish education (p.14-15) and the analogy of
pubiic/private schools and supplemental/day schools {(p.14~17}, this section
needs to draw lessons from the case study for policies on school chgice.
Despite the differences between Jewish supplemental schools and secular
schools, which are well stated, I think there are some lessons for the general
educational community. What affects quality when choice is available?
Apparently schools try hard to meet the interests and needs of their clients,
within limits created by self-imposed standards. MWe alsg learn that the
excitement af a new option may wear off, particularly if there is a perception
that quality has not been maintained. Another finding is the variability of
options, as noted in the last sentence of Part V (p.17). Finally, it might be
wor th noting that price is clearly not everything: most parents did not choaose
the cheapest way to obtain a bar mitzvah. 11 think these kind of issues need
to he at the farefront of Part V.

1 agree the question of quality is important but unresolved (but I prefer the



word "ambiguity" to "unclarity" at the bottom of p.l4). ODOne point the paper
could make is that neither the researchers nor the parents have good ways of
judging the quality of the schools. This certainly halds in general education
as well, and it is relevant to the question of what happens to quality in a
system of cheoice. For the purposes of this paper, I think it is useful to
speak of quality as guantity, recognizing that guantity is a crude measure,
That would allow you to be more consistent; at present you speak implicitly of
quality as quantiiy in describing the differences amang the schools. I
recammend discussing this issue early an--perhaps towards the end of Part I1I-
-s0 we know hgw we are suppased to judge the different schools.

As 1 see it the paper suggests that choice does not guarantee quality,

especially when quality is so0 hard to measure. It does stimulate variability,
and 1t may help to maintain standards of quality (measured by quantity}.

{2} Minor points:
{a}) P.9 — The demands of the JYH program did not seem "minimal™ to me,

particularly the demands on families,

(b) Dften 1 wanted more infermation on the schools. For example, why
did the fogunding directors af the JYH move (p.1@)? What did bar mitzvah mean
to the students in the different kinds of schools?

(cy P.13, top, last sentence of Fart IV - Drop the phrase, "in
supplementary Jewish educatiecn.” With it; the sentence makes it sound as if

the main point of the paper is assessing Jewish supplementary education, and
that will not be of interest to the general audience.

{d) P. 13 , first senteace of part V - Not clear what you mean by
"attainment, not achievement." Need te explain this point.

(e P. 15, bottom - where does the quaote end?
(f} P, 16 ~ Admission requirements also include the willingness to pay!
PR NR

Good luck! 1 hope to see you at the Research Network canference next summer.
Have a goad year.

Sincerely,

Adam












2. Work with Shulamith and the chief field researcher to estahlish a monitoring and
feedback system: Specify main areas of focus, procedures, forms, etc., as much as is
possible in advance.

2. Participate in an initiatory meeting with all the ficld researchers. The main purpose of
the meeting would be for the chief field researcher to train the other field workers, based
on the monitoring plans we have worked out.

3. Remain in regular contact with the chief ficld researcher and provide assistance as
needed.

B. Outcome development
1. Provide continuous feedback to the paper author. Approve final version of the initial

draft of the paper, July 1992.

YEAR 1 OF LEAD COMMUNITIES: SEP. 1992 - JUNE 1993

A. Field research
1. This period of the fieldwork project is problematic for me because I will be out of the
country. Although I can provide feedback on written discussions of fieldwork findings, 1
will not be available to participate in quarterly meetings of the fieldwork team.
Responsibility for supervision will rest with the chief field researcher. I will review the
ninc-month reports of the field researchers which are due during this period.

B. Outcome development
1. Advise the author of the thought paper on revisions in response to reaction from
diverse representatives of the American Jewish community. Approve final version of the
expanded draft of the paper.
2. Prepare agenda, attend, and lead a meeting of the research advisory committee to
discuss (a) their views of the outcomes described in the paper and (b) their suggestions for
approaches to measuring these outcomes.

YEAR 2 OF LEAD UNITIES: SEP. 1993 - 1994

A. Field research
1. Establish more frequent contacts with the chief field researcher, and participate in
quarterly meetings with the fieldwork team. Provide feedback on preliminary papers
leading up to the 21-month reports from the lead communities.

B. Outcome development
1. Establish a mechanism for developing instruments for measuring outcomes of Jewish

education, according to (a) the outcomes paper completed in year 1; (b) reports of
operative outcomes uncovered in the lead communities; (c) conceptions of the educated
Jew developed at the Mandel Institute; and (d) suggestions from the research advisory
committee in response to these sources of information.

YEAR 3 OF LEAD COMMUNITIES: SEP. 1994 - JUNE 1995

If all goes as planned in the preceding three years, we may be ready at this time to begin a
quantitative study of the outcomes of education in the lead communities and elsewhere. Taking
the outcome indicators we will have developed, we may be able to assess standards in the lead
communities and compare them to standards elsewhere. This cannot be viewed conclusively as a
causal analysis, but it will be an attempt to validate the conclusions of the field work, which will
presumably continue through this year.












Monitoring, Evaluation, and Feedback: A Three-Year Qutline
Adam Gamoran

University of Wisconsin, Madison

July, 1991

This memo proposes a plan for the monitoring, evaluation, and feedback component of
the CIJE. The plan contains three elements: field research in lead communities; development of
outcomes and tools for measuring outcomes; and stimulation of self-contained research projects.
Tasks are described for the first three years, beginning fall 1991. Explanations of rationales are
drawn in part from my earlier memo.

FIELD RESEARCH IN LEAD COMMUNITIES

Studying the process of change in lead communities should be a major component of the
CUE strategy. Documenting the process is especially important because the effects of innovation
may not he manifested for several years. For example, suppose Community X manages to
quadruple its number of full-time, professionally-trained Jewish educators. How long will it take
for this change to affect cognitive and affective outcomes for students?- Since the results cannot
be detected immediately, it is important to obtain a qualitative sense of the extent to which the
professional educators are being used effectively. Studying the process is also important in the
case of unsuccessful innovation. Suppose despite the best-laid plans, Community X is unable to
increase its professional teaching force. Learning from this experience would require knowledge
of the points at which the innovation broke down.

Field researchers. At least one half-time field researcher would be hired for each
community. Although budgetary and personnel constraints are likely to constrain the number of
rescarchers the CLJE is able to hire, we should be aware that the depth of monitoring, evaluation,
and feedback will be reiated to the number of researchers supported by the CIJE. I estimate that
one half-time researcher would be able to provide the level of detail described in this memo if the
size of the Jewish community is approximately 50,000 or smaller.

Field researchers would have the following responsibilities:
1. Supplement community self-studies with additional quantitative data, as determined
following a review of the self-studies in all of the lead communities.

2. Use these data, along with interviews and observations in the field, to gain an
understanding of the state of Jewish education in the community at the outset of the lead
community process.

3. Attend meetings and interview participants in order to monitor the progress of efforts
to improve the educational delivery system, broadly conceived.

4, Write a nine-moath report describing items 1-3 (May 1993). An important contribution
of the report would be to discuss the operative goals of programs in the lead community.
The report would also assess progress toward the commission’s goals, and would speak
frankly about barriers to implementing the plans of the local commission. In this way, the
report would serve as formative evaluation for the community and the CIJE.



5. Replicate the initial data collection a year later, and continue monitoring progress
toward the commission plan.

6. Issue a 21-month report (May 1994), which would describe educational changes that
occurred during the first two years, and present an assessment of the extent to which goals
have been achieved. Two types of assessment would be included: (a) Qualitative
assessment of program implementation. (b) Tabulation of changes in rates of participation
in Jewish education, which may be associated with new programs.

It may be possible to compare changes in rates of participation to changes that do or do
not occur in other North American Jewish communities. For example, suppose the lead
communities show increases in rates of Hebrew school attendance after Bar Mitzvah. Did
these rates change in other communities during the same period? 1f not, one may have
greater confidence in the impact of the efforts of the lead communities. (Even so, it is
important to remember that the impact of the programs in lead communities cannot be
disentangled from the gverall impact of lead communities by this method. Thus, we must
be cautious in our generalizations about the effects of the programs.)

The 21-month reports would serve as both formative and summative evaluation for the
local commissions and the CIJE. In other words, they would not only encourage
improvement in ongoing programs, but would also inform decisions about whether
programs should be maintained or discontinued.

7. Field researchers would also serve as advisers to reflective practitioners in their
communities (see below).

Schedule. During fall 1991, a job description and list of qualifications would be prepared.
The researchers would be hired and undergo training during spring and summer 1992. During
this period, further details of the monitoring and feedback system would be worked out. The
fieldwork itself would begin in late summer or early fall 1992,

Chief field researcher. One of the field researchers would serve as chief field researcher.
The chief filed researcher would work full-time. In addition to studying his or her community, the
chief ficld researcher would be responsible for training the others and coordinating their studies.

Reflective practitioners. .In each iead community, two or morc refleclive practitioners
would be commissioned to reflect on and writc about their own educational efforts. The
reflective practitioners, who could be selected by their local councils, would be teachers or
administrators involved in CIJE programs with reputations for excellent practice, or who are
attempting to change their practices substantially. The local Geld researchers would supervise and
advise the reflective practitioners.

Collection of achievement and attitudinal data. Some of the participanis at the July, 1991
Jerusalem workshop advocated administering such achievement tests and attitudinal
questionnaires as are currently available. This effort would require another researcher dedicated
to the task. Much work remains to be done in locating and selecting among available tests and
survey items.

DEVELOPMENT OF OUTCOMES
It is widely recognized that the question of the outcomes of Jewish education, which was



not addressed in the Commission report, cannot be avoided by the CIJE. This is not only a
practical necessity, but a requircment of the research project: to evaluate the success of programs
in the lead communities, one must know the criteria by which they are to be evaluated. Hence,
the research project will take up the issues of (a) what are the aims of Jewish education; and (b}
how can those aims, once defined, be measured?

Proposed tasks for this component of the project for the first two years are:

1. Commission a thought paper by an experienced professional on the outcomes of Jewish
education. Guidelines for the paper would include:
(a) The focus would be concrete rather than vague. This might be accomplished
by posing the question as, "If you were to evaluate the outcomes of Jewish
education, what would you look at?"
(b) Outcomes should be addressed in the areas of cognition, attitudes,
values/beliefs, practices, and participation.

2. Distribute the paper for comments to national/continental organizations for feedback.

3. Engage the original writer to expand the paper in light of feedback received from the
major organizations. The revision should include an analysis of points of agreement and
disagreement among the organizations.

4. Present the revised paper to the research advisory group, posing the following
questions:

(a) What do you make of this set of outcomes?

(b) How might they be measured?

The research advisory group would have two additional sources of information to consider:
the operative goals of programs in iead communities, as described by field rescarchers in
their 9-month reports; and conceptions of the educated Jew developed by the Mandel
Institute.

5. Commission appropriate experts to begin selecting or creating outcome indicators.

STIMULATION OF SELF-CONTAINED RESEARCH PROJECTS

At any time during the process, the CIJE may require urgent atiention to specific issues of
educational effectiveness. (An example might be the relative effectiveness of supplementary
school and summer camp attendance for Jewish identification.) After developing an internal
consensus, CIJE would either (1) issue a request for proposals on that topic, or (2) recruit and
commission individual to carry out the research project.



PROPOSED TIMELINE

FIELDWORK OUTCOME DEVELOPMENT

Fall 1991 create job description commission paper
Spring 1992 oversee hiring, training
July 1992 approve first paper
Fall-Spring, fieldwork underway responses to paper

1992-93 from national orgs.
May 1993 9-month reports revise paper
August 1993 meet with research

advisory committee

Fall-Spring, fieldwork continues develop outcome

1993-94 indicators

May 1994 21-month reports



St ramtemmaomma e i e ean

TOWARDS THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE

COMMIES8ION ON JEWIEH EDUCATION IN NORTH AMERICA:
THE COUNCIL FOR INITIATIVES IN JEWISH EDUCATION

LEAD COMMUNITY PROJECT

The lLead Community: A Concept, A Process, A Flace

An Overview and Basic Conceptions

A Lead Community is a concept, a process and a place~-
- a community engaged in planning for a comprehensive,
far—-reaching and systematic improvement of Jewish

education.

The CIJE and the Lead Community

Several lead communities will be established and each
will enter a partnership with the CIJE committing
itself to develop and implement a specific plan of
programs and projects in the community.

Content

The community plan must include elements designed to
address the ‘enabling options’ ~ professional
development programs for all educators, recruitment and
involvement of key lay leadership and enhanced use of
Israel experiences as an educational resource.

Programs

The communities should undertake programmatic
initiatives most suited to meet local needs and
resources and likely to have a major impact on the
scope and qguality of Jewish education in the
community.

Monitoring, Evaluation, and Feed-back
Community plans and projects should be carefully

monitored and evaluated and feedback provided on an
ongoing basis.

Appendix: Recruitment and Selection of Lead Communities



An Overview

A Time to Act, reflects the North American Commission on Jewish
Education’s recommendation to establish local laboratories for
Jewish education as a strategy for bringing about significant
change and improvement.

Three to five model communities will be established to
demonstrate what can happen when there is an infusion of
outstanding personnel into the educational system, when the
importance of Jewish education is recognized by the
community and its leadership, and when the necessary funds
are secured to meet additional costs.

These models, called "Lead Communities”, will provide a
leadership function for other communities throughout North
America. Their purpose is to serve as laboratories in which
to discover the educational practices and policies that work
best. They will function as the testing places for "best
practices" - exemplary or excellent programs - in all fields
of Jewish education.

Each of the Lead Communities will engage in the

process of redesigning and improving the delivery of Jewish
education through a wide array of intensive programs.

(2_Time to Act, p. 67)



sic Conc jons

The process of change is gradual. A long term project is
being undertaken by the CIJE. The Lead Community Project
is a means of bringing about meaningful change in Jewish
education in North America by addressing those elements
thought to be most critical to improvement.

Without community support for Jewish education and an
approach to deal with the shortage of qualified personnel
no systemic change is likely. These are the "building
blocks or enabling options" identified by the Commission.

The initiative for bringing about community change should
come from the local community itself.

Each local community will be encouraged to strengthen
existing programs and to develop innovative and
experimental programs to expand thinking beyond existing

.ideas and approaches.

A local planning mechanism will be responsibkble

for generating plans and ideas and designing programs
that have the support of a coalition of the stakeholders--
key institutions and individuals.

In order for a community plan for change to be valid and
effective it should fulfill two conditions:

e It must be comprehensive and of sufficient scope to
have significant impact on the overall profile of
Jewish education.

e It must ensure high standards of guality. This can be
accomplished with the assistance of experts in the
field, careful and thorough planning, and appropriate
evaluation procedures.

The CIJE will assist in designing and field-testing
sclutions to local problems through the professional and
technical support of its staff and consultants and the
assistance of the many resources of its co-sponsors-~ the
Council of Jewish Federations (CJF), the Jewish Community
Center Association (JCCA) and the Jewish Educational
Services of North America (JESNA)~-- the national training
institutions, the denomintions and the local, regional, and
national organizations.



The CIJE and the lead Community

A coalition of the majority of the local educational institutions
should be required to undertake a planning process and to make a
commitment to recruit outstanding lay leadership so as to establish
a supportive community climate to ensure the success of the plan.

Based on the specific needs of the community and the resources
available for implementation each community should propose a
specific program that it believes will make a significant impact on
the scope and quality of Jewish education.

The CIJE should offer each lead community:

- professional guidance by staff and consultants

- on-going consultation on content and process issues

~ liaison to continental and international resources

- facilitation of funding for special projects through the
CIJE’s relationship with foundations

- assistance in the recruitment of community leadership

~ Best Practice Project

~ Monitoring, Evaluation and Feed-back

Each community should make specific programmatic choices selected
by mutual agreement from a menu prepared by the CIJE. The CIJE menu
will include required and gptional elements.

The reguired elements will include:

# activities to "build the profession" including in-service
education for all personnel

® recruitment and involvement of outstanding lay leaders
for Ycommunity support" of Jewish education

e maximum use of Best Practices so as to strengthen
existing programs

e additional and enhanced Israel experience programs



Personnel Development:

Communities should develop and implement a plan for the recruitment
and training of personnel and for activities to "build the
profession™. The plan should consider the community’s varied
settings for formal and informal Jewish education and plan for pre-
service and in-service activities for teachers, principals, rabbis
and all personnel working in the field, either as professionals or
as avocational educators. It should include a plan to recruit and
train previously under-utilized community human resources.

Specific examples of personnel development activities include the
development of policies and programs to improve salaries and
benefits, to develop new career paths and to empower educators by
creating new roles for educators in decision-making in schools and
in the community.

The CIJE will recommend elements of an effective personnel
development program and assist communities in the planning and
implementation stages.

Community Support:

Each lead community should@ launch a major effort at building
community suppert. What is required is leadership at the
congregational/school, agency board level and Federation levels.
This requirement includes the recruitment of top leadership for
financial support for Jewish education so as to create a supportive
community climate to influence funding decisions and provide
effective leadership for lead community activities.

Some possible approaches to developing stronger leadership have
been identified. They include:

- improving the status of leadership in Jewish education
- providing mentors for younger leadership from among the
well-established and influential community leadership

- training of school and agency boards through a
community based training program

- recruiting leadership from active adult learners

- community leadership development programs designed
specifically for Jewish educational leadership



Among the specific activiies that should be considered is the
adoption of a formal agenda for COMMUNITY SUPPORT that includes:

- new financial commitments with specific appropriate
approaches to local fund-raising

- establishment of a formal education “lobby"

- development of regional or inter-communal networks

- formalization of 1ay—profe551ona1 dialogues

- public relations efforts

Optional elements may include the enrichment and/or modification of
existing programs and the development of innovative and
experimental programs for a variety of settings.

The CIJE should formalize its relationship with each lead community
specifying the programs/projects to be implemented - the goals,
anticipated outcomes, and the additional human and financial
resources that the community will make available. The agreement
should likewise specify the support that can be expected from the
CIJE.

The CIJE should provide each lead community with timely feed-back
through the study of programs and projects. At a later stage, the
successful programs may be offered to additional communities for
replication or modification in other settings. Others may be
dropped altogether.



Content

A wide variety of possible options reflecting the
commitments, concerns and interests of the commissioners
were considered ~ any one of which could have served as the
basis for the Commission’s agenda. It was recognized that
the options could be usefully divided into two large
categories: enabling options and programmatic options.

The Commission decided to focus its work initially on two enabling
options as major approaches to change without which other program
options were unlikely to achieve their goals. The enabling options
are to "build the profession" so as to deal with the shortage of
gualified personnel and “the community - its leadership, structures
and funding” so as to provide the support essential for community
change. Each community will be required first to plan for the
"enabling options", the required elements of the community plan.

The Commission identified programmatic areas for intervention as a
means to improving existing programs, strengthening institutions
and developing innovative and experimental projects. The
programmatic areas include the target populations (early
childhood through senior citizens), settings and frameworks
(informal and formal - e.g., schools, centers and camps) and
specific content and methods.

Each community should choose the programmatic areas through which
they plan to address these options.

YEnabling options" should be reflected in the programmatic areas
selected by the community, those most suited to local needs and
conditions.

Two examples help clarify the critical relationship between
"enabling options" and specific programs.

~ Training programs for principals improve schools.

- Individual schools benefit when supplementary school
teachers participate in required in-service training
programs.

"As the Lead Communities begin to develop their plans of action the
Best Practices inventory would offer a guide to successful
programs/sites/curricula which could be adopted in the Lead
Communities." (The Best Practices Project by Dr. Barry W. Holtz).
Thus a community choosing to undertake a specific program/project
will be offered models of successful programs/projects by the CIJE
so as to incorporate experience in the field in planning and
decision making. The community can then either replicate, modify or
develop unique programs, keeping in mind the standards set by these
models,



Monitorin valuati an eedback

Ongoing monitoring of progress -~ collection and analysis of
data -- should assist community leaders, planners and educators to
improve and adjust implementation activities in the communities.

The CIJE should establish an Evaluatioh Project to provide:

® ongoing monitoring of activities and elements of the
community plan

e evaluation of progress in appropriate form/s

e a feedback loop(s) to “connect practical results with a
process of rethinking, replanning and implementation"

Data will be collected locally and nationally to:

- evaluate the impact and effectiveness of individual programs
— evaluate the effectiveness of the Lead Community Concept
as a model for change
— create indicators and a data base to serve as the basis for
an.-ongoing assessment of Jewish education in North America.

It is anticipated that this work may contribute to a periodic
"State of Jewish Education Report" as recommended by the
Commission.

Research findings provided through the feedback loop(s) will make
information available on a continuous basis for decision-making
purposes. The feedback loop(s) provide for the rapid exchange of
knowledge and the ability to use information in both planning and
practice. It is anticipated that this approach will result in
ongoing adjustments and adaptations of plans.



PDATE: N PS

During its initial months the CIJE has succeeded in establishing a
organization and infrastructure that is now ready to launch work on -
the recommendations of the Commission. The Senior Policy Advisors
and the Board of Directors of the CIJE have held their initial
meetings and reviewed preliminary papers and conceptions. The
Education Officer has begun work on a full-time basis and a search
is undrway for the Executive Director and Senior Planner.

Two deliberations were held at the Mandel Institute in Jerusalem -
January and July 1991~ with CIJE staff, advisors and consultants.
A working group of educators and planners has been formed to assist
the CIJE in its work.

A first workplan for the CIJE and time line have been established
that includes the following elements:

Establishing Lead Communities - as outlined in this paper

Undertaking a Best Practices Projects as outlined in
the enclosed CIJE paper by Dr. Barry W. Holtz

A paper now being prepared towards the establishment of a
research capability in North America

A project to building community support including the
preparation of a strategic plan

Development of an approach to a continental strategy for
preparing Jewish educators

Developing and launching a monitoring, evaluation and
feedback program for the CIJE

Separate papers will be forthcoming on each of the above elements
of the CIJE’s program.

SRE
8/91



Appendix: The Recruitment and Selection of Lead Communities

The following approach has been proposed for the recruitment and
selection of lead communities through a two round screening
process.

Applicatio nd Selection

Round One: Request for Proposals (RFP)

Following a public announcement and communication to the 1local
federation, which will include information about criteria and the
selection process, communities will have siX weeks to prepare a
letter of intent which will be processed by CIJE staff, reviewed by
Senior Policy Advisors and a committee of the Board of Directors.

Selection Criteria:

A. City Size: minimum Jewish population of 15,000 to maximum
Jewish population of 500,000

B. Commitment
In the Letter of Intent the local federation will be asked
to provide evidence of:
1. the community’s capability of a joint effort by all
elements of the community
2. commitment to involve all stakeholders
3. an existing planning process
4. initiatives and progress in Jewish education in recent
years (5 years)
* 5, a serious commitment of lay leadership
6. potential to recruit strong community leaders
7. petential for funding for lead community
activities
8. understanding of the importance of creating an
environment conducive to innovation and experimentation
9. commitment to developing personnel.

* Letters of support should be included from a sampling of
the stakeholders - educaticnal and communal leaders.

Communities will be selected to participate in the second round.
Following discussion and approval by the Senior Policy Advisors and

the Board of Directors, the CIJE staff will begin the recruitment
process as ocutlined above.

10



Round Two: Formal Application

Communities selected for Round Two will be invited to send
representatives to an informational seminar in preparation for
Round Two and a more detalled application process that will include
a site visit by CIJE staff upon receipt of the completed form.

Following screening by the CIJE staff,. comments will be elicited
from the Senior Policy Advisors and all applications, materials and
comments will be reviewed by a committee of the Board of Directors
and recommendations made for approval by the Board.

Timetable for Recruitment and Selection:

l. Reguests for Proposals (RFP): early September 1991

2. Round One applicatlons due: October 15, 19%1

3. Decision by CIJE Board: mid November 1991

4. Seminar for Round Two Communities: early December 1991
5. Round Two applications due: late January 1992

6. Decision by CIJE Board: by March 1992

11
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POSITION DESCRIPTION FOR DIRECTOR

I. Program Administration

&. Day to Day Operations:
11Management aof school office
275cheduling of prozram funciions
{(e.g. lunch bunch, substitutes, annual calender)
3iMaintain school, student records
4 yManagement of schosl! resources
(e.g. supplies, pantry system)

8., Curriculum CDevelopment & Evaluation
1)0versee gensral curriculum goals
2)Supervise and facilitate classroom curriculum
and planning on an as needed basis

C. Marketing & Enrollment
1dAassecss znd develop Markebting Plan
2iDevelop and implement enrollment plan
and praocedures
3)Develap and implement in conjunctlon with
parent-board n=w psrart arientation program

D. Lisensing & Accreditation
1'Review with and/er test staff on licensing
standards

2 Eneure thet the =zticel i1s oparasted in
compliance with 21l reguired stete licernsing,
city certificztion arnd natiornal (NAEYD)
accreditntios gstantzde
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The director will repert to the board of directcrs
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A. Coordinate recrcitment of new staff in conjunction
with parent/board zcmmittees

E. Ccordinats sng supervise training of steff in
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Federal standards :

C. Facilitate goal setting and review of staff
performance an a regulser basis
1)Ensure compliance with applicable regulations
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policies and praocedures
\YFacilitate formal and informal grievancs
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£. Parent Cooperative
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and facilitate resolution aof concerns & canflicts
Srkork with parents to resolve concerns or
problems regarding individual childrens needs
3)Cammunication to prents re: paliciec and
procedures. enrollment,; scheduling. calender,
angd anv other necessary information
43Attend monkhly board meetings and othar
commititesz meetings as required
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2)Participate in professional child—-care and
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Caucus mtg,; Directors aof Part-Day programs,
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MONITORING, EVALUATION, AND FEEDBACK IN LEAD
COMMUNITIES: A THREE-YEAR OUTLINE

Adam Gamoran
University of Wisconsin, Madison

In late 1990, the Commission on Jewish Education in North America issued A Time to Act, a
report calling for radical improvement in all aspects of Jewish education. At the center of the
report’s strategic plan was the establishment of “lead communities,” demonstration sites that
wouid show North American Jews what was possible:

Three to five model communities will be established to demonstrate what can
happen when there is an infusion of outstanding personnel into the educational
system, when the importance of Jewish education is recognized by the com-
munity and its leadership, and when the necessary funds are secured to meet
additional costs (p. 67).

One year later the successor to the Commission, the Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education
(CIJE), is mobilizing to establish lead communities and to carry out the strategic plan.

How will we know whether the lead communities have succeeded in creating better structures
and processes for Jewish education? On what basis will the CITE encourage other cities to
emulate the programs developed in lead communities? Like any innovation, the lead com-
munities project requires a monitoring, evaluation, and feedback component to document its
efforts and gauge its success.

This proposal describes a plan for monitoring, evaluation, and feedback in lead communities.
It emphasizes two aspects of educational change in lead communities:

(1) What is the process of change in lead comnmumities? This question calls for field research
in the lead communities. It requires a combination of qualitative and quantitative data, and
offers formative as well as summative evaluation — that is, feedback as well as monitoring for
the lead communities.

(2) What are the oufcomes of change in lead communities? Does the project emphasize
increased participation? Should we expect a rise in general Jewish literacy? Such questions
are especially challenging because the specific outcomes have yet to be defined. By asking
about goals in lead communities, the evaluation project will stimulate participants to think
about their own visions and establish a standard by which changes can be measured in later
years.



Field Research in Lead Communities

Studying the process of change in lead communities should be a major component of the CIJE
strategy. Documenting the process is especially important because the effects of innovation
may not be manifested for several years. For example, suppose Community X manages to
quadruple its number of full-time, professionally-trained Jewish educators. How long will it
take for this change to affect cognitive and affective outcomes for students? Since the results
cannot be detected immediately, it is important to obtain a qualitative sense of the extent to
which the professional educators are being used effectively. Studying the process is also
important in the case of unsuccessful innovation.

Suppose despite the best-laid plans, Community X is unable to increase its professional
teaching force. Learning from this experience would require knowledge of the points at which
the innovation broke down.

Field researchers. A team of three full-time field researchers would be hired to carry out the
field research in three lead communities. During the first year, the field researchers will be
principally concerned with three questions:

(a) What are the visions for change in Jewish education held by members of the communities?
How do the visions vary across different individuals or segments of the community? How
vague or specific are these visions? To what extent do these visions crystallize during the
planning year (1992-1993)?

(b) What is the extent of community mobilization for Jewish education? Who is involved, and
who is not? How broad is the coalition supporting the CIJE’s efforts? How deep is
participation within the various agencies? For example, beyond a small core of leaders, is
there grass-roots involvement in the community? To what extent is the community mobi-
lized financially as well as in human resources?

(c) What is the nature of the professional life of educators in this community? Under what
conditions do teachers and principals work? For example, what are their salaries, and their
degree of satisfaction with salaries? Are school faculties cohesive, or fragmented? Do
principals have offices? What are the physical conditions of classrooms? Is there ad-
ministrative support for innovation among teachers?

The first question is essential for establishing that specific goals exist for improving Jewish
education, and for uncovering what these goals are. The second and third questions concern
the “enabling options” described in 4 Time to Act, the areas of improvement which are
essential to the success of lead communities: mobilizing community support, and building a
profession of Jewish education.

Field researchers will address these questions in the following way:

1. Supplement community self-studies with additional quantitative data, as determined follow-
ing a review of the self-studies in all of the lead communities. For example, what are the



educational backgrounds of Jewish teachers? How much turnover exists among educators in
the community?

2. Use these data, along with interviews and observations in the field, to gain an understanding
of the state of Jewish education in the community at the outset of the lead community process.

3. Attend meetings and interview participants in order to monitor the progress of efforts to
improve the educational delivery system, broadly conceived.

4. Report on a regular basis to provide feedback for participants in the lead communities.

5. Write a nine-month report (May 1993} describing and interpreting the process and products
of change to date. An important contribution of the report would be to discuss the operative
goals of programs in the lead community. The report would also assess progress toward the
Commission’s goals, and would speak frankly about barriers to implementing the plans of the
local commission. In this way, the report would serve as formative evaluation for the com-
munity and the CIJE.

6. Replicate the initial data collection a year later, and continue monitoring progress toward
the commission plan.

7. Issue a 21-month report (May 1994), which would describe educational changes that
occurred during the first two years, and present an assessment of the extent to which goals have
been achieved. Two types of assessment would be included:

(a) Qualitative assessment of program implementation.

(b) Tabulation of changes in rates of participation in Jewish education, which may be
associated with new programs.

It may be possible to compare changes in rates of participation to changes that do or do not
occur in other North American Jewish communities. For example, suppose the lead com-
munities show increases in rates of supplementary school attendance after Bar Mitzvah. Did
these rates change in other communities during the same period? If not, one may have greater
confidence in the impact of the efforts of the lead communities. (Even so, it is important to
remember that the impact of the programs in lead communities cannot be disentangled from
the overall impact of lead communities by this method. Thus, we must be cautious in our
generalizations about the effects of the programs.)

The 21-month reports would serve as both formative and summative evaluation for the local
commissions and the CIJE. In other words, they would not only encourage improvement in
ongoing programs, but would also inform decisions about whether programs should be
maintained ot discontinued.

7.Field researchers would also serve as advisers to reflective practitioners in their communities
(see below).



Schedule. During fall 1991, a job description and list of qualifications was prepared. The
researchers should be hired and undergo training during the summer and fal} of 1992. During
this period, further details of the monitoring and feedback system would be worked out. The
fieldwork itself would begin in fall 1992.

Director of monitoring, evaluation, and feedback. The field researchers would be guided by a
director of monitoring, evaluation, and feedback. The director would be responsible for
providing leadership, establishing an overall vision for the project. Further responsibilities
would include making final decisions in the selection of field researchers; participating in the
training of field researchers and in the development of a detailed monitoring and feedback
system; overseeing the formal and informal reports from field researchers; and guiding plans
for administration of surveys and tests in the lead communities.

Reflective practitioners. In each lead community, beginning in 1993, two or more reflective
practitioners would be commissioned to reflect on and write about their own educational
cfforts. (A reflective practitioner is an educator who, in addition to normal responsibilities,
takes on the task of thinking systematically and writing about his or her efforts and experien-
ces.) The reflective practitioners, who could be selected by their local councils, would be
teachers or administrators involved in CLJE programs with reputations for excellent practice,
or who are attemipting to change their practices substantially.

The field researchers would supervise and advise the reflective practitioners.

Collection of achievement and attitudinal data. Although specific goals for education in lead
communities have yet to be defined, it is essential to make the best possible effort to collect
rudimentary quantitative data to use as a baseline upon which to build. Details of this data
collection, and a plan for longitudinal follow-ups, cannot yet be specified. As an example, we
might administer a Hebrew test to seventh graders in all educational institutions in the
community. Seventh grade would be chosen because it is the grade that probably captures the
widest participation of students who study Hebrew. The test would need to be highly inclusive,
covering, for example, biblical, prayerbook, and conversational Hebrew. It may not be
restricted to multiple- choice answers, in order to allow respondents to demonstrate capacity
touse Hebrew as alanguage. The test would be accompanied by a limited survey questionnaire
of perhaps twelve items, which would gauge students’ attitudes and participation levels. This
data collection effort would be led by a survey researcher, with assistance from the field
researchers, from community members who would be hired to help administer the survey, and
from specialists who would score the tests.



Timeline
FIELDWORK
Fall 1991
Spring 1992
Summer 1992

Fall-Spring,
1992-93

May 1993
Fall-Spring,
1993-1994

May 1994

OUTCOME DEVELOPMENT
create job description

recruit field researchers

hire, train field researchers

fieldwork underway,
quarterly reports,

9-month reports
fieldwork continues,
administer surveys/tests

quarterly reports

21-month reports
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MONITORING, EVALUATION, AND FEEDBACK IN LEAD COMMUNITIES:
A THREE-YEAR OUTLINE

In late 1990, the Commission on Jewish Education in North America issued A Time to
Act, a report calling for radical improvement in all aspects of Jewish education. At the center of
the report’s strategic plan was the establishment of "lead communities,” demonstration sites that
would show North American Jews what was possible:

Three to five model communities will be established to demonstrate what can happen
when there is an infusion of outstanding personnel into the educational system, when the
importance of Jewish education is recognized by the community and its leadership, and
when the necessary funds are secured to meet additional costs (p.67).

One year later the successor to the Commission, the Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education
(CIJE), is mobilizing to establish lead communities and to carry out the strategic plan.

How will we know whether the lead communities have succeeded in creating better
structures and processes for Jewish education? On what basis will the CIJE encourage other
cities to emnulate the programs developed in lead communities? Like any innovation, the lead
communities project requires a monitoring, evaluation, and feedback component to document its
efforts and gauge its success.

This proposal describes a plan for monitoring, evaluation, and feedback in lead
communities. It emphasizes two aspects of educational change in lead communities:

(1) What is the process of change in lead communities? This question calls for field
research in the lead communities. It requires a combination of qualitative and quantitative
data, and offers formative as well as summative evaluation -- that is, feedback as well as
monitoring -- for the lead communities.

(2) What are the putcomes of change in lead communities? This question is especially
challenging because the desired outcomes have yet to be defined. Hence, addressing the
question requires, first, enumeration of possible outcomes, second, developinent of
indicators for measuring selected outcomes, and third, research on the connection between
programs in lead communities and the measured outcomes.

FIELD RESEARCH IN LEAD COMMUNITIES

Studying the process of change in lead communities should be a major component of the
CUJE strategy. Documenting the process is especially important because the effects of innovation
may not be manifested for several years. For example, suppose Community X manages to
quadruple its number of full-time, professionally-trained Jewish educators. How long will it take
for this change to affect cognitive and affective outcomes for students? Since the results cannot
be detected immediately, it is important to obtain a qualitative sense of the extent to which the
professional educators are being used effectively. Studying the process is also important in the
case of unsuccessful innovation. Suppose despite the best-laid plans, Community X is unahle to
increase its professional teaching force. Learning from this experience would require knowledge
of the points at which the innovation broke down.



Field researchers. At least one half-time field researcher would be hired for each
community. Although budgetary and personnel constraints are likely to limit the number of
researchers the CIJE is able to hire, we should be aware that the depth of monitoring, evaluation,
and feedback will be related to the number of researchers supported by the CIJE. I estimate that
one half-time researcher would be able to provide the level of detail described in this memo if the
size of the Jewish community is approximately 50,000 or smaller.

Field researchers would have the following responsibilities:
1. Supplement community self-studies with additional quantitative data, as determined
following a review of the seif-studies in all of the lead communities.

2. Use these data, along with interviews and observations in the field, to gain an
understanding of the state of Jewish education in the community at the outset of the lead
community process.

3. Attend meetings and interview participants in order to monitor the progress of efforts
to improve the educational delivery system, hroadly conceived.

4. Prepare informal quarterly briefs which will serve as a source of feedback for
participants in the lead communities.

5. Write a nine-month report (May 1993) describing and interpreting the process and
products of change (0 date. An important contribution of the report would be to discuss
the operative goals of programs in the lead community. The report would also assess
progress toward the Commission’s goals, and would speak frankly about barriers to
implementing the plans of the local commission. In this way, the report would serve as
formative evaluation for the community and the CLJE.

6. Replicate the initial data collection a year later, and continue monitoring progress
toward the commission plan.

7. Issue a 21-month report (May 1994), which would describe educational changes that
occurred during the first two years, and present an assessment of the extent to which goals
have been achieved Two types of assessment would be included: (a) Qualitative
assessment of program implementation. (b) Tabulation of changes in rates of participation
in Jewish education, which may be associated with new programs.

It may be possible to compare changes in rates of participation to changes that do or do
not occur in other North American Jewish communities. For example, suppose the lead
communities show increases in rates of Hebrew school attendance after Bar Mitzvah. Did
these rates change in other communities during the same period? If not, one may have
greater confidence in the impact of the efforts of the lead communities. (Even so, it is
important to remember that the impact of the programs in lead communities cannot be
disentangled from the overal] impact of lead communities by this method. Thus, we must
be cautious in our generalizations about the effects of the programs.)

The 21-month reports would serve as both formative and summative evaluation for the
local commissions and the CLTE. In other words, they would not only encourage



improvement in ongoing programs, but would also inform decisions about whether
programs should be maintained or discontinued.

7. Field researchers would also serve as advisers to reflective practitioners in their
communities (see below).

Schedyle. During fall 1991, a job description and list of qualifications would be prepared.
The researchers would be hired and undergo training during spring and summer 1992. During
this period, further details of the monitoring and feedback system would be worked out. The
fieldwork itself would begin in late summer or early fall 1992,

Chief field researcher. One of the field researchers would serve as chief field researcher.
The chief Gield researcher would work full-time. In addition to studying his or her community, the
chief field researcher would be responsible for training the others and coordinating their studies.
S/he would also participate in developing a more detailed monitoring and feedback system.

Director of monitoring, evaluation, and feedback The chief field researcher would be
guided by a director of monitoring, evaluation, and feedback. The director would be responsible

for providing leademship, establishing an overall vision for the project. Further responsibilities
would include making final decisions in the sclection of ficld researchers; participating in the
training of Geld researchers and in the development of a detailed monitoring and feedback
system; overseeing the formal and informal reports from ficld researchers; and guiding plans for
administration of surveys and tests in the lead communities.

Reflective practitioners. In each lead community, two or more reflective practitioners
would be commissioned to reflect on and write sbout their own educational efforts. The
reflective practitioners, who coukl be selected by their local councils, would be teachers or
administrators involved in CLJE programs with reputations for excellent practice, or who are
attempting to change their practices substantially. The local field researchers would supervise and
advise the reflective practitioners.

Collection of achi nt attitudinal data. Although spexific goals for education in
lead communities have yet to be defined, it is essential to make the best possible effort to collect
rudimentary quantitative data to usc as a baseline upon which to build. Details of this data
collection, and a plan for longitudinal follow-ups, cannot yet be specified. As an example, we
might administer a Hebrew test to seventh graders in all educational institutions in the
community. Seventh grade would be chosen because it is the grade that prohably captures the
widest participation of students who study Hebrew. The test would need to be highly inclusive,
covering, for example, biblical, prayerbook, and conversational Hebrew. It may not be restricted
to multiple-choice answers, in order to allow respondents to demonstrate capacity to use Hebrew
as a language. The test would be accompanied by a limited survey questionnaire of perhaps
twelve items, which would gauge students’ attitudes and participation levels. This data collection
effort would be led hy a survey researcher, with assistance from the field researchers, from
community members who would be hired to help administer the survey, and from specialists who
would score the tests.

DEVELOPMENT OF OUTCOMES
It is widely recognized that the question of the outcomes of Jewish education, which was



not addressed in the Commission report, cannot be avoided by the CUE. This is not only a
practical necessity, but a requirement of the research project: to evaluate the success of programs
in the lead communities, one must know the criteria by which they are to be evaluated. Hence,
the research project will take up the issues of (a) what are the aims of Jewish education; and (b)
how can those aims, once defined, be measured?

Proposed tasks for this component of the project for the first two years are:

1. Commission a thought paper by an experienced professional on the outcomes of Jewish
education. Guidelines for the paper would include:
(a) The focus would be concrete rather than vague. This might be accomplished
by posing the question as, "If you were to evaluate the outcomes of Jewish
education, what would you look at?"
(b) Outcomes should be addressed in the areas of cognition, attitudes,
values/beliefs, practices, and participation.

2. Distribute the paper for comments to national/continental organizations for feedback.

3. Engage the original writer to expand the paper in light of feedback received from the
major organizations. The revision should include an analysis of points of agreement and
disagreement among the organizations.

4. Present the revised paper to the research advisory group, posing the following
questions:

(a) What do you make of this set of outcomes?

(b) How might they he measured?

The research advisory group would have two additional sources of information to consider:
the operative goals of programs in lead communities, as described by field researchers in
their 9-month reports; and conceptions of the educated Jew developed by the Mandel
Institute.

5. Commission appropriate experts to begin selecting or creating outcome indicators.

STIMULATION OF SELF-CONTAINED RESEARCH PROJECTS

At any time during the process, the CLJE may require urgent attention to specific issues of
educational effectiveness. (An example might be the relative effectiveness of supplementary
school and summer camp attendance for Jewish identification.) After developing an internal
consensus, CLJE would either (1) issue a request for proposals on that topic, or (2) recruit and
commission individual to carry out the research project.



Fall 1991
Spring 1992
August 1992
Fall-Spring,
1992-93
May 1993
August 1993
Fall-Spring,
1993-94

May 1994

TIMELINE

FIELDWORK
create job description

oversee hiring, training

fieldwork underway,
quarterly briefs,
administer surveys/tests

9-month reports

fieldwork continues,
quarterly briefs

21-month reports

6] ME DEVELOPMENT

commisgion paper

approve first paper
responses 1o paper
from national orgs.
revise paper

meet with research
advisory committee

develop outcome
indicators



11-18-91 12:38 vl

DATE TIME
“AX TRANSMITTAL —

NAME COMPANY FAX NO.

Pheleh o J \b | (OB - I3~
To fql = Wy Ga-lhi-rph AN @ AT A (4_4?

NAME E];E:gIESH l§‘3:|C)r\v'll\i'lIJNI‘I’\" FEDERATION
FROM uclid Avenue i

Deacl Bhn Fo

Fax #: 216-861-123D

TOTAL PAGES SENT {Includin
*LEASE CALL IF YOU DO NOT RECEIVE ALL PAGES OR IF | this page} { v

FRANSMISSION (S NOT READABLE - 4_

VESSAGE
-A'JB-M - . Our AN ‘.3 r‘?"‘b‘r\\ﬁ_ \,Du_k. Veay Mu:

|‘J\»\ hxbu.ikl A Tur ‘“&ﬂh*—; on "ku.g, H_m'u_‘é

Q_..a\,..n‘kof\ (‘_p\-m. ?\"‘”‘k c.a“ ...:.\w\ Yo \'w& o

C\wnce C‘Q‘\h\‘k, ’bwj

) o ;)., M ' [

e g fm d
e
¥ / )
e o A : ’
- ) “r ! . " — ‘lpﬁ\\. - - E
LT - - o,
- - - -~ - .
4 ¢
" ] - J
el t -
— (o™ e X =" o rc;f‘ e



11,1831 12:38

Jewish Commnunity Federation Hovember 1, 1771
of Cleveland

COJC EVALUATION PROCESS
REVISED FPLAM

Background:

Faor the past three months, COJC lay and professionsal
leadevship has be&n engaged in determining how best to
conduct an evaluatlon process of the work of the
Commission. It is cleer that ilhere are differences both
between and within comstituencies as to the scope and
function of this evaluation process.

There is a need to surface infTormatlon that will lead
to program improvement. There is also a need to further
pur sense of the "impact” of both individual programs and
COJC as a whole. As C0JIC moves through its thivd year of
implementation, it is hoped that an evaluation process
will provide information to help guide ongoing planning
efforts and secure future funding.

As we have moved through this process, a few other
points have come into sharper focus:z

¥It will be very difficult to messure impact of
various pragrams and the Comnission as a whole. In
almost all cases, baseline data is unasvailable and
evaluation mechanismts were not bullt into initial
program designs. Further, ihe programs interact with
each other and oOperate in a complez environment with
many factors at work which could be affecting change.
Finally, goals have not always been articulated in a
smanner that lends itself to mneasurenent.

A great deal of information is already known about
the programs and has surfaced through agency
irmplenentation and the program panel procesa. Any
evaluation process developed should continue to bring
out angd build upon this informantion.

*We need to develop an evaluation process which is
manageable and affordable, and will not interfere with
Federation and agencivs® ability to continue to
inplement COJC programs.

The fpllowing proposal takes inte account these
points, brings focus, and “jumpstarts™ the process:

L4474
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Hovenber — Decenber 1991:

1. Agencies would be askad to engage in a pyvocess of
self-assessment of COJE prograns. Assessments could
include:

{1 update of February 19¥1 progress report;

(2} articulation of goals and assumptions underlying
individusl prograns;

(32 assessment of strengths and weaknesses of
programg

(4) discussion of issues arising through
inplensntation;

{5) discussion of evaluation steps currently being
utilizredsy

(6 listing of additionel quastions agency would like
to lesrn about the program.

2. ALl the November 13 mini-retreat additional guestions
will be developed on four pragramas  Cleveland Fellows,

‘In-8evvice Education, Project Curriculum Renewal and

Retreat Institute. These questions will be passed on to
staff doing sssesapents of these progranms, and should be
cavered a3 nuch ar possible in self-assessment.

3. Federation will convene an evaluation advisory board
with representation of COUC lay leadérship, profesaionals,
rabbis, and oather key groups. This board will have
oversight responsibility for the evaluation praocess and
will develop evaluation questions that eaceed the scope of
individual prograns.

January 1992

1. Heetings would be held belween Federation and Agency
staff to discuss first drafts of the self-assessment,

2- Apencies would be ashed to reviee melf-apsensments and
resubmit them to Federation by the end of the month.

Fehruary — Harch 19%2

1. Revised documents would be distributed to key
constituencies and outside objective evaluators for
reactions and determination of areas needing clarification
and additional informetion needed.

515K
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2. A series of panel meetings would be held to review and
discuss the self-assessments, aeek clarification, and
determine whet additiona) informetion 13 needed.

XZ. COJC professionals could be convened to engage iwn a
gimilar process aroung the various self-assevaments.

April 1992

Based on the above, the avaluation advisory board
would rmake an overall determination of additional
questions vneeding vesponses. These questions may relate
to specific prograns or to wider concerns.

The additional questions could be answered in a
variety of ways. In sone cases, agency staff may be asked
to reconsider part of its assessment or respond to
additional questions. Program panels meetings would
provide another setting to work toward answers of
eveluation guestions.

It is likely that somne Questions will be determived to

be too difficult or political tD asSPEs on DUr OWR.
Requests for evaluation proposala could be developed and
distributed to various outside evaluators. These
evaluators would be asked to submit bids describing the
approaches they would use to sanswer these guestians and
estinated costs.

MHay - June 1992

Comnission would build on self-assessrent through
additionsl incide and outside studims. The fpcus would
move fromn self-aspecssment to hearing from clients and
conntituencies.

Summer 1992

1. Evaluation reports would be developed and discussed.
Results will be tested for agreement among various
constituencies.

2. Based on above deliberations, fipal reports would be
written and distvibuted.

204
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December 10, 1991

Mr. Daniel Blain

Jewish Community Federation
1750 Euclid Ave.

Cleveland, Ohio 44115

Dear Daniel,

Thanks for sharing with me your memo of November 1, and I'm glad to hear the program on
November 13 went well. I'm writing to offer my comments about the process you’ve initiated.
My suggestions mainly elaborate on my earlier response which I conveyed over the phone.

My overall reaction is that you are proceeding wisely, given the constraints under which you are
operating. Clearly it is better to begin a self-assessment now than to continue to deliberate. The
specific items for assessment listed in point 1 of the memo seem appropriate, and the schedule
laid out in the rest of the memo seems reasonable to me. I have four suggestions which may
contribute to the effectiveness of the self-assessment:

(1) For the self-evaluation to be meaningful, the stakes cannot be overly high. Granted that
those running the programs are thoughtful, intelligent, and insightful--a necessary but not
sufficient condition for effective self-assessment--but no one would do an honestly critical self-
evaluation if his/her job were on the line. Thus, the self-evaluations can be used only for
improving programs that have been implemented, not for making decisions about the survival of
programs, agencies, or positions. This needs to be clear to those doing the self-assessment and,
more generally, to all those being assessed.

(2) The reason most of us do not conduct regular self-assessment is that we are too busy running
our programs to have time to reflect critically or evaluate. For the self-assessment to succeed,
plans for making time available must be made explicit in job responsibilities, schedules, and
budgets. Whoever is responsible for writing the self-evaluation (e.g., the program head) must
have some of his/her time freed by passing off some of his/her other duties to other people, or a
new person must be retained to compile the information necessary for the internal evaluation.
Either way, it cannot be seen as costless.

(3) Even with the best of intentions, it is realistic to expect that the self-assessment will be given
lower priority than the day-to-day operations of the programs. For this reason, it is essential to
have someone from the COJC who will facilitate the self-evaluations. "Facilitation” would
presumably involve encouragement, reminders, guidance on where to find resources or expertise,
etc. I imagine this is the role you will play at this stage of the evaluation process.

(4) It may be helpful to think of the self-assessment as a "reflective practitioner” approach.



Rellective practice is the notion that those carrying out the programs are often in the best
position to judge the effectiveness of the progrars. Alternatively, one might say the reflective
practitioner has a unique and important perspective on the program, though not the only view.
Refiective practice was originated in the business world, but it is highly regarded in education at
present. The key reference is Donald Schon’s The Reflective Practitioner.

Thanks very much for keeping me informed about the process. I am learning much that will be
of value to me as I plan for evaluation of thc CLIE'’s lcad communitics. Above all, I can sce how
important it is that we have an evaluation plan in place before the lead communities are selected.

I hope my comments are helpful to you. I'd appreciate being kept informed, and perhaps I'll
have an opportunity to visit later this year.

Sincerely,
Adam Gamoran .
Associate Prolessor



DRAFT -- DECEMBER 1991

POSITION ANNOUNCEMENT
COUNCIL FOR INITIATIVES IN JEWISH EDUCATION

CHIEF FIELD RESEARCHER

The Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CIJE) is seeking a Chief Field
Researcher to carry out and coordinate ficldwork as part of a large-scale effort to
improve Jewish education in North America.

Responsibilities: The Chief Field Researcher (CFR) will work with the Director of the
Evaluation Project to design and implement a system of monitoring, evaluation, and
feedback for “lead communities,” demonstration sites for the improvement of Jewish
education. The CFR will implement the system in one community, and will train,
coordinate, and supervise a team of field researchers situated in three or four additional
lead communities.

Requirements: Strong academic background in education or related discipline (e.g.,
sociology, anthropology, psychology); extensive fieldwork experience; outstanding written
and oral communication skills; leadership ability and experience; ability to work as part
of a team. Knowledge of Jewish education preferred but not required.

Salary and benefits competitive and commensurate with experience and ability.
Starting date: June 1, 1992.
To apply: Send letter of application, resume (including names of references), and writing
sample to:
Professor Adam Gamoran
CLJE Evaluation Project
Department of Sociology

1180 Observatory Dr.
Madison, WI 53706

Further details on the project and the position are available.



DRAFT -- DECEMBER 1991

POSITION DESCRIPTION FOR CHIEF FIELD RESEARCHER

The Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CLIE) is seeking a Chief Field
Researcher to carry out and coordinate fieldwork for a major new study of efforts to
improve Jewish education in North America.

Background
In response to A Time to Act, the report of the Commission on Jewish Education in

North America, the CLJE is establishing approximately four "lead communities," centers
of innovation in Jewish education, which will incorporate our best knowledge and efforts
towards success in educating Jews in varied settings. At the same time, the CHE will
engage a team of field researchers, probably one for each site, to provide monitoring,
feedback, and evaluation, both as an aid to ongoing efforts in the lead communities and
to inform subsequent educational policy decisions throughout North American Jewry.

Responsibilities
The Chief Field Researcher (CFR) will lead the team of field researchers. S/he will

report to the CIJE’s director of monitoring, evaluation, and feedback, and will be guided
by a national advisory board. The CFR’s staff will consist of about four other (probably
half-time) field researchers and a part-time administrative assistant. The CFR is a full-
time position.

Preparation and training. Initially, the CFR will work with the CIJE’s director of
evaluation and director of planning to
design a detailed system of monitoring, evaluation, and feedback in lead communities.
The system will address issues of what data will be collected, who will be interviewed, the
scheduling and format of interviews, reporting requirements for the project, and so on.
Subsequently, the CFR will train the other field researchers to implement the system.

Field research in lead communities. The CFR will carry out fieldwork him/herself
in one of the lead communities. In addition, s/he will coordinate fieldwork among all the
lead communities. This will presumably involve frequent communication among the
fieldworkers, as well as quarterly meetings to sort out common concerns and issues, and
to draw implications that arise from the synthesis of evidence from the four or five
communities.

Reporting requirements. Each field researcher will be responsible for reports at
no less than quarterly intervals. Many of the quarterly reports will likely be informal
briefs intended to provide constructive feedback to members of the lead communities
who are administering Jewish educational programs. At least once a year, however, the
report will be a formal document presented to the CIJE as part of an overall monitoring
and evaluation process. The CFR will assist the other field researchers in preparing their



reports, as needed. The director of evaluation will also work with the field researchers in
preparing reports.

Replication of community self-study. Each lead community will be conducting a
self-study as part of the application process. In the second year (and in subsequent
years) of the project, the ficld researchers will provide assistance as needed to see that
the self-study is replicated.

Supervision of reflective practitioners. In each lead community, two or more
reflective practitioners--local teachers or administrators--will be commissioned to reflect
on and write about their own educational efforts. The field researchers, under the
guidance of the chief field researcher, will supervise and advise these reflective

practitioners.

Performance appraisals. The CFR will carry out annual reviews of the
performance of the other field researchers.
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[Draft: 1-30-92}

Possible Questions for Satellite Teleconference
on February 24, 1992

Program

. Are you interested in linkages with general education systems? For example,
should public school systems be part of our coalition?

. We are concerned about the weakness of the general education component of our
day schools. Can the LC project support improvements to that part of our
curriculum?

Do you have implicit priorities among different areas of need in Jewish
education? Are there some groupings, populations, or issues that are more
important than others? For example, if our community decided to focus on those
now least involved -- e.g. children and non-Jewish spouses of intermarried families,
elderly for whom we now have no programs, kids who have never attended -
would that be ok?

. How do you define educational excellence?
. What kind of "results" are you looking for? How much is "enough"?

. Can you elaborate on what you mean by the expectation to "address both scope
and quality"?

CI1JE Support
. What exactly can we expect from CIJE?
. How much money can we expect you to commit, or fraise for our community?

. How can CIJE recruit leadesship in our community, x,000 miles away from your
offices? Don’t you think it’s a little presumptuous that outsiders to our community
can do a better job at this than we inside, who know are community, the committed
people within it ....?

. You will be monitoring and evaluating our project. Can we be deselected on the
basis of your findings? And, if so, what will be some of the grounds for such a
decision?



- What, specifically, are you looking for to document our "record of community
achievement?" How will you evaluate that?

. What if we need more time to work out coalitions? If we are bound to
submission by a certain date, can we at least send in addenda/supplementary
materials after the deadline?

. How can you possibly judge a complex entity like a community based on only
6-8 pages of text (in the preliminary proposal)? That means that the community
with the best writer will make the finals and it encourages all of us to lie.

. This whole thing seems geared to the wealthiest communities. Why should
anybody else bother?

. Are we in competition with 56 other communities or only with a subset of that
group that matches our "profile"? If the later, what are the elements of the
"profile” -- size, wealth, location, ...?

Post Selection/Other

. Is this a one sbot deal? Will there be an opportunity for additional communities
to be selected in future years? If so, when? Next year?

What is the seminar all about? Who will be expected to attend -- e.g., how
many staff, lay leaders? Who will bear the expense?

. What will be the responsibility of LCs for helping other communities? Who will
pay for these activities?






February 19, 1992
MEMORANDUM

To: Jack Ukeles and Jim Meier
From: Adam Gamoran
Re: teleconference

I've been thinking more about answers than questions.

(1) The question about "deselection” relates to my project although it is of course a
policy decision and not one for the evaluator per se. My current thinking on the
question is as follows: The monitoring and evaluation project has multiple goals. In the
short term, it is probably more important as a source of feedback to both the CIJE and
the community than as a tool for making in-or-out decisions. In the long term, a major
concern is with learning how lead communities can successfully implement effective
programs in order to diffuse innovation.

Another purpose--perhaps in the three-to-five year range--is to permit the CIJE to make
informed decisions about maintaining its collaborative efforts with a particular lead
community. To the extent that collaboration would actually be discontinued, the
following conditions would likely be salient: Absence of mobilized community support
for Jewish education; failure to generate funding needed to give programs a chance to
succeed; lack of effective community-wide working relationships necessary for systemic
change; large opposition to CIJE/community efforts from educational professionals in the
community. These are factors that could prevent our efforts from having a chance at
success; communities would not be "deselected" for having attempted programs that did

not succeed despite serious effo;ﬁ Ane T wr aretryms hard to selact communmidors
v e Uiclh g ge ﬁn.-,-.@f.cwv\s Lt n &t Wjﬂ’

(2) "Don’t you think it’s a little presumtuous that outsiders..."

It is extremely important for communities to recognize that the CIJE is not imposing
specific programs on the communities. Within a framework of community mobilization
and improving the quality of educators, the CIJE is seeking communities that will
generate their own programs to meet their specific needs. Communities should not
expect the CIJE to offer a "magic bullet." On the contrary, it will take hard work from a
broad coalition within the community to conceive and execute the educational
improvements. CIJE will assist in this process, but will not (and cannot) impose
solutions.









MONITORING, EVALUATION, AND FEEDBACK IN LEAD
COMMUNITIES: A THREE-YEAR OUTLINE

Adam Gamoran

University of Wisconsin, Madison

In late 1990, the Commission on Jewish Education in North America issued .4 Time fo Act, a
report calling for radical improvement in all aspects of Jewish education. At the center of the
report’s strategic plan was the establishment of “lead communities,” demonstration sites that
would show North American Jews what was possible:

Three to five model communities will be established to demonstrate what can happen when
there is an infusion of cutstanding personnel into the educational system, when the importance
of Jewish education is recognized by the community and its leadership, and when the necessary
funds are secured to meet additional costs (p. 67).

One year later the successor to the Commission, the Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education
(CIJE), is mobilizing to establish lead communities and to carry out the strategic plan.

How will we know whether the lead communities have succeeded in creating better structures
and processes for Jewish education? On what basis will the CIJE encourage other cities to
emulate the programs developed in iead communities? Like any innovation, the lead
communities project requires a monitoring, evaluation, and feedback component to document
its efforts and gauge its success.

This proposal describes a plan for monitoring, evaluation, and feedback in lead communities.
It emphasizes two aspects of educational change in lead communities:

(1) What is the process of change in lead communities? This question calls for field research
in the lead communities. It requires a combination of qualitative and quantitative data, and
offers formative as well as summative evaluation — that is, feedback as well as monitoring for
the lead communities.

(2) What are the outcomes of change in lead communities? This question is especially
challenging because the desired outcomes have yet to be defined. Hence, addressing the
question requires, first, enumeration of possible outcomes, second, development of indicators
for measuring selected outcomes, and third, research on the connection between programs in
lead communities and the measured outcomes.
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Field Research in Lead Communities

Studying the process of change in lead communities should be a major component of the CIJE
strategy. Documenting the process is especially important because the effects of innovation
may not be manifested for several years. For example, suppose Community X manages to
quadruple its number of full-time, professionally-trained Jewish educators. How long will it
take for this change to affect cognitive and affective outcomes for students? Since the results
cannot be detected immediately, it is important to obtain a qualitative sense of the extent to
which the professional educators are being used effectively. Studying the process is also
important in the case of unsuccessful innovation.

Suppose despite the best-laid plans, Community X is unable to increase its professional
teaching force. Learning from this experience would require knowledge of the points at which
the innovation broke down.

Field researchers. A team of at least two full-time field researchers would be hired to carry out
the field research in three lead communities. Although budgetary and personnel comstraints
are likely to constrain the number of researchers the CIJE is able to hire, we should be aware
that the depth of monitoring, evaluation, and feedback will be related to the number of
rescarchers supported by the CLJE. I estimate that two field researchers would be able to
provide the level of detail described in this memo if there are three lead communities with an
average Jewish population size of about 50,000 or smalier.

Field researchers would have the following responsibilities:

1. Supplement community self-studies with additional quantitative data, as determined
following a review of the self-studies in all of the lead communities.

2, Use these data, along with interviews and observations in the field, to gain an understanding
of the state of Jewish education in the comrmunity at the outset of the lead community process.

3. Attend meetings and interview participants in order to monitor the progress of efforts to
improve the educational delivery system, broadly conceived.

4. Prepare informal quarterly briefs which will serve as a source of feedback for participants
in the lead communities.

5. Write a nine-month report (May 1993) describing and interpreting the process and products
of change to date. An important contribution of the report would be to discuss the operative
goals of programs in the lead community, The report would also assess progress toward the
Commission’s goals, and would speak frankly about barriers to implementing the plans of the
local commission. In this way, the report would serve as formative evaluation for the
community and the CIJE.

6. Replicate the initial data collection a year later, and continue monitoring progress toward
the commission plan.
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7. Issue a 21-month report (May 1994), which would describe educational changes that
occurred during the first two years, and present an assessment of the extent to which goals have
been achieved. Two types of assessment would be included:

(a) Qualitative assessment of program implementation.

(b) Tabulation of changes in rates of participation in Jewish education, which may be
associated with new programs.

It may be possible to compare changes in rates of participation to changes that do or do not
occur in other North American Jewish communities. For example, suppose the lead
communities show increases in rates of Hebrew school attendance after Bar Mitzvah. Did
these rates change in other communities during the same period? If not, one may have greater
confidence in the impact of the efforts of the lead communities. (Even so, it is important to
remember that the impact of the programs in lead communities cannot be disentangled from
the overall impact of lead communities by this method. Thus, we must be cautious in our
generalizations about the effects of the programs.)

The 21-month reports would serve as both formative and summative evaluation for the local
commissions and the CLJE. In other words, they would not only encourage improvement in
ongoing programs, but would also inforrn decisions about whether programs should be
maintained or discontinued.

7.Field researchers would also serve as advisers to reflective practitioners in their communities
(see below).

Schedule. During fall 1991, a job description and list of qualifications would be prepared. The
researchers would be hired and undergo training during spring and summer 1992. During this
period, further details of the monitoring and feedback system would be worked out. The
fieldwork itself would begin in late summer or early fall 1992,

Director of monitoring, evaluation, and feedback. The field researchers would be guided by a
director of monitoring, evaluation, and feedback. The director would be responsible for
providing leadership, establishing an overall vision for the project. Further responsibilities
would include making final decisions in the selection of field researchers; participating in the
training of field researchers and in the development of a detailed monitoring and feedback
system; overseeing the formal and informal reports from field researchers; and guiding plans
for administration of surveys and tests in the lead communities.

Reflective practitioners. In each lead community, two or more reflective practitioners would
be commissioned to reflect on and write about their own educational efforts. The reflective
practitioners, who could be selected by their local councils, would be teachers or
administrators involved in CIJE programs with reputations for excellent practice, or who are
attempting to change their practices substantially.
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The field researchers would supervise and advise the reflective practitioners.

Collection of achievement and attitudinal data. Although specific goals for education in lead
communities have yet to be defined, it is essential to make the best possible effort to collect
rudimentary quantitative data to use as a baseline upon which to build. Details of this data
collection, and a plan for longitudinal follow-ups, cannot yet be specified. As an example, we
might administer a Hebrew test to seventh graders in all educational institutions in the
community. Seventh grade would be chosen because it is the grade that probably captures the
widest participation of students who study Hebrew. The test would need to be highly inclusive,
covering, for example, biblical, prayerbook, and conversational Hebrew. It mav not be
restricted to multiple- choice answers, in order to allow respondents to demonstrate capacity
touse Hebrew as alanguage. The test would be accompanied by a limited survey questionnaire
of perhaps twelve items, which would gauge students’ attitudes and participation levels. This
data collection effort would be led by a survey researcher, with assistance from the field
researchers, from community members who would be hired to help administer the survey, and
from specialists who would score the tests.

Development of Qutcomes

It is widely recognized that the question of the outcomes of Jewish education, which was not
addressed in the Commission report, cannot be avoided by the CIJE. This is not only a
practical necessity, but a requirement of the research project: to evaluate the success of
programs in the lead communities, one must know the criteria by which they are to be
evaluated. Hence, the research project will take up the issues of (a) what are the aims of
Jewish education; and (b) how can thaose aims, once defined, be measured?

Proposed tasks for this component of the project for thefirst two years are:

1. Commission a thought paper by an experienced professional on the outcomes of Jewish
education. Guidelines for the paper would include:

(a) The focus would be concrete rather than vague.

This might be accomplished by posing the question as,“If you were to evaluate the outcomes
of Jewish education, what would you look at?”

(b) Outcomes should be addressed in the areas of cognition, attitudes, values/beliefs,
practices, and participation.

2. Distribute the paper for comments to national/continental organizations for feedback.
3. Engage the original writer to expand the paper in light of feedback received from the major
organizations. The revision should include an analysis of points of agreement and

disagreement among the organizations.

4. Present the revised paper to the research advisory group, posing the following questions:
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(a) What do you make of this set of outcomes?
(b) How might they be measured?

'The research advisory group would have two additional sources of information to consider:
the operative goals of programs in lead communities, as described by field researchers in their
9-month reports; and conceptions of the educated Jew developed by the Mandel Institute.

5. Commission appropriate experts to begin selecting or creating outcome indicators.

Stimulation of Self-Contained Research Projects

At any time during the process, the CIJE may require urgent attention to specific issues of
educational effectiveness. (An example might be the relative effectiveness of supplementary
school and summer camp attendance for Jewish identification.) After developing an internal
consensus, CIJE would either (1) issue a request for proposals on that topic, or (2) recruit and
commission individual to carry out the research project.

Timeline
FIELDWORK OQUTCOME DEVELOPMENT
Fall 1991 create job description
Spring 1992 oversee hiring, training
Fall-Spring, fieldwork underway,
1992-93 COIMINission paper

quarterly briefs,

administer surveys/tests
May 1993 9-month reports

solicit responses to outcomes paper
August 1993 revised paper due

meeting of advisory committee
Fall-Spring, fieldwork continues,
1993-1994 develop outcome

quarterly briefs indicators
May 1994 21-month reports



J. The role of the CIJE in establishing lead communities:
the CIJE, through its staff, consultants and projects (best
practices_ and monitoring and evaluation} will facilitate

implementation of programs and will ensure continental input
into the Lead Communities. The CIJE will make the following

available:
{
Po s

Monitoring Evaluation Feedback

1. Best Practices

(insert)
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THe CIE will establish an evaluation project e Its purpose will be threz-foic:

1.ito carty out ongoing monitoring of progress in Lead Communities, in order to assist com-
mynity leaders, pianners and educators in their dsie work. A researcher will be commis-
siohed and will spend much of his/her time loczlly, collectng znd analyzing dzta 2nd offering
it to\practiioners for their consideration. The purpose of this process is to improve angd cor-
rec: implementzidon in each LC and betwesn them.

2. to evaluare progress in Lead Communities—assassing, as time goes on, the impact and ef-
fecdvenass of each program, and its suitadility for replication elsewhere. Evaluadon will be
conducted in 2 variety of methods. Datz will be collecied by the local researcher and aiso na-
tonally if applicable. Analysis will be the responsibility of the head of the evaluanon team
with two purposes in mind: 1) To evalvate the effectivensss af incdividual programs and of the
Lzad Communides themselves as models for change, and, 2) To bezin to create indicators and
2 data pase that could serve as the basis for an ongoing assessment of the state of Jewish egucz-
ton in North America. This work will conuibute go the publicarion of 2 periodic “sute of

Jewish education” repori a5 sugzested by the Comirission.  _, ywg  ios 5 SR
]

3. The feedback-loop: findings of monitoring and evaluadon activides will be condnuously
channelled 1o local and cenirzl piznning actvities in order to affac: them and act as an ongoing
correcava, In this manner there will be a rapid exchange of knowledge and mutuzl influence
oetween pracucs and planning. TFindings from the field wiil require ongoing zdaptation of
plans. These changed pians will in wm, affzct impiementation and so on.

3, Professional services:

a) Educational consultants to help introduce best practices
b) Planning assistance as required
c) Community processes

4. Funding facilitation

-_-'-_";)1:!‘-', PARSTREIE RN 'ei'{

e
'

PR TTE G

RN TR

RL



Budget Notes

This budget assumes there are THREE lead communities.

Salary
Salaries have been revised to reflect the calibre of candidates we have uncovered.
Moving expenses are for two field researchers to move to lead communities.

All items dealing with the survey/test have been moved from year 2 to year 3.

Travel

Initial training: 3 persons, 2 overnight each, national average

Research travel: 2 persons, 6 trips each, 14 overnights each trip, national average
Supplies/Expenses

Laptop computers and printers are for the use of the field researchers. The computers will
include internal modem/fax boards.

Consulting

Reflective practitioners have been postponed until Year 3.

chulsgasspsbyrni PO etistsiiaigmiiaee®. Consulting fees have been
increased slightly to accommodate consulting needs. Travel for consuitants is for attending a
field researcher training session.

Increase for Year 3

The bulk of the increase from Year 2 to Year 3 reflects the survey research which will occur
in Year 3. Additional increases reflect funds for reflective practitioners, and a 5% estimated
increase in categories in which costs are likely to rise (e.g., salaries, travel).
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MONITORING, EVALUATION, AND FEEDBACK IN LEAD COMMUNITIES:
A THREE-YEAR OUTLINE

In late 1990, the Commission on Jewish Education in North America issued A Time to Act, a
report calling for radical improvement in all aspects of Jewish education. At the center of the
report’s strategic plan was the establishment of "lead communities,” demonstration sites that would
show North American Jews what was possible:

Three to five model communities wiil be estabiished to demonstrate what can happen when
there is an infusion of outstanding personnel into the educational system, when the importance
of Jewish education is recognized by the community and its leadership, and when the
necessary funds are secured to meet additional costs (p.67).

One year later the successor to the Commission, the Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education
(CUE), is mobilizing to establish lead commurities and to carry out the strategic plan.

How wiil we know whether the lead communities have succeeded in creating better structures
and processes for Jewish education? On what basis will the CUE encourage other cities to emulate
the programs developed in lead communities? Like any innovation, the lead communities project
requires a2 monitoring, evaluation, and feedback component to document its efforts and gauge its
success.

This proposal describes a plan for menitoring, evaluation, and feedback in lead communities.
It emphasizes two aspects of educational change in lead communities:

(1) What is the process of change in lead communities? This question calls for field research
in the lead communities. It requires a combination of qualitative and quantitative data, and
offers formative as well as summative evaluation — that is, feedback as well as monitoring —
for the lead communities.

(2) What are the outcomes of change in lead communities? This question is especially
challenging because the desired outcomes have yet to be defined. Hence, addressing the
guestion requires, first, enumeration of possible outcomes, second, development of indicaiors
for measuring selected cutcomes, and third, research on the connection between programs in
lead communities and the measured outcomes.

FIELD RESEARCH IN LEAD COMMUNITIES

Studying the process of change in lead communities should be a major component ot the CIJE
strategy. Documenting the process is especially impornant because the effects of innovation may not
be manifested for several years. For example, suppose Community X manages to quadruple its
number of full-time, professionally-trained Jewish educators. How long wiil it take for this change to
affect cognitive and affective outcomes for students? Since the results cannot be detected
immediately, it is important to obtain a qualitative sense of the extent to which the professional
educators are being used effectively. Studying the process is also important in the case of
unsuccessful innovation. Suppose despite the best-laid plans, Community X is unable to increase its
professional teaching force. Learning from this experience would require knowledge of the points at
which the innovation broke down.



Field researchers. A team of at least two full-time field researchers would be hired to carry
out the field research in three lead communities. Although budgetary and personnel constraints are
likely to limit the number of researchers the CIJE is able to hire, we should be aware that the depth
of monitoring, evaluation, and feedback will be related to the number of researchers supported by the
CUE, 1 estimate that two field researchers would be able to provide the level of detail described in
this memo if there are three lead communpities with an average Jewish population size of about 50,000
or smaller.

Field researchers would have the following responsibilities:

1. Suppiement community self-studies with additional quantitative data, as determined
following a review of the self-studies in ail of the lead communities.

2. Use these data, along with interviews and observations in the field, to gain an
understanding of the state of Jewish education in the community at the outset of the lead
COMmunity process.

3. Attend meetings and interview participants ir order to monitor the progress of efforts to
improve the educational delivery system, broadly conceived,

4, Prepare informal quarterly briefs which will serve as a source of feedback for participants
in the lead communities.

5. Write a nine-month report (May 1993} describing and interpreting the process and products
of change to date. An important contribution of the report would be to discuss the operative
goals of programs in the lead community. The report would also assess progress toward the
Commission’s goals, and would speak frankly about barriers to implementing the plans of the
local commission, In this way, the report would serve as formative evaluation for the
community and the CIJE.

6. Replicate the initial data collection a year later, and continue monitoring progress toward
the commission plan.

7. Issue a 21-month report {(May 1994}, which would describe educational changes that
occurred during the first two years, and present an assessment of the extent to which goals
have been achieved. Two types of assessment would be included: (a) Qualitative assessment
of program implementation. (b) Tabulation of changes in rates of participation in Jewish
education, which may be associated with new programs.

It may be possible to compare cbanges in rates of participation to changes that do or do not
occur in other North American Jewish communities. For example, suppose the lead
communities show increases in rates of Hebrew school aftendance after Bar Mitzvah. Did
these rates change in other communities during the same period? If not, one may have
greater confidence in the impact of the efforts of the lead communities. (Even so, it is
important to remember that the impact of the programs in lead communities cannot be
disentangled from the overall impact of lead communities by this method. Thus, we must be
cautious in cur generalizations about the effects of the programs.)




The 21-month reports would serve as both formative and summative evaluation for the local
commissions and the CUE. In other words, they would not only encourage improvement in
ongoing programs, but would also inform decisions about whether programs should be
maintained or discontinued.

7. Field researchers would also serve as advisers to reflective practitioners in their
communities (see below).

Schedule. During fall 1991, a job description and list of qualifications would be prepared.
The researchers would be hired and undergo training during spring and summer 1992. During this
period, further details of the monitoring and feedback system would be worked out. The fieldwork
itself would begin in late summer or early fall 1992.

Director of monitoring, evaluati d feedback. The field researchers would be guided by a
director of monitoring, evaluation, and feedback. The director would be responsible for providing
leadership, establishing an overall vision for the project. Further responsibilities would include
making final decisions in the selection of field researchers; participating in the training of field
researchers and in the development of a detailed monitoring and feedback system; overseeing the
formal and informal reports from field researchers; and guiding plans for administration of surveys
and tests in the lead communities.

Reflective practitioners. In each lead community, two or more reflective practitioners would
be commissioned to reflect on and write about their own educational efforts. The reflective
practitioners, who could be selected by their local councils, would be teachers or adminjstrators
involved in CIE programs with reputations for excellent practice, or wbo are attempting to change
their practices substantially. The field researchers would supervise and advise the reflective
practitioners.

Collection of achievement and attitudinal data. Although specific goals for education in lead
communities have vet to be defined. it is essential to make the best possible effort to collect
rudimentary quantitative data to use as a baseline upon which to build. Details of this data coilection,
and a plan for {ongitudinal follow-ups, cannot yet be specified. As an example, we might administer
a Hebrew test to seventh graders in all educational institutions in the community. Seventh grade
would be chosen because it is the grade that probably captures the widest participation of smdents
who study Hebrew. The test would need to be highly inclusive, covering, for example, biblical,
prayerbook, and conversational Hebrew, It may not be restricted to multiple-choice answers, in order
to allow respondents to demonstrate capacity to use Hebrew as a language. The test would be
accompanied by a limited survey questionnaire of perhaps twelve items, which would gauge students’
attitudes and participation levels. This data collection effort would be led by a survey researcher,
with assistance from the field researcbers, from community members who would be hired to help
administer the survey, and from specialists who would score the tesis.

DEVELOPMENT OF QUTCOMES

It is widely recognized that the question of the outcomes of Jewish education, which was not
addressed in the Commission report, cannot be avoided by the CIJE. This is not only a practical
necessity, but a requirement of the research project: to evaluate the success of programs in the lead
communities, one must know the criteria by which they are to be evaluated. Hence, the research



project will take up the issues of (a) what are the aims of Jewish education; and (b) how can those
aims, once defined, he measured?

Proposed tasks for this component of the project for the first two years are:

1. Commission a thought paper by an experienced professional on the outcomes of Jewish
education. Guidelines for the paper would include:
{a) The focus would be concrete rather than vague, This might be accomphshed by
posing the question as, "If you were to evaluate the outcomes of Jewish education,
what would you look at?"
(b) Outcomes should be addressed in the areas of cognition, attitudes, values/beliefs,
practices, and participation.

2. Distribute the paper for comments to national/continental organizations for feedback.

3. Engage the original writer to expand the paper in light of feedback reccived from the major
organizations. The revision should include an analysis of points of agreement and
disagreement among the organizations.

4. Present the revised paper to the research advisory group, posing the following guestions:
(a) What do you make of this set of outcomes?
(b) How might they be measured?

The research advisory group would have two additional sources of information to consider:
the operative goals of programs in lead communities, as described by field researchers in their
9-month reports; and conceptions of the educated Jew developed by the Mandel Institute.

5. Commission appropriate experts 10 begin selecting or creating outcome indicators.

STIMULATION OF SELF-CONTAINED RESEARCH PROJECTS

At any time during the process, the CUE may require urgent attention to specific issues of
educational effectiveness. (Anp example might be the relative effectiveness of supplementary school
and summer camp attendance for Jewish identification.) After developing an internal consensus, CUE
would either (1) issue a request for proposals on that topic, or (2) recruit and commission individual
to carry out the research project.
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MEMO TO: CIJE Board Members and Senior Policy Advisors
;
FROM: Morton L. Mandel W
DATE: March 26, 1992
SUBJECT: CIJE Personnel Update

As the search for a permanent, full-time director for CIJE
continues, we are making an interim reassignment of
responsibilities. We have asked Shulamith Elster, who has been
serving as chief education officer, to become Acting Director.
She will retain her role as chief education officer, to which we
are adding certain responsibilities for planming, coordination,
and administration.

As you know, Steve Hoffwan has served as Acting Director of
CIJE, in a voluntary capacity, since November 1990, We are
grateful to Steve for all he has done to help get CIJE off the
ground, and we look forward to his continued involvement in CIJE
as a senior consultant. We will continue to benefit from his
experience and expertise, especially in the area of commumity
organization and fundraising.

The small consultant team formed over the last year will
continue to work closely with us as we forge ahead to implement
the recommendations of the Commission. The Lead Community
selection process is now well under way, and we will keep in
touch with you as this effort proceeds.

Warmest regards.

cc: Adam Gamoran - For vour information
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The memo will explain and elaborate these questions. It will defend them by drawing on A
TIME TO ACT and on recent research in educational evaluation. Then it will propose
methods for addressing them.

As I work on this, it has become clear that the field research will not incorporate
administrative monitoring of the type that Jack has discussed. The field researchers will not
be able to say on a week-to-week basis whether programs are attended or not; what people
liked about the programs; etc. That will have to be part of the CLJE or local council
administration. Nonetheless, quarterly feedback from the field researchers should be
enormously valuable to the local council, especially regarding questions (1) and (2). Indeed,
just asking question (1) will probably be a contribution, since it will stimulate people to think
about this critical issue.

My current thinking about the goals issue is to return to the position I stated in Jerusalem:
There is no set of clear goals for lead communities, yet it would be a mistake to base the
evaluation on externally-identified goals. Instead, the goals will be uncovered from within,
primarily by answering question (1) above, in a way that is sensitive to the multiple and
sometimes competing goals found in any community. Subsequent years of evaluation will
make reference to the early goals and will also take account of the evolution of goals over
time. In light of this view, the "goals paper"” described in my project proposal should be set
aside, perhaps permanently.

I have not had time to deal with the testing/survey issue. Regretfully, I don’t think I’'m
going to be able to devote the time it would take to select or construct an instrument for use
in the lead communities next year. We might want to consider hiring someone to pursue
this matter. It may be extremely important, but we aren’t certain because we don’t know
what quality of instrument could be created.

Hope you had a nice Pesah, and that all is well with you.

Best,
Adam






A Proposal Reader on Searching for New American Schools

Continued from Page 23

that very few of the panelists at
Leesburg were members of minority
groups {though this apparently was
not true of the Houston panelists).
The request for proposals itself
also presented some problems. One
of the biggest concerned the wording
“world-cless standards.” What are
world-class standards? 1t's difficult
to ask someone to show how stu-
dents can attain them if you can't
define them! Therefore, rather than
try to define these standards, most
proposals paid no more than lip ser-
vice to them. Of even more concern
is that talking about attaining
“warld-class standards” is inappro-
priate in many of gur urban schools,
plagued by drugs, violenoe, and high
dropout rates, It will be a long and
difficult road belore we manage to
just transform these schools from
the “second class” environments
they have bacome. One would hope
that wasno will pay attention to
“break the mold” proposals that aim
to help these schoola make radical
and fundamental changes without
immediate concern to world-class
standards. As the saying goes, you
have to erawl before you walk,
Nonethelegs, naspc's chairman,

Thomas H. Kean, was on terget when
he said, “We have sparked an unprec-
edented collaborative process all
across the nation, on the part of
American education’s brightest peo-
ple.” The competition acted, in effect,
as a giant natienal think tank on the
design of new schoola. 1t was truly re-
freshing to see proposals that includ-

ed coliaborations of partners from
business and industry, K-12 educa-
tion, higher education, state and/or
local governments, high-technology
companies, consulting firms, founda-
tions, and community organizations.
It seems likely that some of these de-
gign-team coalitions will pursue their

goals with or without Naspe funding. |

If 90, the New American Schools De-

velopment Corporation can look upon
the establishment of such teams as
part of its success,
Unfortunately, the general quality
of the proposals left me disappointed.
Mot many of the designs really “broke
the mold.” The process of creating a
design was very often emphasized
more than providing any real sub-

Barbers Mumay

stance. These numerous “plans to
plan” all require a great leap of [aith
on the part of a funding source. “Trust
us to use this grant money to form a
team which will then come up with a
specific deaign” was a refrain heard in
a great numaber of proposals. Design
teams whose ideas were too vague,
and those which had not yet garnered
community support, were reen as lesa

likely to mucceed,

Maost proposals included many of
today's leading-edge ideas in educa-
tion. Unfortunately, many also
seemad just to use these ideas as buzz-
wurds, with little thought given to im-
plementing them. The great majority
of propoaals paid little attention to in-
structional techmiques, emall, rural
communities, drugs and violence,
handicappad students, connections to
other countries and cultures, and mo-
tivating the learner.

In ita dafense, the NasDC Tequest
for proposals didn't allow enough
time for many groups to do the kind
of preparation needed to put togeth-
er a comprehensive plan, Despite
this, almost every proposal had
some good points in it. The best had
done a good job of “packaging” ideas,
and showed auperior planning in re-
gard to implementaticn and replica-
tion of deaignas, and on maintaining
community support. Some of the
many positive ideas in the proposals
included: learning as a community
activity; mentoring programs; Total
Quality Management—student and
community viewed as “a customer”™;
redefining the role and elevating the
status of the clasaroom teachsr; in-
tergenerational learning; and per-
formance-based assessment.

—

There were quite a few proposals
that contained some good ideas yet
had other serious deficiencies. The
poasibility wes raised that naspc
might approach teams with comple-
mentary good ideas, and suggeat
they cooperate on a single design.

The final awards are to be made
by the end of this month. We should
hope the business comunity will
soon open its pockets so that NAsDC
can raise the $1560 million more it
needs to meet ita funding plans.
While many peaple might justifi-
ably aay that this money could be
put to better use right now, that's
not the point. At least something is
happening in education with this
process that has a good chance of
producing some positive long-term
results, And for the Bush Adminis-
tration’s education record, it's a step
in the right direction,

Yet 1 share the conpern of many of
my fellow panelists that politics may
rear its head in the final awerd pro-
cess. The bottom line for selection
must be the quality of the design pro-
posal. It would be a shamse if reward-
ing political allies and politically mo-
tivated geographic-distribution
considerations left some excellent

" proposals without funding. When the

Nasnc board of directors malkes its fi-
nal decisions, let's hope the members
put on their educator hats and leave
their political baggage behind,. W

—
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MONITORING, EVALUATION, AND FEEDBACK IN LEAD
COMMUNITIES: A THREE-YEAR OUTLINE

Adam Gamoran
University of Wisconsin, Madison

In late 1990, the Commission on Jewish Education in North America issued 4 Time to Act, a
report calling for radical improvement in all aspects of Jewish education. At the center of the
report’s strategic plan was the establishment of “lead communities,” demonstration sites that
would show North American Jews what was possible:

Three to five model communities will be established to demonstrate what can
happen when there is an infusion of outstanding personnel into the educational
system, when the importance of Jewish education is recognized by the com-

munity and its leadership, and when the necessary funds are secured to meet
additional costs (p. 67).

One year later the successor to the Commission, the Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education
(CHE), is mobilizing to establish lead communities and to carry out the strategic plan.

How will we know whether the iead communities have succeeded in creating better structures
and processes for Jewish education? On what basis will the CIJE encourage other cities to
ermulate the programs developed in lead communities? Like any innovation, the Jead com-
munities project requires a monijtoring, evaluation, and feedback component to document its
efforts and gauge its success.

This proposal describes a plan for monitoring, evaluation, and feedback in lead communities.
It emphasizes two aspects of educational change in lead communities:

(1) What is the process of change in lead communities? This question calls for field research
in the lead communities. It requires a combination of qualitative and quantitative data, and
offers formative as well as summative evaluation -~ that is, feedback as well as monitoring for
the lead communities.

(2) What are the outcomes of change in lead communities? Does the project emphasize
increased participation? Should we expect a rise in general Jewish literacy? Such questions
are especially challenging because the specific outcomes have yet to be defined. By asking
about goals in lead communities, the evaluation project will stimulate participants to think
about their own visions and establish a standard by which changes can be measured in later
years.



Field Research in Lead Communities

Studying the process of change in lead communities should be a major component of the CIJE
strategy. Documenting the process is especially important because the effects of innovation
may not be manifested for several years. For example, suppose Community X manages to
quadruple its number of full-time, professionally-trained Jewish educators. How long will it
take for this change to affect cognitive and affective outcomes for students? Since the results
cannot be detected immediately, it is important to obtain a qualitative sense of the extent to
which the professional educators are being used effectively. Studying the process is also
important in the case of unsuccessful innovation.

Suppose despite the best-laid plans, Community X is unable to increase its professional
teaching force. Learning from this experience would require knowledge of the points at which
the innovation broke down.

Field researchers. A team of three full-time field researchers would be hired to carry out the
field research in three lead communities. During the first year, the field researchers will be
principally concerned with three questions:

(a) What are the visions for change in Jewish education held by members of the communities?
How do the visions vary across different individuals or segments of the community? How
vague or specific are these visions? To what extent do these visions crystallize during the
planning year (1992-1993)?

(b) What is the extent of community mobilization for Jewish education? Who is involved, and
who is not? How broad is the coalition supporting the CIJE’s efforts? How deep is
participation within the various agencies? For example, beyond a small core of leaders, is
there grass-roots involvement in the community? To what extent is the community mobi-
lized financially as well as in human resources?

(c) What is the nature of the professional life of educators in this community? Under what
conditions do teachers and principals work? For example, what are their salaries, and their
degree of satisfaction with salaries? Are school faculties cohesive, or fragmented? Do
principals have offices? What are the physical conditions of classrooms? Is there ad-
ministrative support for innovation among teachers?

The first question is essential for establishing that specific goals exist for improving Jewish
education, and for uncovering what these goals are. The second and third questions concern
the “enabling options” described in A Time to Act, the areas of improvement which are
essential to the success of lead communities: mobilizing community support, and building a
profession of Jewish education.

Field researchers will address these questions in the following way:

1. Supplement community self-studies with additional quantitative data, as determined follow-
ing a review of the self-studies in all of the lead communities. For example, what are the
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educational backgrounds of Jewish teachers? How much turnover exists among educators in
the community?

2. Use these data, along with interviews and observations in the field, to gain an understanding
of the state of Jewish education in the community at the outset of the lead community process.

3. Attend meetings and interview participants in order to monitor the progress of efforts to
improve the educational delivery system, broadly conceived.

4. Report on a regular basis to provide feedback for participants in the lead communities.

5. Write a nine-month report (May 1993) describing and interpreting the process and products
of change to date. An important contribution of the report would be to discuss the operative
goals of programs in the lead community. The report would also assess progress toward the
Commission’s goals, and would speak frankly about barriers to implementing the plans of the
local commission. In this way, the report would serve as formative evaluation for the com-
munity and the CIJE.

6. Replicate the initial data collection a year later, and continue monitoring progress toward
the commission plan.

7. Issue a 21-month report (May 1994}, which would describe educational changes that
occurred during the first two years, and present an assessment of the extent to which goals have
been achieved. Two types of assessment would be included:

(a) Qualitative assessment of program implementation.

(b) Tabulation of changes in rates of participation in Jewish education, which may be
associated with new programs. '

It may be possible to compare changes in rates of participation to changes that do or do not
occur in other North American Jewish communities. For example, suppose the lead com-
munities show increases in rates of supplementary school attendance after Bar Mitzvah, Did
these rates change in other communities during the same period? If not, one may have greater
confidence in the impact of the efforts of the lead communities. (Even so, it is important to
remember that the impact of the programs in lead communities cannot be disentangled from
the overall impact of lead communities by this method. Thus, we must be cautious in our
generalizations about the effects of the programs.)

The 21-month reports would serve as both formative and summative evaluation for the local
commissions and the CIJE. In other words, they would not only encourage improvement in
ongoing programs, but would also inform: decisions about whether programs should be
maintained or discontinued.

7. Field researchers would also serve as advisers to reflective practitioners in their communities
(see below).



Schedule. During fall 1991, a job description and list of qualifications was prepared. The
researchers should be hired and undergo training during the summer and fall of 1992. During
this period, further details of the monitoring and feedback system would be worked out. The
fieldwork itself would begin in fall 1992.

Director of monitoring, evaluation, and feedback. The field researchers would be guided by a .
director of monitoring, evaluation, and feedback. The director would be responsible for
providing leadership, establishing an overall vision for the project. Further responsibilities
would include making final decisions in the selection of field researchers; participating in the
training of field researchers and in the development of a detailed monitoring and feedback
system; overseeing the formal and informal reports from field researchers; and guiding plans
for administration of surveys and tests in the lead communities.

Reflective practitioners. In each lead community, beginning in 1993, two or more reflective
practitioners would be commissioned to reflect on and write about their own educational
efforts. (A reflective practitioner is an educator who, in addition to normal responsibilities,
takes on the task of thinking systematically and writing about his or her efforts and experien-
ces.) The reflective practitioners, who could be selected by their local councils, would be
teachers or administrators involved in CIJE programs with reputations for excellent practice,
or who are attempting to change their practices substantially.

The field researchers would supervise and advise the reflective practitioners.

Collection of achievement and attitudinal data. Although specific goals for education in lead
communities have yet to be defined, it is essential to make the best possible effort to collect
rudimentary quantitative data to use as a baseline upon which to build. Details of this data
collection, and a plan for longitudinal follow-ups, cannot yet be specified. As an example, we
might administer a Hebrew test to seventh graders in all educational institutions in the
community. Seventh grade would be chosen because it is the grade that probably captures the
widest participation of students who study Hebrew. The test would need to be highly inclusive,
covering, for example, biblical, prayerbook, and conversational Hebrew. It may not be
restricted to multiple- choice answers, in order to allow respondents to demonstrate capacity
to use Hebrew as alanguage. The test would be accompanied by alimitedsurvey questionnaire
of perhaps twelve items, which would gauge students’ attitudes and participation levels. This
data collection effort would be led by a survey researcher, with assistance from the field
researchers, from community members who would be hired to help administer the survey, and
from specialists who would score the tests.



Timeline
FIELDWORK
Fall 1991
Spring 1992
Summer 1992

Fall-Spring,
1992-93

May 1993
Fall-Spring,
1993-1994

May 1994

OUTCOME DEVELOPMENT
create job description

recruit field researchers

hire, train field researchers

fieldwork underway,
quarterly reports,

9-month reports
fieldwork continues,
administer surveys/tests

quarterly reports

21-manth reports
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COMMENTARY

Searching for New Ameri(:an Schools

utomobile manufacturers design and build new
aar modsls every few years, Most successful corpo-
rations review and reetructure their operational
models at least every fow years. Yet, if you asked

any group of Amarican educatars, you would likely hear that

most of our achools haven't significantly changed their models
#ince the era of the Model T Ford. That's why I was intrigued .
by the “request for proposals” issued lagt fall by the New
American Schools Devalopment Carporation, & nonprofit cor-
poration whose mirgion is Lo underwrite the creation of new
models for our achools—models whose radically new degigns
would creats “tireak the told” schools and empower our stu-
denta to reach “world class” standards,

I mbsst confies, ] was skeptical. The New American Schools
Development Corporation was created as part of President
Bush's America 2000 program. And radically different new
ideas have not been g hallmark of the Bush Administration.

84ll, this one-of-a-kind competition for multi-million-dol-
lar funding would surely inspire many creative minds to do
some very serious thinking—and just might resuit in aome
truly inspiring proposals. The prospect of reading & proposal
thatwouldjustkmckmysoeknoﬂ'(mixedwithaminpa-
triotic sense of duty) prompted me to accept NASDC's invitation

tnbeanonpmdpanebstatahmdqy'prmdmdmgmar
athon” in Leesturg, Va.

It was a decision that I don't regret. Wh;lemymcbwm _

mq%kﬂdﬂlﬂwmww
optimism for the fisture. Despite some shortéomings (which

T'll outline later) the whole process was a valuable exarcise |
with some of the amtementandexhausuan of & treasure

found would share in their own h'eamm aporuonol'the
8200 million that the New American Schools Development
Corporation has pledged o raise over the next five years. (It
seemed a little incongruous to me that an organization that is
aiming to give away up to $200 million would say it couldn's

By Mark Shesty

afftrd te pay the panelists, but the excitement of the whale—————— B

process wes engugh to make me forget economic concerns,)

Panelista were recruited with specialtics in education, busi-
ness, manageraent, technplogy, and conmunity relations. (My
specialty is educationl technotogy.) Qur task was to read and
render. our bast judgments an which proposed efforts “had the
greatest probability of contributing to tha improvement of
Amarican education”—and therefwe should be considered fir
one of the up o 30 grants that Naspe would award in the Phase 1
Design Effert. (Nasoc isn't funded by the federal government.
Funda are being raised privately. ’Ibdnte,mlyahnutone-quar
ter of the $200-million goal has been met.)

For the proposal-reading process, the 180 panelists and 540
of the design proposals were divided among three sitex: Loes-
burg, Denver, and Houston, (Another 148 proposals had been
eliminated for being “unrespongive to the request & propos-
als” during a pre-screening process conducted by the nasoc
staff'and consultants from the ranD Corporation.) The propos-
gla were also divided so no panelists were aalced tojudge those
that originated in their geographic home region—Lo limit the
poasibilities of contflicts of interest. (We were instructed to
diaqualify ourselves from judging any proposals where a pos-
aible conflict could be construed.)

Our insiructions were to focus mainly on “criterion 1 of the
request for proposals; “the likelihood that the deeign will en-
ghle stydenta to meet the national education guals and to at-
tain world-clase standards.” In order to meet this critarion, a
*break the mold” design proposal should deal comprehensive-
ly with curriculum, achievercent of world-clasa standards,
teacher training, student motivation, parental and communi-
-ty involvement, tha regulatory environment of the school, the
achool's or system’s relstionships to other systams, and the
restructuring of the organization, finances, governance, and
administration of tha achool, A key point driven home to us
waa thet we were not to “grade on a curve”—our standards
ware to be high,

e o e
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Our group of 50 panelists at Leesburg were divided into six
panels of 10 each, Each pane] was assigned a specific group of

proposals. Every proposal was read separataly by three ar
four panel members. Fach reader filled out a form that record-

od his or her impressions of the strengths and weaknesses of

sach proposal, It was then up to this sub-panel to meet and
reach 6 consenaus on each proposal, In most cases, this wasn't
very difficult, Time and time again, we rejected proposals that
gave only lip eervice to critical issues such as school-business-
community collaboration, or that otherwise failed to be re-
sponsive to the proposal request. In fact, after the first day of
reading, many of us wondered if we would ever ses a proposal
wam\ﬂdcall"shwnror‘ouutandmg The other panels
seemed to be having similar experiences.

It wasn't until the second day, after reading almost 20 pro-
podals, that we finally found one that raised our apirita: a wetl-
rounded collaborative proposal that said to us (among other
things), “Wo're organized, we understand the issues deeply,
we've made eome progress already, we've identified the right
peaple, we've got a good handle on curricwlum, training, costs,
and replicability of our design.” Qver the next two days,
whenever any of our sub-panels found a proposal they
thought waa “strong,” we mada sure all panaliste read it pricr
to our discusaing it. Most of us were 8o motivated to read good
propsale that we also read onea that any of the other five pan-
als congidered “strong.” (At first Nasng tried to limit our ac-
ceas Lo proposals assigned to some of the othar panels; they
later relented on this.)

Whenever a sub-panel couldn’t reach consensus on a par-
ticular proposal, all members of the panel read it and dis-
cussed it. | had voluntered to be panet leader, and in that role,
one of my duties was to moderate such group discussions. The
strong and independent apirita of the panel members, com-
bined with their varied backgrounds {they included stats, dis-
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trict, and school-level edusational administrators; business
and foundation executives; educational consultants; and
teachers) made for epirited, stimulating sessions. This ex-
hange of ideas from such a wide variety of perspectives was
beneficial to both the evaluation procsss and to vach of us,

By the end of the third day, we were all exhausted and
ready to go home, The fourth and last day's agenda was a fizll-
group seasion of al) 50 panslists, Representatives from each
panel presented a synopais of the proposals their pane] had
chosen to recommend as posaible candidates for funding. The
end of our grueling four-day experience was marked by a
short discussion on the genernl strengths and weaknesses of,
al) the proposals, When it was timse to leave, | was struck by’
the feeling that we had just ended & season at summer camp.
Though most of us were surprised by tha small number of
proposals we finally recommended (the exact number is con-
sidered confidentinl), we had learned much-—from both the
proposals and the process of evaluating them.

" How good was ths process? While far from perfect, it was a

sincere effort. Nasoc was conducting an unprecedented com-
petition for which thare was no track record. To a Jarge extent,
and 1o the nonprofit corperation’s credit, the evaluation pro-
ceos iteelf was continuously evolving througout the four days
weo were there. Both the naspe ataff and thair consultanta
frum RAND were very receptive Lo suggestions. Yet there were
some problems, Many panslists were surprised that NAsDd”
shared with us its staff's general impressions of tha proposals
they hed already screened—prior to our beginning our evalu-
ations, This may have had the effect of unconsciouly prejudic-
ing some of us toward those opiniona. [ was also disappointed
"Continued on Page 25

Mark Sherry is presiden! of Microease Consulting Inc. and c;‘
mamber of the Mechlenbwrger Consultant Group,
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Field Research in Lead Communities

Studying the process of change in lead communities should be a major component of the CIJE
strategy. Documenting the process is especially important because the effects of innovation
may not be manifested for several years. For example, suppose Community X manages to
quadruple its number of full-time, professionally-trained Jewish educators. How long will it
take for this change to affect cognitive and affective outcomes for students? Since the results
cannot be detected immediately, it is important to obtain a qualitative sense of the extent to
which the professional educators are being used effectively. Studying the process is also
important in the case of unsuccessful innovation.

Suppose despite the best-laid plans, Community X is unable to increase its professional
teaching force. Learning from this experience would require knowledge of the points at which

the innovation broke down. T MG € P—T A.
kel
Field researchers. Ateam of aileas-‘b—bwe full—tiyf(ws;aarchcrs would be hired to carry out

the field research in three lead communities. Wh
IS

are likely to constrain the number o e&?\
that the depth of monitering, evaluation, and-feedback will elated to the mumber of

researchers sgp,per‘t’eﬁ)y the CIJE. I egtiffiate that two field researchers would be able to
provide thed€vel of detail described.irf'this memo if thefe are three lead communities with an
average‘Jewish population sizg.ef about 50,000 grSmaller.

Gogress tnse g sty a the Collovn; vty !

and persopmel constraints
is aWcﬁlﬁld be aware
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Field researchers

1. Supplement community self-studies with additional quantitative/data-ay as det&'rnineﬂ 7

« 0 3 . ) e r—'- CUM W
follovn-gnlg aersglshvkgf the e\{l}fm Sfﬁgd,,leas in Ca)l% of the 5§gd v‘t':(]){x}@w‘gﬁ.& A :@." ton bog Lor ssven.
ERCTS ot 60 s sug s 019 fig s N T . .
2. Use these data, along with interviews and observations in th¢ field, to gain an understanding

of the state of Jewish education in the community at the outset of the lead community process.

3. Attend meetings and interview participants in order to monitor the progress of efforts to
improve the educational delivery system, broadly conceived.

Ke.. a-v* (A ;Ejl\“\ bas g e MW\J&L
4.-Premammwmm& feedback for participants

1 the lead communities.

5. Write a nine-month report (May 1993) describing and interpreting the process and products
of change to date. An important contribution of the report would be to discuss the operative
goals of programs in the lead community. The report would also assess progress toward the
Commission’s goals, and would speak frankly about barriers to implementing the plans of the
local commission. In this way, the report would serve as formative evaluation for the
community and the CIJE.

6-Replicate the initial dataeellection-a-yearlater; and continue-monitoring progress roward
the commission plan.

[Re]



7. Issue a 21-month report (May 1994), which would describe educational changes that
occurred during the first two years, and present an assessment of the extent to which goals have
been achieved. Two types of assessment would be included:

(2) Qualitative assessment of program implementation.

(b) Tabulation of changes in rates of participation in Jewish education, which may be
associated with new programs.

It may be possible to compare changes in rates of participation to changes that do or do not
occur in other North American Jewish ¢ un'ti% 4 FOf example, suppose the lead
cormmunities show increases in rates of%ﬁ@ scﬁoo tendance after Bar Mitzvah. Did
these rates change in other communities during the same period? If not, one may have greater
confidence in the impact of the efforts of the lead communities. (Even so, it is important to
remember that the impact of the programs in lead communities cannot be disentangled from
the overall impact of lead communities by this method. Thus, we must be cautious in our
generalizations about the effects of the programs.)

The 21-month reports would serve as both formative and sumrnative evaluation for the local
commissions and the CIJE. In other words, they would not only encourage improvement in
ongoing programs, but would also inform decisions about whether programs should be
maintained or discontinued.

7.Field researchers would also serve as advisers to reflective practitioners in their communities

(see below). , : awg ol :?70

QS
Schedule. Dlé g fall 1991, a job description and list of qualggvg'gtions g repared. The
researchers wewtd-be hired and undergo training during sprngesd-summer 1992, During this
period, further details of the monitoring and feedback system would be worked out. The

fieldwork itself would begin in [ate-summer-er-early fall 1992

Director of monitoring, evaluation, and feedback. The field researchers would be guided by a
director of monitoring, evaluation, and feedback. The director would be responsible for
providing leadership, establishing an overall vision for the project. Further responsibilities
would include making final decisions in the selection of field researchers; participating in the
training of field researchers and in the development of a detailed monitoring and feedback
system; overseeing the formal and informal reports from field researchers; and guiding plans
for administration of ?lrveys and tests in the lead commiunities.
- T w.n\m'ﬂs N\ ‘ﬂq‘é}

Reflective practitioners. In each lead community{ two or more reflective practitioners would
be commissioned to reflect on and write about their own educational efforts.Alhe reflective
practitioners, who could be selected by their local councils, would teachers or
administrators involved in CIJE programs with reputations for excellengpTactice, or who are
attempting to change their practices substantially.

(A. redlecive ?Aacu'-"‘m'\ T an edveador o " X
S M ESNen O Al peqpous bl
;&s N e dagk a-fwmwﬂ_( iig’?*@wﬂ-}k.q& R TR BN :F@o:-"\‘ li‘ g
han etfents o %F@\m«msb ®



The field researchers would supervise and advise the reflective practitioners.

Collection of achievement and attitudinal data. Although specific goals for education in lead
communities have yet to be defined, it is essential to make the best possible effort to collect
rudimentary quantitative data to use as a baseline upon which to build. Details of this data
collection, and a plan for longitudinal follow-ups, cannot yet be specified. As an example, we
might administer a Hebrew test to seventh graders in all educational institutions in the
community. Seventh grade would be chosen because it is the grade that probably captures the
widest participation of students who study Hebrew. The test would need to be highly inclusive,
covering, for example, biblical, prayerbook, and conversational Hebrew. It may not be
restricted to multiple- choice answers, in order to allow respondents to demonstrate capacity
touse Hebrew as alanguage. The test would be accompanied by a limited survey questionnaire
of perhaps twelve items, which would gauge students’ attitudes and participation levels. This
data collection effort would be led by a survey researcher, with assistance from the field
researchers, from community members who would be hired to help administer the survey, and
from specialists who would score the tests.

Develop¥pent of Outcomes

It is widely redggnized that the question of the outcomes of Jewish education, which was not
addressed in tl¢ Commission report, cannot be avoided by the CITE. This is not only a
- practical mecessiyy, but a requirement of the research project: to evaluate the success of
programs in the Ygad communities, one must know the criteria by which they are to be

of Jewish education, what would {pu look at?”

(b) Outcomes should be addr sed in the areas of cognition, attitudes, values/beliefs,
practices, and participation, -

2. Distribute the paper for comments tnational/continental organizations for feedback.
3. Engage the original writer to expand '-é'a..:.- aper in light of feedback received from the major
organizations. The revision should ine€lude an analysis of points of agreement and

disagreement among the organizations. Y

4. Present the revised paper to the research adby ory group, posing the following questions:



(a) What do you makg of this set of outcomes?
(b) How might they be measured?

The research advisory group\would have two additional sources of information to consider:
the operative goals of programs\n lead communities, as described by field researchers in their
9-month reports; and conceptions of the educated Jew developed by the Mandel Institute.

5. Commission apgropriate experts\to begin selecting or creating outcome indicators.

Stimulation of S&}f-Contained ResearchProjects

At any time during the p¥pcess, the CIJE mfay require urgent attention to specific issues of
educational effectiveness. 1

COD]IDISSIOIL individual to ¢ ut the research project
Timeline
FIELDWORK OUTCOME DEVELOPMENT
Fall 1991 create job description
Spring 1992 overser NN trainiag.. ¢ S ey ﬁw@b e Lcoacdnges
Simmen 1992 Wi, Fram £1¢1) pewonditag
Fail-Spring, ﬁeldwork underway,
1992-93 GO O R-DEBeR-
quarterly buiofep F2P07 ts
May 1993 9-month reports
AgtST 993w sesased-papeT e
o ofod :
Fall-Spring, fieldwork continues, 5
1993-1994 devctopontcnntem. q Mg e 5 .,Q,_HL
imﬂ@\\ff P Pﬂ"i S /\a? / 3
quasterly brivfsimtiiearoms
May 1994 21-month reports
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MONITORING, EVALUATION, AND FEEDBACK IN LEAD
COMMUNITIES: A THREE-YEAR OUTLINE

Adem Gamorsn

Unlversity of Wisconsin, Madison

In late 1990, the Commission on Jewish Education in North America lssued A Time fo Art, &
report calling for radical lmprovement {n all aspects of Jewish education, At the center of the

report’s strategic plan way the establishment of “lead communities,” demonstratian sites that
would ghow North American Jews what was possible:

Three o five model commimities will be aytabilshed to demonstrats what can happen when
there is an infusion of outstanding persconal into the educational aysterm, when the
importance of Jewish education is recognized by the community and i leadership, and
when the necessacy fuads are securad to masee additiogal costs (p. 67).

The sucsessor to the Commission, the Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CDE), is
mobillzing to establish lead communities and to carry out the strategic plan,

How will we know whether the lead communities have succeeded in croating better structures
snd processes for Jawish education? On what basis will the CUE encourags other cities to emulate
the programs developed in lesd communities? Like any innovation, the lsad communitias project

requircs & monitoring, evaluation, and fesdback component to document ity efforts and gauge its
succesyes, .

This proposal describes a plan for manitoring, evaluation, gnd feedback in lead communities. T
emphasizes two aspects of educational change in lead communides:

(1) ‘What i3 the process of changs in lead communities? This question calls for Asld research in
the lead communities. It requires a combination of qualitative and quantitative data, and

offers formative as well 14 summative evaluation—~that is, feedback as well as monitoring
for the lead communities.

L}

(2) What are the ourcomes of change in lead communities? Does the project amphasizs increased
participation? Should we expect a rise in general Jewish literacy? Such questions ars
especiaily ehalienging bacausa the spesific outcomes have ye! to be dafined. By asking about
gosia in lead communities, the evaluation project will stimulate participants to think about
their own vistons and ssablish a standard by which changes can be measured in later years.
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Flald Ressarch in Lead conimunitlea

Studying the process of change in lead communities should be a majar component of the CU'E
strategy. Documenting the process is especially impartant because the «ffects of innovation may
not be manifested for saveral years. Por exampls, suppose Community X manages to quadruple
it aumber of full-time, professionally-trained Jewish educators. How long will it take for this
change to affact cognitive and affective outcomes for students? Since the resulty cannot be detected
immediataly, it is important 1o obtain & qualitative sense of the extent to which the professional
educators ars being used effectively. Studying the process ls also important in the cass of
unsuccessiul innovation.

Suppose, despite the best-laid plans, Community X is unable to ingrease its professional teaching
force, Learning from this experience would require knowledge of the points at which the
innovation broke down. :

Fleld researchers: A team of three full-time fleld researchers would be hired to carry out the fleld
research in three lead communities. During the first year, the field researchars will be principally
concerned with three questions:

() What ary the visions for changs In Jewish education held by.members of the communitias?
How do the visions vary across different individuals or ségments of the community? How
vigue or specific are these visions? Kow are ths visions being transiated into specific goals
for schools, community centers, trips to Israel, exe.? T'o what axtent do thess visions and
goels crystallize as programs are being plenned? ’

(b) What i3 the extant of commupity mobilization for Jewish education? Who is involved, and
who is not? How broad is the coalition supporting the CIJE's effarts? How deep is
participation within the various agenciea? For example, beyond a small core of leadars, is
there grass-roots involvernent in the community? To what extent is the community mobllized
financially as well as in human resources?

() What is the nature of the profissional life of educarors in this community? Under what
conditions do teachers and principals work? For example, what are their salarfes, and their
degree of satisfaction with salaries? Are school facilities cohesive, or fragmented? Do
principals have offices? What are the physical conditions of classrooma? Is there administra-
tive support for innovation among teachers?

The first question is essential for establishing that specific goals exist for impraving Jewish
education, and for unegvering what these goals are. The second and third questions concern the
“enabling options” deseribed in A Time to Aes, the areas of improvement which are essential to

L}
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the succsss of lead communities: mobilizing community support, and building a profession of
Jewish education.

Field researchers will address these questions in the following way:

Il

Supplsment community self-studies with additional quantitative dats, as detsrmined follow-
ing a review of the self- studies in all of the lead communitiss, For example, what are the
educational backgrounds of Jewish teachers? How much tumover exists among educators
in the community?

Use thess data, along with interviews and observations in the flld, 10 gain an understanding
of the state of Jewish education in the community at the outset of the lead commmunity process.

Attend meetings and interview participants in order ta monitar the progress of sffaris to
improve the educational delivery system, broadly conceived.

Report on a regular basis to provide feedback for participants in the lead communities.

Wrlte periodic reparts describing and interpreting the process and products of change to
date. An !mportant contribution to the repozt would be to dlscuss the operative goals of
programs in the lead community. The report would also assmss progress toward the
Commission's goals, and would speak frankly about barziers to implementing the plans of

the local commission. In this way, the report would serve as formative evalyation for the
commuaity and the CITE.

Replicate the initial data collection a year Iatar, and continue monitoring prograss towerd
the commission plan.

Issue a report which would deseribe educational changes that cemurved during the two years,

. and present 10 assessment of the extent to which gouls are being addressed. Ths repart would

include the follawing:
(a) Descripdon of the goals that have been decided upon.

This will include cognitive goals such as desired achievements in subject matter ateas
(0.8., Jewish histary, Bible, Hebrew), Where appropriate, it will describe and atempt
to medsurs attitudinal and behavioural goals (s.g., measures of Jewish identity,
involvement in synagogus life, atintdes to Israel and to Jews throughout the world),

Every effort will be made to discover goals for a community as a whole. They will
range from quantitative goals (e.g., pagticipation rates in poat-bar/hat-mitzvah educa-
tion, family inveolvement in family education programs), as wall as elements that will
be agreed upon by the community-at-large (c.g., invalvemant in the desdny of the State

mmnsEE e owm o om L R e R . . LR . - e
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of Israel and of Jews throughout the world, increased religious chservances [according
to specific denominationa] interpretations], changing the climate of the community
concerning Jewish education, increassd rates of involvement in community affalrs).

(b) Monitor initial steps talen toward reaching these goals,
{¢) Qualitative agsessment of program implementation,

(d) Tabulation of changes in rates of participation in Jewish education, which may be
associated with ngw programs,

(¢) The resources of the Mandel Institute-Harvard University Program of Scholarly
Callaboration and its project on alternative conceptions of the educated Jew will be
made available by the CUE to thoss working on the goals aspect of the monitoring-
evaluation-fesciback projsct (n the lead communities, '

The faculty and staff of the religious denominations have been reeruited to assiat in this project.
Prof. Daniel Pelarsky, a scholar in the fleld of philosophy of education at the University of
Wiscansin, will coordinate this effort at developing and establisiing goals,

Prof. Pekargicy and members of the staff of the CUE ase collacting exlsting examplas of schools
and other educational ingtifitions in Jewith and general education, that hava undertaken thoughtful
definitions of thair goals.

It may be possible to compare changes in rates of participation 1o changes that do or do not odeur
in other North Amarican Jewish communities. Far exampls, suppase the lesd communitiss show
incromses in rates of supplementary school attendance after Bar Mitzvah, Did these rates change
in other communities during the same period? If not, one may have greater confidencs in the
impact of the efforts of the lead communities, (Even 10, it is impertant to remember that the
impact of the programs in lead communities cannot be disentangled from the overall impsct of
lead communities by this method. Thus, we must be cautious in our generalizations about the
effects of the pragrams.)

Tho reports would sezve as both formative and summative evaluation for the local commissions
aad the CIUE. In ather words, they would not only encourage improverment in ongoing programs,
but would aiso inform decisions about whether programs should be maintained ar discontinued,

Direcsor of monitoring, evaluarion, and feedback: The field researchers will be guided by 4
director of monitaring, evaluaton, and feedback. The director will be responsible for providing
leadarship, establishing an overall vision for the project. Further responsibiliries would include
making final decizions in the selection of field researchers: participating in the training of fleld

4
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researchers and in the development of & detailed monitoring and fesdback system; oversesing the

formal and informal reports from field ¢ ; and guiding plans fior administration of surveys
and testa in the lead comminitigs. also involve coordination and integration of the work
on;nn.l:ﬂnthbcinghdby!!ef-l’m:w.

Colb:ction of achieveman: and arrinatinal data: Although specific goals for education in lead
communities wil' now be developed, |t is essential to make the best possible effort to collect
Tudimentary quan ‘tative data toussunbmumupon which to bulld, As an example, we might
adpunister & Hebr yw test to scventh graders in all educational institutions in the community.

Seventh grade w uld be chosen because it is the grade that probably captures the widest
participation of 8! 1dents who shudy Hatirew. The text would need to be highly inclugive, covering,
for ple, bit lical, prayerbook, and conversational Hebrew. It may not be restrictsd to
mult .\"xlwm. in order to allow respondents to demonstrate capacity to use Hebrew as
8 languags. e test would be accompanied by a limited survey questionnaire of perhaps twelve
iterns, which would gauge studenta’ attitudes and participation levels. Similar effocts will be
undertaken to discover appropriats achlevement tests wherever they may exist. First efforts will
be undertaken to encourage teams of sducators ta develop additional achievement taats. This data
collection effart would be led by & survey researcher, with assistance from the feld researchers,
from community members who would be hired to help administer the surveys and from speciallsty
who wauld score the tests

3
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December 20, 1993
Dear Seymour,

I'm confused by the document you sent me after our phone
conversation. I expected a revised version of the plan we worked
out last August (dated July 25, 1993, but revised and handed to
you in Baltimore in August in preparation for your meeting with
Hirschhorn). Instead, the document you sent is a revision of my
original proposal for the MEF project, which dates back to 1991
(but was officially approved in the summer of 1992). The three
years that are referred to in the title were 1991-92, 1992-93,
and 1993-94. I’m not sure which three years are implied by the
title in the revised document.

The document does not refer to our planned work in developing
community profiles. These were originally called self-studies
and were to be done by the communities, but we have now taken the
lead in carrying them out. The first component is the survey of
educators. A second step is to enumerate the organizations
involved in Jewish education, as described in box 4, p.1l2 of the
planning guide. We will be working on this in the spring.

The document focuses more substantially on goals than any of our
previous plans. As you’ll see in the next month or two, our main
conclusion after the first year is that there are no cohesive
goals for Jewish education in these communities. (I consider
that a fine conclusion for a baseline.) But I think we are some
ways away from being able to write the report that fits with what
you say in item 7 on p.3 of the document. That is because so
far, there are no "goals that have been decided upon." What is
the time frame for this report? Which are the "two years"
mentioned in item 77

The paragraph about achievement and attitudinal data on p.5 of
the document does not appear in recent versions of MEF plans. I
prefer instead to advocate funding for the Shohamy assessment of
day school Hebrew levels in the lead communities. So far that
has not been approved, and in the plan I wrote for Hirschhorn in
August, this was mentioned only briefly as a possibility.

What is the purpose of the document? If it is only to send to
Mr. Hirschhorn, then I have no objection. However, I would not
want to see it as the definitive plan for MEF, because it does
not mention the self studies, it does not reflect my latest
thinking on assessment, and I‘m not sure what time period it
covers.

Yours,

Adam
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Dear Adam, ’

I’m sorry for not answering your letter about Hirschhorn. I was involved in
two weeks of intensive, important and invigorating meetings of the Mandel
Institute Board.

I believe that several of your points are correct and I would like to discuss
how to handle this with you. Thank you for your help.

Sincerely,

Seymour Fox

P.S. Annette and I will be sending you our suggestions for Policy
Implications of the Teachers Survey in the next few days.





