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ABSTRACT

This article highlights selected findings from a recent survey conducted in Milwaukee. The
survey was administered to all Hebrew and Judaica teachers teaching in the supplementary
school, day school and preschool programs.

The aim of the survey was to obtain information about the professional lives, needs and
interests of local teachers so that recommendations for improvement of the quality of
Jewish personnel could be made.

Although the findings of this study corroborate the findings of similar studies done in other
communities, they also shed light on some unique aspects of personnel issues which are due
to local conditions.

The Milwaukee case study illustrates the importance of local teacher surveys for supporting
the planning process, and for stimulating community discussions surrounding the issue of
personnel.
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Background

Critical concerns about the future of the American Jewish Community have made Jewish
identity and continuity top priorities in many Jewish communities. The National Jewish
Population Study reaffirmed the importance of Jewish education in developing Jewish
identity and instilling a commitment to Judaism.

Milwaukee responded to the national challenges posed in the study, by becoming a LEAD
community for the Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CLJE). The goal of this
national initiative is to stimulate a continental effort to improve the entire system of Jewish
education in North America. One of the key elements of the CIJE’s effort is the
enhancement of the quality of Jewish education personnel.

Milwaukee, as a LEAD community, made a commitment to plan and implement
educational initiatives that will improve the quality of its personnel. As a first step in the
development of an action plan for "personnel”, Milwaukee conducted a survey of its Judaica

and Hebrew teachers.

Introduction

Several recent studies have examined the nature of the "Jewish Teaching Profession"
(Reimer 1987; Aron 1990; Rosenbaum 1983). In addition, 2 number of communities across
the country have surveyed their Jewish teaching force to better understand the professional
characteristics of the local Jewish teacher in order to draw policy and planning implications
concerning personnel (New York: BJE, 1988; Aron and Bruce, 1990; Pittsburgh: United
Jewish Federation of Greater Pittsburgh, 1986; Miami:Sheskin, 1988).

These studies highlighted several critical issues in the nature of the Jewish teaching
profession including: the part-time nature of Jewish teaching, lack of consistent training and
low salary and benefits which have resulted in a high attrition rate, and low status of the
profession.

A recent study done in Milwaukee indicated that general issues examined in the studies
cited above, indeed, are shared by our community. However, a closer look at the data
suggests that local circumstances and conditions - - which may vary significantly between
one community and another - - influence greatly the nature and form of personnel related

problems.

This article highlights some findings from the Milwaukee survey, and discusses the
importance of local studies for the development of action plans and stimulating community
discussions about personnel issues.

The Study

The aim of the Milwaukee Educators’ survey was to obtain information from local Jewish
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teachers about their professional lives, interests, and needs in order to stimulate and
support the planning process surrounding personnel development.

Survey questionnaires were distributed to all faculty members in day schools, supplementary
schools and pre-school programs in Milwaukee. Day school teachers of secular subjects
were not included in this study. However, non-Jewish pre-school teachers (because of their
involvement in teaching Jewish concepts) were included.

In each school a faculty meeting was convened and questionnaires were distributed. Faculty
members completed the forms at the meeting. Those teachers absent from the meeting
were mailed a copy of the questionnaire. A follow-up telephone call was made by the
school principal to remind these teachers to complete the forms. These efforts yielded an

average return rate of 88.6% per school.

Selected Findings
; 8 The part time nature of Jewish teaching

The part time nature of Jewish teaching has been discussed in several articles (Aron
1990; Aron & Bank, 1988; Reimer, 1990). Isa Aron, in a report prepared for The
Commission on Jewish Education in North America (Aron, 1990) stated that
teaching in Jewish schools "is, even in day schools, often a part time occupation.”
Data cited by Aaron (1990, p.16) indicate that in several communities, a large
number of day school teachers teach less than 20 hours per week. In the same
communities, supplementary school teachers teach an average of 5 hours or less per
week.

The Milwaukee study revealed that part time teaching may have become the norm
for day school, pre-school and supplementary school programs. The majority of
Milwaukee teachers in the three settings teach part time — less than 30 hours per
week.

. 38% of day school teachers teach full time
26% of pre-school teachers teach full fime
° 3% of the supplementary school teachers teach full time

There is some indication that several schools offer part time positions without
benefits to reduce their cost. For many teachers, working part time is compatible
with their needs — "The institution and individual discourage the full time positions
and payment of benefits" (Goodman, 1993, p.4).

2. Stability

According to Isa Aron the "part time nature of the Jewish teaching sets off a kind
of chain reaction influencing recruitment, training and retention" (Aron, 1990, p.16).
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One of the ramifications of this chain reaction is the high level of attrition among
teachers, especially those teaching at the supplementary schools.

One of the findings of the Milwaukee study is that the rate of turnover of Jewish
teachers is greatly influenced by local conditions. The Milwaukee Jewish teachers
display a relatively high degree of job stability as evident from the following data.
(See Table A)

Table A
TENURE IN SAME POSITION AND PERCENT OF TEACHERS IN EACH CATEGORY

Years in current position Percent of Teachers (n=179)

1 18% *
2-5 41%
6-10 12%
20+ 7%
. This percentage reflects both new teachers who were hired as replacement

for teachers who resigned from their teaching positions, as well as new
teachers hired to fill newly created positions.

A comparison of school faculty lists for the 1992-93 school year with those of 1993-
94 school year, revealed that the average rate of turnover for Judaica and Hebrew
teachers in day school, pre-school and supplementary school programs is 11%. The
rate of the annual turnover is almost identical for the three school settings (i.e. 10%
for day schools; 11% for pre-schools, and 11% for the supplementary schools). All
local schools were able to recruit new teachers to fill available positions prior to the

beginning of the school year.
The findings of the Milwaukee study show that:

a. The shortage of employable adults to fill available positions is of a lesser
magnitude in Milwaukee than in some other communities. According to a
1985-86 survey of Bureaus of Jewish Education throughout North America
(Isa, Bank 1986), in some communities as many as 15% of the teaching
positions are unfilled as of the first day of school.

b. Teacher turnover in Milwaukee is not symptomatic only to the supplementary
schools, but is experienced - to a similar degree - by the day school and pre-
school programs.

It is interesting to note that in the pre-schools, teachers’ attrition is influenced
by the high number of non-Jewish teachers teaching in Jewish pre-school
programs; In the 1993-1994 school year, all the pre-school teachers who
resigned from their teaching positions were not Jewish.
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The subject of non-Jewish teachers in Jewish pre-school programs raises
many questions about role modelling and other topics which require the
attention of lay and professional leadership.

The review of our faculty lists show that teacher turnover, in the
supplementary schools, is primarily experienced at the Sunday school
programs; 86 percent of the teachers who resigned their supplementary school
teaching positions taught only religious school, (i.e., Sunday school), classes.
The teachers who teach in the Hebrew school programs, which are conducted
during the week, display a higher degree of job stability.

Variety of Backgrounds

Because the number of part time positions is large relative to full time positions,
Jewish teaching in the local supplementary schools, day schools and pre-school
programs attracts individuals with a great disparity of backgrounds, and aspirations.

The local data indicates that there is a wide gap between the level of teachers’
training in general education and training in Jewish education.

A significant number of Milwaukee teachers (50%) majored in General Education
in undergraduate or graduate college. 44% of these teachers have certification in
General Education. The teachers who are certified in general education are
distributed almost equally among the supplementary schools (35%) and the day
schools (33%), and 17% teach in pre-school programs.

The picture is somewhat bleaker in regard to the teachers’ formal academic training
in Jewish education. Only 8% of the local teachers majored in Judaica, Hebrew or
related areas in undergraduvate or graduate school. 22% of the teachers have
certification in Jewish education. Unfortunately, the survey does not provide data
regarding the types of Jewish teaching certification held by our teachers. We assume
that this category may encompass a variety of teaching certifications including:
Diploma acquired from an Israeli 2-year teachers training program, credentials from
Orthodox teacher seminaries and certifications from the local Central Agency for
Jewish education, etc. Only 11% of Milwaukee teachers have professional training
in both general education and Jewish content. The Milwaukee study indicates that
the major concern for all of Milwaukee’s Jewish schools is to find qualified teachers
who combine Judaic knowledge and pedagogic expertise.

Career Aspirations

More than half (55%) of the local teachers perceive themselves to be career
professionals. Perceptions of having a career in Jewish education and full time
teaching assignment are somewhat related (but not so strongly as to be statistically
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significant). Teachers who work full time are more likely to see themselves as career
professionals than those who work part time. (See Table B )

Table B
PERCEPTION OF CAREER IN JEWISH EDUCATION
BY FULL TIME/PART TIME COMMITMENT

Full Time Part Time Row Total
Career in 29 70 99
Jewish Education 64.4% | 52.2% 55.3%
No Career in 16 64 80
Jewish Education 35.6% 47.8% 44.7%
Column Total 45 134 179

25.1% 74.9% 100.0%

The number of teachers who perceive themselves to have a career in Jewish
education is high when compared with findings of a recent study conducted in Los
Angeles (Aron and Philips, 1990). In the Los Angeles study, only 39% of the
teachers fell into the "career teacher" category as compared with 55% of Milwaukee
teaches. It is also note-worthy that a large number of the Milwaukee part time
teachers perceive teaching in Jewish schools as a career.

Career perception has implications for retention; teachers who identify themselves
as having a career in Jewish education are more likely than those who do not to
expect to continue in the same setting over the next three years. 59% of the teachers
who identify themselves as career-professionals intend to continue in the same

position.

Perception of career is somewhat related to the number of years of tenure in the
same position (not statistically significant). (See Table C)

Table C
PERCEPTION OF CAREER AND JOB TENURE (N=180)

Years of Tenure in Same Job Percent of "career teachers"

1-5 51.5%
6-10 56.8%
11-20 ' 61.9%
20+ 66.7%

The above table seems to indicate that the longer teachers remain in the same
position the greater the likelihood that they will perceive themselves as having a
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career in Jewish education.

What is not clear from the data is whether career professionals are more likely to
stay in the same job longer, or if holding the same position for a long time leads one
to become career oriented.

Conclusion

The Milwaukee case study illustrates the importance of collecting local data about
the work conditions, needs and characteristics of the community’s Jewish education
teaching force. Even though many of the critical issues related to the recruitment,
training and retention of qualified Jewish teachers are of a national magnitude,
individual communities may have some unique needs which may have implications
on the planning and implementation of new initiatives in Jewish education.

The local data highlighted in this paper may be typical of other communities of
comparable size; where the resources are limited, the local pool of teachers is small
and the majority of teachers are recruited locally. The community may have limited
opportunities to "import’ qualified teachers from outside the community and may
need to rely on its own resources. In such communities, the importance of teacher
training is extremely important.

The following is just one example of planning implications derived from the local

study.

The Milwaukee work force is relatively stable and highly committed. A large number
of teachers, even those who teach part time, perceive themselves as career
professionals and intend to remain in the same position for a long time. Investment
in the training of teachers may have long term benefits for the community.

The diverse background and aspirations of Milwaukee teachers seem to indicate the
need for a comprehensive training system that is responsive to individual needs.
Such a program would need to:

1. Provide consultation to local teachers in identifying their needs, as
professionals, evaluating credentials and formulating a career development
plan that meets individual needs.

2 Utilize local, national and international resources for the professional
development of its teaching force. In the smaller communities, where Jewish
institutes of higher learning are not available, it is important to create
linkages to resources outside the community. Milwaukee, as a Lead
Community, may benefit from partnerships established between CIJE and
other resources both in the USA and in Israel. A viable career counseling
program will match teachers needs with the most appropriate resources within
and outside the community.
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< Provide opportunities for both remediation — upgrading teaching credentials,
and professional growth — keeping up with new developments in the field.
Such a system will provide a wide array of training opportunities designed to
meet the needs of teachers with varying degrees of preparation in Jewish
content and pedagogy.

In addition to providing data to guide the planning process, local studies may be
used as a tool for mobilizing community leadership around the issue of personnel.

Proper dissemination of the information generated by the study can stimulate
community discussions about personnel and elevate these issues to the top of the
community priority list. A local study can do for the issue of personnel in the local
community what the 1990 Population Study did nationally to the issue of Jewish
continuity.

RC/aa

2/1/94
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Board Committee on Research and Evaluation 4/21/94

In Attendance:

Guest: Barry Kozmin

ELR introduced the members and asked Ellen to review the memo
that describes the work of the committee.

David A. to Barry K: Focus - should the focus be broader than

Genine:

Her:

David A:

Barry K:

Ellen:

Hirsh .

Bennett, Y:

research in Jewish education? Should there be
a broader agenda for research?

Depends on how you define education. In
Baltimore we defined education
much more broadly—not only formal structures.

Jewish education's goal is Jewish continuity.
Jewish education is vehicle, one of
J=e them, for Jewish continuity.

Educated Jews and transmitter is not
necessarily the same.

Answered with discussion of broader
questions for research.

Reminded the committee of CIJE's emphasis on
building blocks, enabling options, and the
work of the commission.

Goals are important: Why be Jewish (the main
goal)?

(for JESNA) Not research to build

profession and mobilization, but

Barry' s agenda. We haven't talked about best
practices. What works?

Do we intend to do research on criteria of
what we are looking for? Research should be
initial component. Talked about

educational study in Cleveland, 1976. Should
research be looking at broader questions,

-] -



ELR

Genine:

Bennett:

ELR:

David A:

Ellen:

Her g

Genine:

David:

Barry K:

such as what works in Jewish education
such as Israel programs? :

Reminded the committee about the question of
dissemination of personnel findings. How do
we connect with North America?

Jump the gun if we tackle North America.
If we don't know how to disseminate effort
and work in Baltimore. Need to engage
Baltimore first.

Need to know what our resources are? What can
we do?

Resources are the FR's, Adam, and Ellen.

Not clear what CIJE's role should be in the
research enterprise. He talks about
Baltimore's experience. CIJE didn't give
clear expectations, What should Baltimore
expect. Communities need help on how to-not
everything needs to be done, buy *“how to”.
This would energize them about putting line
budget for research evaluation in their
budgets. Need to delineate what CIJE should
do and what communities should do. They
have to do some action and financial support.

What is MEF agenda now? What is already being
done and in process 50 we know what we have
to work with?

Explained the agenda of MEF up until this
point. Beyond the study of personnel in terms
of professional lives and education survey,
monitoring of visions and community
mobilization and the work of the FR's.

Best Practices for what? What are goals of
it? Is there an institution that has been
identified? What are criteria, and what makes
them the best?

Need to disseminate BP to get buy in from
the community.

Need to know what BP accomplished—for what?
Evaluate BP in terms of goals it has
achieved.

Students and parent not mentioned once in the

CIJE brochure. You can help by buyvying into
population survey-—year 2000.

-—Q,-



David A:

Barry K:

How do we coordinate N. A. Research efforts?

We need to coordinate the questions we ask.
Standardize the instruments various groups
are using. A longitudinal study is a
major investment.

Barry left. ELR asked Ellen to present the way in which MEF
studies personnel issues.

Ellen:

ELR:

David A:

Ellen:

Genine:

David A:

ELR:

Presented how we developed and implemented
work in research on personnel.

Question? This is a model—intensive work with
community, labor intensive. Is this a
good model?

Assumption? If personnel is upgraded, it will
make a difference.

Beyond base-line on personnel. What will you
evaluate in terms of impact? Pre-post?

Suggested that pre-post (that is
pre-upgrading and investment of

personnel and post-after such investment) can
be evaluated in numerous ways, is important
for communities/institutions to delineate
visions and goals. Discussed importance of
goals and that MEF will be monitoring the
process of "upgrading" as well as use of
information, etc. Discussed complexity of
methodologies and the multiple possibilities.

Communities need help in setting goals. How
to? What are achievable goals? How to measure
their goals? How to measure

attitudes? Communities need to take on
responsibility—buy into

it—attitudes are very important.

CIJE needs to contribute expertise. How
communities can incorporate evaluations is
essential. They need it in everything

they do. Need program that explains examples.
Get the message to people who matters.

A "Best Practice Approach to Evaluation®
We have followed the approach in studying

personnel : (1) Goal (for example, upgrading)
(2)How/what information is needed; (3)

T, 5



Develop instruments & methods, (ﬂ)Collect
data, () Analysis of data, @& )Interpret
findings with community, (®)develop action
plan, (¥€)implementation.

H: We need a "How to®" workbook for communities
not followed same way for
each, but indicate targeted benefit.

Genine: We need to bring this (the process and
importance) to life with concrete examples.
It will mobilize the community
in the process.

ELR Evaluate if go beyond 3 LC, exchanging
experiences is important. “How to®” in
methodology.

Ben Y: Asked whether CIJE committee on research has

anything to say to the L communities? To
respond to the reports of the LC's on their

personnel?
ELR: Asked about broader dissemination?
David A: We have a start with the study of personnel

in 3 communities., If we can generalize to
other cities, we can tell the storvy.

Ben Y: GA, National Jewish monthly. What does it say
about the needs of the profession? Asked if
we analyzed difference between
Hebrew and other Judaic subject

teachers?
Ellen: Said we have the data to do so.
Ben Y: Asked what are FR doing? Ellen explained.
David A: What is our role for the larger research

agenda? We can convene

larger groups JESNA, etc., to coordinate
the research agenda so

it is not replicated and duplicated.

ELR: Thanked committee members for their input and
a lively discussion.

Vo
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This fax consists of 2 pages. For problems with its transmis-
sion, please contact Roberta Goodman at 608-231-3534.

To: Adam Gamoran

From: Roberta Goodman
Julie Tammivaara

April 28, 1994

Adam, if you would like to discuss to this letter, please note
that Roberta goes out of town late this afternoon and returns
Monday night. Julie is ip New York City Jjust on Thursday. Julie
has the phone numbers of where Roberta can be reached.

Have a good meeting with Ellen and Alan' Good luck with your
presentation Monday night. There are about 30 people signed up as
of now.
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27 April 1994
Dear Adam,

We received today your note regarding our thoughts on the Institutional Profiles
proposal you plan to submut to Alan Hoffmann on May 2nd. As you know, Bill prepared a
proposal in January and since that time we have met with him for three days [in Baltimore
and Atlanta] and talked with him at length on the telephone regarding the proposal. The
most recent version does not significantly differ from his origina! proposal in either
conceptualization or wording. We had then and continue to have significant conceptual,
logistical, and stylistic concerns about the proposal Given the fact that only one of our
suggestions [interviews with experts in Jewish education] has been incorporated, it is clear
he has deemed our experience and expertise irrelevant to this undertsking

The planning of this extensive project evidences some important shifts in how the
MEF project will proceed in the fliture. We have no objection to the idea of giving an
individual responsibility to coordinate projects. We could see this working fruitfully in a
number of ways It is critical, however, that for projects that will require considerable
time and energy on the part of all team members, there be a process whereby insights can
be shared and mutual decisions made. Those parts of our project that have succeeded best
sre those that have had the benefit of the most complete review by sll of us.

To draw us into the process at the end of a major project’s design does not permit
us an opportunity to contribute meaningfully to it In the event that we can be assured 2
process will be implemented that will permit serious consideration of our concems, we
shall be happy to share our insights.

Roberta and Julie



~

GAMOS type meet51.nts
May 4, 1994

To: Alan Hoffman

From: Adam Gamoran and Ellen Goldring

CC: Annette Hochstein and Steve Hoffman

Re: notes from our meeting with you on 5/1/94

As we decided at the conclusion of our meeting, here are (a) notes from
our meeting and (b) a list of potential tasks for us, tentatively prioritized,
and a corresponding list of support needed to carry them out.

AGENDA -
We were able to discuss four major items on our agenda:

(1) The board subcommitte on research and evaluation
(2) the MEF work plan g

(3) the MEF advisory committee

(4) dissemination beyond Lead Community reports

BOARD SUBCOMMITTEE
We observed two problems with the recent meecting of the board subcommittee:

(a) Members of the subcommittee were not familiar with MEF, and the linkage

between MEF in Lead Communities and CTJE’s research mission was ambiguous.

(b) Members of the subcommittee seemed unaware of CIJE’s overall program
of promoting Jewish continuity by inproving Jewish education; some
questioned whether why we were studying personel (how did we know that
would make a difference?) and oth- =, s*imulated by Barry Kosmin’s
presentation, asked whether we shc [ rhaps study identity instead
of education.

As you explained, this is a problem of ~'u~ating the lay board. At the next
meeting, we need a serious discussion of what it means to set out a research
agenda for Jewish education. This may re« ‘re a panel of experts. Is there

a potential for research on Jewish ed. ! 1 in America? If yes, what would
be the role of the Jewish community, and what would be the role of the
secular educational research communit:

Your view was that the October meetin~ 1" be carefully thought through

and planned well in advance. You al- that alternate staffing of
Ellen and Adam is problematic in this =79

There are three main tasks to working v''" a board committee: (1) Working
with the chair; (2) Working with oth: .tee members; (3) Working on

the content. Of these, the third is | work.

MEF WORK PLAN

In responding to our work plan of 4/1/° ", nu raised four concerns at the
outset:

(1) There is not enough attention to i 1 education.

(2) You are pleased to see educationn’ rs addressed, but noted that
only the characteristics of leaders, leadership itself, will be

addressed. That is a concern.



(3) It is not clear how the work plan n»

CIJE is planning to do.

(4) The timing of writing the cross-co-

not satisfactory.

Essentially, you said that the pieces ¢

but the timing and priorities they inm»

_Mobilization_

We discussed our ongoing monitoring of
a consensus that the documents produc

rich in detail, are better seen as r.

We discussed the need for a cross-com

more interpretation. This might be u

mobilization, as well as for CIJE st-

report could be helpful in drawing 1le

likely transformation as envisioned i

_Institutional Profiles_

In light of the emerging centrality of
to create institutional profiles will
now should be to study and design an
necessarily planning to implement t
On the contrary, we should move mor
individual institutions (as opposed
purposes), which would be used by in
reform. (Note: We raised, but did r
what happens to systemic reform when
institutions.) If possible, we sho
by institutions that get "on-board"
The purpose of the instrument would !
the institution(s) so that progress ¢

We also discussed the need for deen~
about teachers’ sense of mission,
set a time frame for addressing s

we also discussed the need for dateo
constituencies) -- i.e., parents an
frame for this work either.

We concluded that Bill should go ah
Jewish education, with the aim of ¢
at the August MEF advisory committ
by a rationale for each indicator.

Bill needs to talk with Dan Pekar=l
institutional profiles and the ¢

to Madison for this. He can al:

the indicators. Ellen’s partici,
helpful.)

The decision not to try to impleme:r
Communities, at least not next f=

_Reports on Educators_

In your ideal schedule, we would ha:
educators ready to present at the
at the November GA. This is no!

= beyond three communities, as

'ty report on educations was

"2 work plan are fine in themselves,

d further discussion.

nity mobilization, and reached

e field researchers, though
han as interpretive reports.
report on mobilization with
‘or the board subcommittee on
:m suggested that a comparative
n anticipation of CIJE’s
N-year plan.

‘oals project, an instrument
“ely be needed. Our task
't for the profiles, without
mmunity-wide basis next fall.
n instrument useful to
crument mainly for community-wide
s engaged in vision-driven
ime to discuss, the question of
on is driven by individual
1 instrument ready to be used
- goals seminar this summer.
‘mit baseline assessment of
assessed over time.

= that would include data
ose, etc. We did not
loving a step further,
uencies (and potential
We did not set a time

‘nterviews of experts in
raft instrument to present
The draft would be accompanied

~s the linkage between the
(Probably we’ll bring him
‘rta to get her input on
joals seminar will also be
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May 4, 1994

To: Alan Hoffman

From: Adam Gamoran and Ellen Goldring

CC: Annette Hochstein and Steve Hoffman

Re: notes from our meeting with you on 5/1/94

As we decided at the conclusion of our meeting, here are (a) notes from
our meeting and (b) a list of potential tasks for us, tentatively prioritized,
and a corresponding list of support needed to carry them out.

AGENDA
We were able to discuss four major items on our agenda:

(1) The board subcommitte on research and evaluation
(2) the MEF work plan

(3) the MEF advisory committee

(4) dissemination beyond Lead Community reports

BOARD SUBCOMMITTEE
We observed two problems with the recent meeting of the board subcommittee:

(a) Members of the subcommittee were not familiar with MEF, and the linkage
between MEF in Lead Communities and CIJE’s research mission was ambiguous.

(b) Members of the subcommittee seemed unaware of CIJE’s overall program
of promoting Jewish continuity by improving Jewish education; some
questioned whether why we were studying personel (how did we know that
would make a difference?) and others, stimulated by Barry Kosmin’s
presentation, asked whether we should perhaps study identity instead
of education.

As you explained, this is a problem of educating the lay board. At the next
meeting, we need a serious discussion of what it means to set out a research
agenda for Jewish education. This may require a panel of experts. Is there
a potential for research on Jewish education in America? If yes, what would
be the role of the Jewish community, and what would be the role of the
secular educational research community?

Your view was that the October meeting must be carefully thought through
and planned well in advance. You also noted that alternate staffing of
Ellen and Adam is problematic in this context.

There are three main tasks to working with a board committee: (1) Working
with the chair; (2) Working with other committee members; (3) Working on
the content. Of these, the third is the real work.



MEF WORK PLAN

In responding to our work plan of 4/1/94, you raised four concerns at the
outset:

(1) There is not enough attention to informal education.

(2) You are pleased to see educational leaders addressed, but noted that
only the characteristics of leaders, and not leadership itself, will be
addressed. That is a concern.

(3) It is not clear how the work plan moves beyond three communities, as
CIJE is planning to do.

(4) The timing of writing the cross-community report on educations was
not satisfactory.

Essentially, you said that the pieces of the work plan are fine in themselves,
but the timing and priorities they imply need further discussion.

_Mobilization_

We discussed our ongoing monitoring of community mobilization, and reached
a consensus that the documents produced by the field researchers, though
rich in detail, are better seen as raw data than as interpretive reports.
We discussed the need for a cross-community report on mobilization with
more interpretation. This might be useful for the board subcommittee on
mobilization, as well as for CIJE staff. Adam suggested that a comparative
report could be helpful in drawing lessons in anticipation of CIJE’s

likely transformation as envisioned in the 10-year plan.

_Institutional Profiles_

In light of the emerging centrality of the goals project, an instrument

to create institutional profiles will definitely be needed. Our task

now should be to study and design an instrument for the profiles, without
necessarily planning to implement them on a community-wide basis next fall.
On the contrary, we should move more towards an instrument useful to
individual institutions (as opposed to an instrument mainly for community-wide
purposes), which would be used by institutions engaged in vision-driven
reform. (Note: We raised, but did not have time to discuss, the question of
what happens to systemic reform when innovation is driven by individual
institutions.) If possible, we should have an instrument ready to be used
by institutions that get "on-board" after the goals seminar this summer.

The purpose of the instrument would be to permit baseline assessment of

the institution(s) so that progress could be assessed over time.

We also discussed the need for deeper profiles that would include data
about teachers’ sense of mission, unity of purpose, etc. We did not
set a time frame for addressing such issues. Moving a step further,
we also discussed the need for data on constituencies (and potential
constituencies) -- i.e., parents and students. We did not set a time
frame for this work either.

We concluded that Bill should go ahead with interviews of experts in
Jewish education, with the aim of creating a draft instrument to present



at the August MEF advisory committee meeting. The draft would be accompanied
by a rationale for each indicator.

Bill needs to talk with Dan Pekarsky to discuss the linkage between the
institutional profiles and the goals project. (Probably we’ll bring him
to Madison for this. He can also meet with Roberta to get her input on
the indicators. Ellen’s participation in the goals seminar will also be
helpful.)

The decision not to try to implement institutional profiles in the Lead
Communities, at least not next fall, is a MAJOR CHANGE in our work plan.

Reports on Educators
In your ideal schedule, we would have a cross-community report on Jewish
educators ready to present at the October board meeting and to release
at the November GA. This is not possible. However, we could make a
presentation at the GA (and previewed at the board meeting) on a fairly
narrow topic -- for example, educational backgrounds and professional
development of teachers -- at the GA, to accompany related presentations
by leading educational figures. We anticipate having a draft of the
full cross-community report to our advisory committee by December 31.

We understand that this project is our TOP PRIORITY.

MEF ADVISORY COMMITTEE

We discussed the meetings and composition of our advisory committee.

It is desirable to add another educational researcher, especially if

Jim Coleman is not able to participate. We discussed a few names but

did not reach any conclusion. One possibility is to elevate our committee
into an advisory committe for research, for which MEF in Lead Communities
is but one component. In that case, we might add David Cohen and Lee
Shulman as committee members. We think this is a promising idea that
warrants further discussion.

We set a tentative date for our next advisory committee meeting of

August 24-25. An alternate would be August 25-26. If you agree, we will
ask Ginny to contact the members of our committee to find out if this
would work for them.

We also discussed the possibility of a meeting in Israel in the first

few days of January, 1995. Adam, Ellen, Alan, Annette, Seymour, and Mike I.
would be invited to this meeting, a sort of pre-advisory meeting. The
discussion would presumably center on the cross-community report on teachers
in Jewish schools, which will just have been drafted. Another topic of
discussion at this meeting would be our work plan for 1995.
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TASKS FOR ADAM AND ELLEN (in order of priority) (comments follow)
(all dates are for drafts submitted to MEF advisory committee)

TASK

Cross—community teacher report
(December 31, 1994)

Report on Baltimore teaching force
(June 30, 1994)

Report on Atlanta teaching force
(August 31, 1994)

"Module" of educator surveys and
interviews
(May 31, 1995)

Reports on characteristics of
educational leaders in the L.C.s
(Fall, 1994)

Instrument for institutional
profiles
(August, 1994, through 1995)

Cross—-community mobilzat. report
(June, 1995)

Conceptual paper on Jewish
community mobilization
(September 30, 1994)

Instruments developmnent for
study of informal educators

(Winter, 1995-1996)

Participation on the CIJE
Steering Committee
(Ongoing)

Staffing the CIJE Board Sub-
committee on Research & Eval.
(Ongoing)

MAIN SUPPORT
NEEDED FROM:

Bill Robinson

Nancy Hendrix

Nancy Hendrix

Julie, Roberta

Bill Robinson

Bill Robinson

Roberta, Julie

Roberta, Julie

outside experts

outside experts

ADDITIONAL SUPPORT
NEEDED FROM:

Roberta, Julie

Julie

Roberta, Julie

Roberta, Julie

Roberta, Julie, Bill



Comments:

All these tasks seem doable under the schedule indicated, with one
important exception: We cannot see a way of adequately staffing the Board
Subcommittee on Research and Evaluation, along with all our other work.
This, we recognize, is a serious problem.

An important omission from this list is additional meetings and
presentations which are frequently asked of us by CIJE and/or Lead
Communities. We continue to be very reluctant to add this extra work,
because we are too busy with our main agenda.

The longer we have field researchers on staff, the more we’ll be able to
say in the cross-community report on mobilization. However, we recognize
that this report is not the highest priority.

If we drop the cross-community mobilization report, we could prepare the
instruments for studying informal education next year (1995).

The role of the field researchers in preparing the teaching force reports
should not be overlooked. We expect they will make substantial contributions
to each LC report, and we also expect them to assist us in preparing the
cross-community report on educators.

After January 1995, we will still have great need for a data analyst, and

we hope Bill Robinson will prove capable in that role. If he also turns out
to be effective in preparing instruments for institutional profiles, CIJE may
want to hire him as much as 100%. If his work for us will be restricted to
data analysis, it is crucial that we have at least 50% of his time for CIJE;
100% would be better but if an accomodation can be made with Atlanta, perhaps
they could have 50% of his time and we could have the other 50%.

Finally, a couple of activities we mentioned but which do not appear on
the list: A study of leadership in Jewish education; a study of
institutional practices (as opposed to profiles of institutional
characteriscs); a study of students and/or parents. These items need
further discussion.
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To: Adam Gamoran

From: Roberta Goodman

May 13, 1994

As vou know, the CIJE has offered me a five month contract
through December 1994 with little, or no assurances beyond then.
In Jewish education, most jobs begin and end on the school year.
To find a job that begins January 1 is a rarity. Therefore, T
want to explore with you the possibility of my working four days
a week for the CIJE and one day a week for MAJE. This would
guarantee me employment beyond January 1. To deo so, would require
that the CIJE "1ift its ban" on my being a provider of Jewish
education in Milwaukee.

We have discussed my working on the following:
o setting up a credentialling system;

o overseeing the Ulpan, Hebrew courses for adults,
including staff supervision:

0 staffing the Principals’ Council.

I realize that this is a minimalist job description. We can both
imagine what these tasks entail.

Although this may not be the transition position that was
envisioned by the CIJE, it would get me on the community’s
payroll. It would leave open the possibility of my doing some
evaluation for the community if they are interested.

I would be happy to discuss this with you if you have any
questions. T would appreciate an answer by the end of May.
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May 16, 1994

MEMORANDUM

To: Alan Hoffmann

From: Adam Gamoran

CC: Ellen Goldring, Annette Hochstein, Roberta Goodman
Re: request from Roberta to work in Milwaukee

As indicated in the attached memo, Roberta Goodman has been offered part-time work for
the Milwaukee Jewish community -- not in evaluation, but on the implementation side.
Roberta seeks our permission to reduce her workload for CIJE to four days per week, so she
can work for the Milwaukee community one day per week, beginning August 1. My guess
is there’s a good chance this could turn into a larger job in 1995. From Roberta’s
standpoint, under these terms she will at least have part-time work after January 1.

I strongly support this request, although there are serious problems with it from the MEF
standpoint. I'll first state the problems, and then explain why I think we should approve it
nonetheless.

One of the field researchers’ main tasks for the rest of 1994 will be to monitor and evaluate
the formation and implementation of the personnel action plan. In working on a
credentialling system, and in staffing the Principal’s Council, Roberta will presumably be
involved in implementing the action plan. Thus, she would no longer be serving as an
outside observer, and her evaluation would necessarily be colored by her own stake in the
process. This does not mean she couldn’t report to us, but that she’d obviously become a
participant observer instead of an observer.

Despite this problem, I think we should go along with the shift in roles. For one thing,
working with the community on educational issues is where Roberta’s greatest strength lies,
as we’ve recognized in the past, and her involvement on the implementation side would be a
valuable asset to Milwaukee. Second, even in the most favorable scenario, once the
community begins to sponsor its own resident field researcher, the researcher becomes an
insider. I think it is possible that in the future, Roberta could combine work of the type
described in her memo, with evaluation of new programs that result from the Lead
Community process. It would not be the same as an outside evaluation, but it would not
mean abandoning the principle of evaluation-minded communities.

I look forward to your early response.



THE UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIOLOGY

1126 EAST 5S9TH STREET
CHICAGO * ILLINOIS 60637

James S. Coleman
(312) 702-8696 - FAX: (312) 702-9529
E-mail: mill@cicero.spc.uchicago.edu

July 20, 1994

Professor Adam Gamoran
Department of Sociology
University of Wisconsin, Madison
Madison, Wisconsin 53705

Dear Adam:

I'm sorry to have taken so long to read the report on the Baltimore survey on the

CIJE lead communities program. I think it is an excellent report, and I have no comments
for changes. The only thing that might have been added is at selected points some
comparative percentages from Milwaukee. I presume at some point there will be a
comparative report, when all the individual analyses are done. Even so, it would not hurt,
and would provide some additional incentive for communities to change, if the individual
reports allowed some comparison points with the communities for which the survey had
been previously analyzed. '

I also presume that at some point there will be an ethnographic report which will
give an account of the social structure of each community, for it is such a report that will
give insight into the problems that the community will confront in attempting to organize
itself to bring about changes in Jewish education.

But these are only ancillary comments. The report is very well done.

Sincerely,
e
{ i
\\‘:-.“ AN
it
lames S. Coleman
niversity Professor

JSC:dm



University of Wisconsin—Madison
MADISON, WISCONSIN 53706

DEPARTMENT OF SOCI:?LQGY TO CALL WRITER DIRECT
SOCIAL SCIENCE BUILDING =
1180 OBSERVATORY DRIVE PaGE . O3~ FZE3

August 22, 1994

Professor James Coleman
Department of Sociology
1126 E. 59th Street
Chicago, IL 60637

Dear Jim,

Many thanks for your response to the report on Jewish teachers in Baltimore. You raised
two excellent issues, and I want to tell you how we are addressing them, in case you have

further suggestions.

On the issue of cross-community comparisons, we are indeed preparing a comparative report,
in at least two phases: First there will be a short "Policy Brief" (modeled after the U,S.
Dept. of Education’s "Issues in Brief") on the topic of the background and training of
teachers in Jewish schools. We expect to complete a draft of this Brief in October. Second,
we are writing a more extensive cross-community report, which we expect to have drafted by
the end of December.

In these reports, the survey data will sometimes be merged across communities, and
sometimes kept separate, depending on whether important differences among communities

appear. s

In presenting results to the communities, we have not emphasized similarities and differences
with the other communities, and had not thought about the possible motivating effects of
doing so. At the time we were planning the Baltimore report, we were not at liberty to
release the Milwaukee data outside Milwaukee, but that would now be possible; in fact the
Milwaukee people sent their report to Baltimore.

On the ethnographic analysis of social structure, there are two relevant’reports, both written
by Julie Tammivaara, our Baltimore field researcher. One is on "Community Mobilization
for Jewish Education in Baltimore," and the second is on "The Professional Lives of Jewish
Educators in Baltimore." Both, I think, are contributing to our understanding of the
community, and of the place of Jewish education there. (I should add, however, that CUE
staff members have been working so closely with residents of Baltimore that they [CUE
staff] do not perceive the report on mobilization to have added much beyond what they

already knew.)



Page 2

I enclose both of these reports for your review. (I may have sent them before.) I'd
welcome any insights you may have on the relation between community structure and the
possiblities for educational change. Also, comments on the reports themselves are welcome
as always.

Yours,

(Lo

Adam Gamoran
Professor

FL

P.S. In case no one has told you (though I'm sure someone has by now), you were warmly
and extensively acknowledged and thanked by Tony Bryk as he received the Willard Waller

Award for Catholic Schools and the Common Good.



INITIAL THOUGHTS ON A PARTNERSHIP BETWEEN
CIJE-AGNON SCHOOL-JECC

August, 1994

Goals:

to participate in the evaluation of an articulated vision and to assess the degree to which
program reflects a transiation of this vision.

to study the development of a vision driven institution in the context of a larger community
attempting to support the articulation of vision for its constituent agencies.

to benefit from the talents of the CIJE staff and consultants who have been studying and
analyzing other institutions and communities and can provide both analytic skills and a more
global perspective.

Process:

We envision a two stage relationship that focuses on:

1. evaluation of the existing mission/articulated vision of Agnon School the degree to
which curriculum, teacher education and selection, and educational policy reflects this
mission;

2. assisting Agnon in strengthening the implementation phase so that practice is more
effectively aligned with vision.

We would be interested in the option of participating in this process with comparable
institutions in other communities.

We recognize that a parmership is a dynamic relationship and are excited by the possibilities
presented. We recognize that our curricular and staff development priorities may be re-
oriented through interactions between CIJE and the School. The partnership would also offer
the potential to work closely with JECC planners.

What Agnon School can contribute to the partnership:

We are an institution that has attempted to articulate its vision and has looked to translation
with an eye for how our program reflects this vision. The School has engaged in the
reflection process on a number of levels:

1. Through our parmership with Project Zero at the Harvard Graduate School of
Education we have been developing alternative forms of assessment. Both our faculty



and student body are comfortable with and open to the assessment process, bringing a
broad understanding of evaluation to the table.

2. Our parmership with the Melton Centre at Hebrew University has been both a staff
development and research project..

3. As a member of the Independent School Association of the Central States (ISACS),
we engage in a self-study every seven years.

In short, we bring a history of interest in the kind of research that work with CIJE would
involve.

' As a Community Day School, our pluralistic student body reflects much of the diversity of the

Cleveland community.

As an institution that is 25 years old, we offer a history. A potential area for research might
be the degree to which vision and goals were clearly articulated at different points in the
School's history and the relationship between articulation of vision and size of student body.

We provide the opportunity to study Agnon School in the context of the larger Cleveland
community, providing a case study for Cleveland and the JECC as well as the CLJE.

What CIJE could offer Agnon:

Professional consultation to move the School along in its research, assessment, and
translation of vision into practice.

Some financial resources to allow members of the professional staff to devote more time to
these processes.
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Summary of Board Subcommittee Meeting on Research & Evaluation
(April 21, 1994)

The meeting was divided into three main segments:

/\ The first part of the meeting was devoted to reviewing the
purpose of the subcommittee and discussing the activities

the committee may want to consider over time.

The Committee on Research and Evaluation is charged with
developing strategies for creating a capacity for research on
Jewish education in North America. At present, very little
knowledge is being gathered and disseminated that can help Jewish
educators improve. There is no real infrastructure for Jewish
educational research; there are only a few professors of Jewish
education, and they have many other responsibilities besides

research.

Another mission of the Committee is to foster self-
evaluation of Jewish educational programs throughout North
America. Related to the near-absence of research, programs and
institutions in Jewish education rarely assess their own programs
to monitor performance or gauge success. A goal of CIJE is to
encourage evaluation-minded communities; that is, communities
that examine their own programs as a step towards self-
improvement.

The possible activities that the subcommittee considered
are:

(1) what is the most appropriate mechanisms to translate
evidence gathered in Lead Communities into usable knowledge
for the rest of North American Jewry? What are the
appropriate mechanisms for reaching out to the wider Jewish
community in North America? What should be the relative
priorities within CIJE of data-gathering and report-writing
for the purpose of stimulating action within the Lead
Communities, as compared with the broader goal of
disseminating information throughout north America?

(2) CIJE has a small internal research capacity, but the
ultimate goal is to stimulate research on a broad scale,
involving many partners including universities, foundations,
agencies, and individual scholars. How can CIJE move
towards the broader agenda?

(3) How can CIJE encourage communities other than the Lead
Communities to become more reflective? What activities or
programs might stimulate and support self-evaluation in
Jewish education?



giﬁid—”ln the second part of the meeting the subcommittee addressed
‘ questions to Barry Kosmin. Many of the issues raised by

Barry are germane to the work of the subcommittee.

Specific issues for further consideration include:

(1) How can we best coordinate the research efforts in the
North American Jewish community. Should we standardize the
instruments various groups are using? Should we coordinate
the questions different groups are asking? What is our role
within the larger research community, such as JESNA?

(2) Is there a need for a major longitudinal study in Jewish
education?

\_\\

P
_,//’(3) What is the place of students and parents in the

research agenda of CIJE?

The third part of the meeting was devoted to clarifying the
C
goals of the subcommittee and reviewing the Monitoring,

Evaluation and Feedback Project to date.
Additional areas identified for committee discussion include:

(1) Communities need help about how to energize their
constituencies to raise support for putting research and
evaluation in their budgets. In addition, communities need
help in setting goals so that they can then turn to the
question of evaluation.

2) Further discussion is needed about the model presently
being used by the MEF team for the study of educators. 1Is
this a good model in terms of working with local
communities?

(3) What can CIJE do to prepare research and evaluation
T . materials for use in Jewish communities in North America?
4~U‘, "  Should workbooks and modules be developed that can highlight
; ‘*.>+ the important benefits of the evaluation-minded community?



MASTER SCHEDULE CONTROL Schedule 1
COUNCIL FOR INITIATIVES IN JEWISH EDUCATION Date Prepared: 8/11/94

1994 Il 1995. f1—1996—

1. Steering Committee

10:00 AM - 400 PM 10/5 214 4126 6/8 8125 11 1122
2. Executive Committee N.Y. N.Y. N.Y.
6:00 - 7:30 PM 10/5 4/26 11
)18
3. Board of Directors NY. NY. Ry
B:00-9:30 PM; 10,00 AM - 4.00 PM 10/5-6 4/26-27 111-2

4. Sub-Committees:

A. Personnel Committee N.Y. N.Y. N.Y.
10/6 4127 11/2
B. Community Development N.Y. N.Y. N.Y.
10/6 4127 12
C. Content/Program N.Y. N.Y. NY.
10/6 427 112
D. Research/Monitoring N.Y N.Y N.Y

1006 a7 112
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From: EUNICE::"GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu" 10-AUG-1994 22:33:22.42
To: gamoran

CC:

Subj: my re-write of the agenda, please comment before I send to Annette

1. Review of MEF Work To Date _- P G

2. The Study of Educators:

I. Integrated-Cross Community Report ﬂ'
A. Board Presentation G ¥
B. Policy Brief for the GA
C. Dissemination and Presentation to North America

II. Next steps with this data

A. Additional Analyses and reports /

B. Developing a module for dissemination and use in N 2l e

C. Analysis of Educational Leaders Surveys

; MQJ“O"'M Vi Pl Toovnde F A QALAL CAn T el T t(.’ ~
3. Proposed Workplan for MEF: 1995 - Next Steps for MEF Projact ~/ -
I. Possible Topics —_— s

Monitoring and Evaluating the Goals Project E[(eﬁﬁx
Monitoring and Evaluating Personnel Action Plans a d
Implementation D [aadeach g Sean wim
The Study of Informal Education and Educators —— Cij?
Institutional Profiles
Building the data base on Jewish Education: Additional Surve¥
Work in LC’s or beygnd s dv
Cross- fﬁku‘lv"-?? /olcz; z -’(’+ >c A 3
Staffing MEF in light of next steps — ) (;

A. The Role of Field Researchers
B. Alternative Staffing Models

A0 P,

-
-
- =

S: IS Steve Hoffman Attending, if so need to be included in list
_particpants

Y| "N



roms EUNICE:z 2" 7344331520 compuserve.con” 12-AUG-1994 10:50:25.93

fo: Adam Gamoran <gamoran2., Ellen Goldring <goldriebictrvaxevanderbilt.edud.,

Roberta Goodman <73443.31%00compuserve.comdes
Eill Robinsen <74104.33350compuserves.comd

Subj: Goals Seminar Summary

Goals Seminar Debriefing
The Associated
10 August 1994
L1s00 = 12300

Present: Chaim Potwinick, Genine Fidler, I'lene Vogelstein, Gail
Dorphes Cyril Mittnicks, Zippy Scharr, Marci Dickmane Julie
Tammivaara

Chaim introduced the session as an opportunity to jinform
llene and Genine of the foals Seminar held in July in Jerusalem.
e suyggyested the group begin with general impressions and then
giscuss particulars.

A question about who was present was asked. Five cities
were represented: Daltimore, Boston, Cleveland, Milwaukee, and
West Palm Peach. Milwaukee sent a contingent of eight people
including Ruths, Jane, her husband, Louise and her husband who is
president of the fed, Rick Meyer, Ina Regosins and Jeff Roth of the

JCC. BDaltimore sent four persons: Chaims Marci, Zippy, and Cyril.
Cleveland sent Mark Gurvis, Ray and Ginny Levi, Ray?s board
president and two school directors. [Poston sent a continuity

commission staftf members their bureau director and one other
person. “The seminaries sent Pob Hurt [Yeshivalr. Aryeh Davidson
LJT5], and Isa Aron [Hebrew Union Collegel. Beverly Griffiths
who had worked on the Educated Jew Project and is now principal
of Ramaz School attended as did several CIJE peoplet Roberta
aoodmans Seymour Foxs, Shmuels, Daniel Marons Annette

Hochstein [sporadicallyl, Alan Hoffman, Gail Dorphs, Barry Holtz.,
vaniel Pekarsky, and Ellen Goldring.

Cyril began by stating he thought that much of the academic
or scholarly material was very difficult for the Lay people to handle.
He noted that people became frustrated and mid=-week things got
more practicals. He noted that the focus was on new institutions
and no one at the cenference was working in a brand new place;
those present had tec deal with the histories of their institutions. He
Lauded Daniel Pekarsky for writing up notes at the end of the day
and presenting summaries in the marning.

The atmosphere==away from home and disfractions=—=
contributed to the opportunity for serious discussion. He Llearned
the importance of having goals and it caused him to think about
what the mission of the CJES [Lhe is presidentl] is or should be. As a
Lay lLeader at Deth Tfiloh, he thought about their mission, too.

Lippy added that institutions need to be vision-driven and that they
need to get faltimore to buy into this idea.

Ilene asked how the community could be educated as to the
importance of goals« Marci said that it was important to involve
everybody in the process yet avoid producing a pareve vision. One



issue is community vs. institutional visions., The former was a
difficult matter for the participants until Michael losenak ?s
presentation on the last daye. He outlined some ways to produce 3
substantive, yet manageable community vision. Five components
are Importants: the need for participants to share a vocahulary,
sacred lLiterature, shared practicess agreement on problems, and
Israel.

The seminar featured breakout sessions by community.
These were helpful, although Postan and West Palm Reach did not
benefit so much froem them. Apparently they came more prepared
to share their successes than to think about their own communities
and plan. [We need t get this papers. 1f there is one.l

Ilene asked what makes the CIJE notion of vision different
from usual definitions of vision. Marci said that thare were two
featuress: all or key people are involved in producing them and
eéveryone can own and articulate them. Vision building should be
an opportunity to get beyond the self; to develop a common
Languagei and to talk with other institutions/Zcommunities about
visions. Visions should not just be written down and memor ized.
There should be an alignment between the substance of the vision
and decisions in the institution or communi tye.

One challenye is that a vision will be as jood as the people
in the room making it. There needs to be a way to transcend one?s
own Limitations. The fact that the seminar was in Israel Ca different
placel and that Moshe Greenberg?s paper on the educated Jew [a
different ideal helped communities do this.

Ilene noted that the present committee itself was not vision
driven. The group agreed.

TWwo issues: théere is a need to communicate with the larger
community what the CIJE is and is doinui there 4ds currently a lot
on Baltimore?s plate with the goals project, the educators survey
and professional Llives report. the personnel action plans and the
principals seminar coming up. The Latter requires some discussion
45 to priority and how the pieces fit together.

There was a discussion of 7vision teams? and coaches for
creating visions. The coaches would need to be trained.

On 21 August Marci and Chaim will meet with David
Hirschorn. His wite has given some money to hold a one-day
conference on evaluation to honor his 75th birthday. This could be
a springboard for the CIJE agenda. It will involve people from all
educational settings as well as Lay and professionals.

Gail said there is a need to set aside time to map out
strategies. For example, who will represent the cammunity? What
Wwill be the Llogic of what?s g0ing to happen next? A date needs to
be set to discuss these things. Marci said both need to be placed
before the community.

Chaim added that with all the other things, Zippy is planning
9 professional deve lopment institute under the auspices of the Day
School Council. She said she has no cooperation beyond this group
is going ahead with planning ANy way.
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Dear Adam,

I thought you might like to see this article. Shana Tova, and G'mar Tov.

B'shalom,

M

Gail Dorph
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Wisconsin Jewish Chronicle

By Mardee Gruen

of The Chroalcle stafl

Educational experts are say-
ing that comprehensive commu-
nal Jewish education requires
each teaching institution to
develop its own vision of what
an educated Jew should be.

To assist that development,
eight Milwaukeecans recently
attended a seminar at the
Hebrew University of Jeru-
salem’s Mandel Institute,
offered by the Council on Initia-
tives in Jewish Education.

CILJE is a national effort seek-
ing to improve formal and infor-
mal Jewish education in North
America. Two years ago, CLJE
selected Atlanta, Baltimore and
Mnlwaukcc as “lead communi-
ties” to develop models for
improving a community's com-
prehensive Jewish education.

“As a lead community, Mil-
waukee serves as a uvmg labora-

tory to explore ways in which
quality education can be ac-
hieved and to develop and
implement programs that will
serve as models for other com-
munities,” according to Ruth
Cohen, Ph.D., Milwaukee lead
community project director.

At the Jerusalem seminar,
experts contended that an institu-
tion’s educational goals must be
anchored in a vision of achieve-
ment and a definition of an “edu-
cated Jew."

“To describe a Jewish educat-
ing institution as vision-driven is
to say that it is animated by a
vision or conception of the kind
of Jewish human being and the
kind of Jewish community it is
trying to bring into being,”
Cohen explained.

“A guiding vision does not
offer a laundry-list of miscella-
neous characteristics to be culti-

vated in students, but exhibits .

Lead Community Pm ject local coordinator Ruth Cohen (left) with pro-
58

ject co-chairs Lou
how they fit together to compose
a picture of a meaningful form of
Jewish existence.”
Milwaukee's seminar partici-
ants were Jane Gellman and
ouise Stein, lead community

Stein (middle) and Jane Gellman.

co-chairs; their husbands, Larry
Gellman and Gerald Stein, rep-
resenting the Milwaukee Jewish
Federation; Richard Meyer, fed-
eration executive vice president;
Jay Roth, Jewish Community

MAE

MAJE Milwaukee Associatlon for Jewish Education '[WJ‘I'I

Serving the Jewish Educator
and the Community

Center executive vice premdcnt,
Ina Regosin, Milwaukee Associ-
ation for Jewish Education exec-
utive director; and Cohen.

Local organization

Under Cohen’s direction, the
Milwaukee effort has established
a Lead Community Steering
Committee and Commission to
direct the development of a
three-to-five-year strategic plan
for Jewish education here,

Action teams have been
formed to evaluate personnel
issues, formal and informal edu-
cation of teens, fund develop-
ment and family education.

The project is funded by a
$180,000 lgrant over three years
from the Helen Bader Founda-
tion of Milwaukee and a one-
time $30,000 CIJE planning

L.

About 40 percent — $1.2 mil-
lion — of the federation’s local-
ly allocated funds go to Jewish
education, The federation is not
funding the CIJE project, but is
involved in planning.

This effort also is supported
by CIUE personnel and program-
ming that, Louise Stein said,
includes "devclopmcnt of a
library of materials concerning
the importance and the process
of becoming vision-driven
which would be available to all
communities."”

She said part:cupanon in CUE

e e



OLLICIEU Oy UIC UL Wil saxasass
tives in Jewish Education.
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ing to improve formal and infor-
mal Jewish education in North
America. Two years ago, CIJE
selected Atlanta, Baltimore and
Milwaukee as “lead communi-
ties" to develop models for
improving a community’s com-
prehensive Jewish education.

“As a lead community, Mil-
waukee serves as a living labora-

LCalcu Jow.

“To describe a Jewish educat-
ing institution as vision-driven is
to say that it is animated by a
vision or conception of the kind
of Jewish human being and the
kind of Jewish community it is
trying to bring into being,”
Cohen explained.

“A guiding vision does not
offer a laundry-list of miscella-
neous characteristics to be culti-
vated in students, but exhibits
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a picture of a meaningful form of
Jewish existence.”
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pants were Jane Gellman and

. Louise Stein, lead community

e Stein (middle) and Jane Gellman.

co-chairs; their husbands, Larry
Gellman and Gerald Stein, rep-
resenting the Milwaukee Jewish
Federation; Richard Meyer, fed-
eration executive vice president;
Jay Roth, Jewish Community

MAJE Milwaukee Ass

and the Community
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ociation for Jewish Education '|'IJ‘I'I

Serving the Jewish Educator

COMMUNITY-WIDE EVENTS:

I Oct. 2
1 Oct. 30

Institute for Family/Parent Education

Two by Two at the Zoo: A Family Program
Kenes | (Educational Conference)
12 Feb.3-5 Jewish Education Month Kickoff and Kenes |

INSTITUTES

ULPAN

- Learn Hebrew -
Beginners through
Advanced level courses.
Classes begin
Thursday, September 22,
and meet on one
of the following days:
Mondays
9:30 - 11:00 a.m.
Tuesdays
9:30 - 11:00 a.m.
Warnaarlava

Beginning October 3, 1994
10 Monday Evenings, 7:30-9:00 p.m.
“Methods in Jewish Family Education”
Eve Joan Zucker, Instructor

Institute for Early Childhood Jewish Education
Beginning October 4, 1994
10 Tuesday Evenings, 6:00-7:30 p.m.
“Integrating Judaica into the Early Childhood Curriculum”
Sandy Brusin, Instructor

Teachers Institute
Beginning October 5, 1994
10 Wednesday Evenings, 7:30-9:00 p.m.
“Teaching Jewish History”

formed to evaluate persvnnei
issues, formal and informal edu-
cation of teens, fund develop-
ment and family education,

The project is funded by a
$180,000 grant over three years
from the !-glelcn Bader Founda-
tion of Milwaukee and a one-
time $30,000 CIJE planning

t.

About 40 percent —$1.2 mil-
lion — of the federation’s local-
ly allocated funds go to Jewish
education. The federation is not
funding the CIJE project, but is
involved in planning,

This effort also is supported
by CIJE personnel and program-
ming that, Louise Stein said,
includes “development of a
library of materials concerning
the importance and the process
of becoming vision-driven
which would be available to all
communities

She said participation in CIJE
programming is voluntary, “but
we hope Milwaukee’s educa-
tional institutions will want to
engage in this opportunity. . .

“The seminar helped us
understand how [creating a guid-
ing vision] serves as a mecha-
nism for the operation of a
school or any educational pro-

am, which allows us to further
interpret that concept for Mil-
waukee educators.”

Turf battles shouldn’t come
into play, Stein said. “We don’t
foresee a single vision for Jewish
education in Milwaukee, but
many visions for specific pro-
grams, schools and agencies,”
she said. ;

Stein added that once an insti-
tution defines its vision, the cur-
riculum is formulated around it
and staff is hired to fulfill it.

Dr. Daniel Peckarsky, a Uni-
versity of Wisconsin-Madison
professor who led the Jerusalem
seminar, is expected to conduct a
similar program in Milwaukee in
late fall.

[ MAIL STOP ]



Froms: INS"L10027 4. 17458 compuserve.com” "annette Hochstedin” 21=-AUG=1994 23:18:54.27
To: INS"GAMOR ANKWISCSSCavms s hujiaacaiL” "INTERMET : GAMDRANXNISCSSCAVMS HUJT LACIL"
CC:

aubj): reports

Heturn=path: <100274.17450compuserve.com?
Received: from HUJIVMS (MAILERAHUJIVMS) by sscewisceedu (PMDF VA4,.3=7 #6454)
id <DLHGOSHHVEWWIAMEKYBssc.wiscaedudi Suns 21 Aug 1994 23314324 CST
Receiveds by HUJIVMS wvia SHTP(198.4.9.2) (HUyMail=V6n); Mone.

22 Aug 94 06221:32 +0300
rteceived: from Localhost by dub=img=2.compuserve.com (B.6.467/5.9404065am)

id XAALI427: Suns 21 Aug 1994 23:16335 =0400
Dates Suns 21 Aug 1694 23:13:15 -0400 CEDT)
From: annette Hochstedin <100274.17450conpuserve..comn?
Subject: reports
To: “INTERNET:GAHORANSWISCSSCAVMS HUJILACLTLY (GAMORANXWISCSSCAvms. hujisac.i LD
Message=id:s <{940822031314_100274.1745_RHL2?=1aCompuServe«COM>
Content=transfeér-encoding: 701IT

H1 Adame

Saw your message re=Julie Tamivaara's reporte. I will try to have detailed
comments when we meets At rapid first reading 1t seams an interesting

and rich reports Tuwo initial comments? The lovely quote by Heshel strikes
me as & poor choice in a time where ignorance of text is pervasive among
teachers and pupils alikes, Moreover for many = certainly for the arthodox
and for many others I think the noetion of role models who would not be
models also in "talmud torah' is not palatable. The second comment 4s for
our general discussion: 50% with deagrees in general education is that good or
very bad? When the majority have Jewish schooling beyond bar/bat-mitzvah
does it mean a lot of schooling? sufficient schooling? The issue of
interpretation

here will also be difficult = we should probably come to some consensus on
thise what Jdo you think?

I dearly Look forward to our meeting on Thursday. Should we speak before that?
I am at Cambridge = 417=864=1200 or I could call you when convenient.

Bbest regards.
annette

of representing this
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COUNCIL FOR INITIATIVES IN JEWISH EDUCATION
MONITORING, EVALUATION & FEEDBACK
Advisory Committee

Thursday, August 25, 1994
11:00 am - 7:00 pm
Sheraton Cleveland City Centre
777 St. Clair Avenue
Cleveland, OH 44114
Ph. 216-771-7600
Fax 216-566-0736

Participants: ADH, AG, EG, GZD, BWH, MI, SF, ARH, SHH, NR
AGENDA
I. Review of MEF Work To Date
II. The Study of Educators
A. Integrated-Cross Community Report

1. Board Presentation
2. Policy Brief for the GA
3. Dissemination and Presentation to North America

B. Next steps with this data

Additional Analyses and reports

Developing a module for dissemination and use in NA
Analysis of Educational Leaders Surveys

Research papers for a broader audience

‘ III. Proposed Workplan for MEF: 1995 - Next Steps for MEF Project

C;SH(. s a:ﬂ%“'.{ﬁ(
A. Possible Topics —[ 5 a ;g.: & Y ;o-'w« Je-/
Lef . A
T 1. Institutional Profiles” & é J S hee (5

2. Monitoring and Evaluating the Goals Project q.e Uﬂlvq%’g »{9 Z, C /ng M LC <
3. Monitoring and Evaluating the Leadership Development Project
4. Monitoring and Evaluating Personnel Action Plans and Implementation
5. Studying Informal Education and Educators 5 ‘fjj" e F”,?g“‘}c“_ (f_;;ﬁ o)
6. Building the data base on Jewish Education: Addmonal Survey Work in LC’s s T t;;;“\‘;“’;

or beyond i0 FQX: X - cay al.A
7. Cross-community Mobilization Report v, €40 LC5

/(. Nmf}m.y— Eeal o Mot (>
J? PQSZ&,ML/\ G’Jr‘t‘LS/[LH ﬁ/ﬂj‘

B. Staffing MEF in light of next steps

1. The Role of Field Researchers
2. Alternative Staffing Models
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Froms EUNICEz:" 734433152 a@compuservescomn” 28=AUG=1994 20:25:34.27
To: Adam Gamorar <yamor an?

CCs

Subj:z This and that

Jeéar Adame

1 will be meeting with Chaim tomorrow am to catch up and get feedback on
integrated report for executive summary L1 hope!l. I recejived stuff from Bitl.
Nancy [Cis that her name?] made an unusual coding decision in that she listed
1sts 2nds and 3rd degrees as respondents Listed them., not as they Likely
received theme DObviously some Listed in ascending order, some in descending
order. In any case, the tables Bill sent did not include a cross tabs of
education major and degree receivad so it is not possible to check the 59%
figure. Given the numbers however unless nearly all general education degrees
received by these folks were in educations the figure is wrong. Maybe there was
a coding mistake in the ed major items. | always hate working with data others
have entered as | do not know what decisions they made. Interestingly, 30% of
the Orthodox day school Judaic teachers report no degrees whatsoever; perhaps
they are students., but according the Jerry, that is unlikelys This figure s
the same as supp. school teachers without degrees, and we know some of them are
students. -

I have finished MLM evaluation report. It is fairly strong: I hope they
are not inclined to kill the messenger.

I will be in Seattle 22=27 September 1994, wWwhich roughly coincides wWith
SUukkot. I will Let Ginny knowa. ioberta and I are planning to get together in
Madison in Uctober,

My printer s making strange grinding noisesi do I have your permission
to get it checked cut? There is a fee for just bringing 3t in.

1 don't know if you got my previous message. The e-mail you sent res
Annette's feedback disappeared into thin air. Could you re-send?

Hope all is well with you and the trip to Cleveland was a success., Can't
wait to hear the detailsa.

tegards., Julie
PS e [f CIJE needs someone to go to Israel, my baus are packed. I am ready to
nake aliyaha



Froms EUNICE:z:"72321.1217 dlcompuserve.con” 20=AUG=1994 14:58:41.97
To: Adam Cgamoran

cc:

Subj: yoals meeting in baltimorse

mmmmmmmmen Foryarded Messayge ====-=—m—-

From: Gail Dorph., 73321,1217
ro: dannys, INTERNET:danpekdmacc.wisceedu
Cgs Alan, 73321,1220

Barry., 73321,1221
gail, 73321,1217
Ginnys 73321,1223
Br/10794 3:47 PM

™m

DAT
REs goals meeting in baltimore

this am was the scheduled meeeting for the team that went to Israel to brief
Llocal LlLeadership. turned out that local leadership meant Ilene and Genine not
veyond (although I thought that Chaim had said that he had invited others)s 1I'm
not sure if he invited and they didn't come or he didn't invite, but I will
clarify this when we next speaks

tirst of all, Chaim had not prepared the meeting. he didn't have a shred of
paper in his to give to Ilene and Genine. he did not have his own packet. he
did have the CIJI goals seminar bag. thank Gods Marci had bherought hr whole

packet which she hac put into a three ring binder.

enudf of that stuff. what was interesting was the story they told about what
they had gained from the seminara

Searle: too academic and theoretical. not particularly practical. a Lot of
trustration in the middle at the theory and leadership of seminar did switch
gears to respond to this issues. by the end it was very usefula. It taught me
the importance of having goals and knowing what you want to do. 1In terms of the
two institutions in the community with which I am involveds, in CJES we ought to
oe thinking about what is and ought to be our missioni in Peth Tifiloh, our
mission statement tries to be everything to everybondy and that can be a
problema."

Isippis "3t we can sell the concept that institutions need to be vision driven.,
each ipstitution will dtself be strengtheneda I'm going back to our mission
statementi I'm sending it out with the info to faculty at beginning of year to
relook at. We're geing to involve our Llay leadership in studying the statement
too. HMain thing I Llearned was about the importance of buy=in on a Lot of Levels
and yoing back to statement regularly."

Marci: "impt of vision of institution jvolving everyone in the discussion. The
ppportunity to think again and in a creative way about the issue of communal
vision (made reference to Rosenack presentation which was echoed by others as
particularly meaningful and helpful."

llene asked what was different about what was suuygested at the Seminar and what
we have here at work. Chaim answered in terms of the process itself that was
suggested: the active engagement of different constituencies in process;: does
everyone who needs to know about it know about it.

I added the piece about the beginring question itself being somewhat different
and the notion of study in order to raise the level/image of the discussion
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GAMOS$ type bill.q
From: EUNICE::"74104.3335€@compuserve.com" 28-AUG-1994 11:45:56.70

To: Adam Gamoran <gamoran>
cC: Ellen Goldring <goldrieb@ctrvax.vanderbilt.edu>
Subj: Questions on Balt. supplementary analyses

Adam or Ellen,
I have two sets of questions on the Baltimore supplementary analyses -

1. (The easy one) - In creating a file with teachers counted at all
settings, should I duplicate all cases in which SET2 is given OR only
those cases in which SET2 does NOT equal SET (NEWSET)? I think the first
option is preferable - we are then providing data in reference to all
"positions within the community".

However, I don’t think we should go beyond SET2, to include other
settings where the educators may work (as listed in the variables
beginning with "PRG"). One reason for this is that we won’t have
corresponding variables (i.e., salary, benefits, how found job).

Finally, I will be creating the five-value range for the second
setting (called SET2RVSD) using the educators’ answer on AFFIL2
(affiliation of second setting) - either they answered "Orthodox" or any
other answer. If AFFIL2 is missing (and SET2 is day or pre-school) then
SET2RVSD is missing.

2. (The hard one) - There are two problems in creating a variable for
hourly pay. First, we don’t know how many weeks per year they work.
Second, annual salary was given in ranges (see Question #54). Thus, do we
use the mean for each range? The resulting values would not be very
accurate.

Also, given that the top value is "Over 30,000" and the bottom value
is "Under 1,000", it will not be possible to provide ranges (for the
hourly pay variable).

I suggest scratching this variable.

Bill



I'm writing you from the plane after the meetings in Cleveland.
We are moving house on Friday and through the weekend, so I’m not
sure when I’1ll be able to send this, or read e-mail again --
probably not ‘till Monday. In this message I’11 try to summarize
the key outcomes of the MEF meeting.

1) The work plan for Aug - Dec 1994 we discussed in our last
conference call was accepted. That is, the MEF team is expected
to fulfill the following tasks:

a. "Research Brief" on background and training of teachers
in Jewish schools. Present to GA in November. Dry run to
CIJE Board on October 5-6. Responsibilities: Bill, data
analyses; Adam/Ellen, first draft of text. We spent a lot
of time talking about the content and tone of this Brief.

b. "The Teaching Force of Atlanta’s Jewish Schools.
(Integrated report for Atlanta.) Deadline for draft:
September 30. Responsibilities: Adam/Ellen, first draft of
text; all, comments and suggestions on text.

c. Cross-community integrated report on teachers in Jewish
schools. Deadline: December 31. Responsibilities: Bill,
data analysis. Adam and Ellen, first draft of text.

d. Mobilization reports on Milwaukee and Atlanta. I was
questioned on why these were not completed. They should be
done as soon as possible. I was asked for a definite date
on when they would be done, and was embarrassed not to be
able to give one. In particular, there was interest in the
Atlanta report since they have not seen it at all yet. Can
we say, September 14 for Milwaukee and October 4 for
Atlanta? Responsibility: Roberta. Julie will also
contribute.

e. Professional lives of Jewish educators in Baltimore.
Julie, you’ve got the comments I received from Annette. She
was very favorable, with a few suggestions. Apparently
there are comments coming from Gail also. Mike Inbar said
it was "very very good," and offered only one comment: In
describing the respondents, we should make comparison to the
survey of teachers, to point out departures from
representativeness. This is not to say the interview sample
was a random one, only to point out how it differs from the
community as a whole. I thought this was a good idea for a
footnote. It would work for teachers, not principals, since
we haven’t looked at the principal survey data. Deadline:
Would Sept. 15 be reasonable? (Assuming comments from Gail
come soon.) Responsibility: Julie.

f. Revision of Baltimore integrated report: Thanks much for
all the feedback, Julie. 1I’ll send you a revision in a
couple of weeks. It will say, among other things, that of
teachers in Orthodox day schools, something like 28% have a



college or university degree in education, and 31% have
seminary or institute degrees in education (as opposed to
59% with degrees in education!). You called that one right!

g. Monitoring of development and implementation of Personnel
Action Plans in Atlanta, Baltimore, Milwaukee. We will
provide a written update for each community to CIJE on this
subject on December 31. This will not be a full-blown
report, but it should be detailed enough to provide a solid

record of what’s happened on this front. Responsibilities:
Julie, Roberta, Bill. (Related to this, Roberta can attend
the Leadership Seminar, assuming the Milwaukee and Atlanta
reports are finished.) We should view the Leadership
Seminar as part of the Personnel Action Plan, in the sense
of "the action before the action plan."

h. Monitoring and evaluation of Machon L’Morim and the Peer
Coaching project in Milwaukee day schools. We didn’t really
discuss these, but it is clear to me we can continue as

planned.

I did bring them into the discussion of getting

the communities to pay for field research (see below).

i. Development of a "module" of the qualitative component of
a study of educators for use by other communities. This
will be a refinement of the interview protocols, with
instructions on how to use them. (The protocol probably
needs to be shortened, emphasizing the questions that
contributed to the reports we wrote. If the questions need
to be improved, now’s the time to do so. Ultimate deadline
is December 31, but perhaps it could be completed earlier.

I propose that Julie take primary responsibility for this,
with help from Roberta.

j. Putting all documents, tapes, etc. in shape for CIJE

storage.

Deadline, December 31. Responsibilities: Julie,

Roberta, Bill. (But Bill has much less stuff.)

k. Research papers on Teacher Power and on Professional
Development. This is legitimate to work on, and you can
travel to collaborate, but we have to make sure the other
tasks get done. Responsibilities: Julie, Roberta.

At first glance
almost finished
us busy for the
profiles is not

this appears to be a long list, but much of it is
or well underway. Still, I’m sure it will keep
next four months. Note that institutional

in this work plan at present.

2) Work plan for 1995. After a lengthy discussion, the committee
advised Alan that the highest priorities for MEF should be:

a. Further

analyses of teacher survey data, including

revision of the cross-community integrated report, and



possible additional "Research Briefs" if the first one is
well received.

b. Analysis and write-up of educational leader survey data.

c. Completion of the "module" for studying Jewish educators
in a community. This would incorporate the interview
protocols and procedures which are to be completed by the
end of December, as well as the survey instrument which must
be revised in 1995.

d. Monitoring and evaluation of the development and
implementation of Personnel Action Plans in Lead
Communities.

e. Monitoring and evaluation of the Goals Project, as it is
manifested in Lead Communities. (Institutional Profiles may
enter here.)

Writing a cross-community mobilization report was seen as
desirable but not as high priority as these items. Ditto for
monitoring of community change in general, apart from these two
key CIJE initiatives (goals and personnel plan).

3) The committee advised Alan to consider alternative staffing
modes to field researchers (e.g., consultants who visit
communities for short visits). Some were more reluctant than
others to move away from field research, but the tenor of the
discussion was generally not supportive of continuing CIJE-
sponsored field research. Also, there are apparently budgetary
factors of which I am not yet aware -- but it seems our budget
will shrink dramatically after December 31.

We discussed the possibility of the communities sponsoring their
own field research. I explained how that would change the
relationship between the work of the field researchers and CIJE
(i.e., little CIJE control). I think the message came across,
and to the extent it did, it was not seen as a positive factor.
Still, they would very much like the communities to pay for
evaluation. Some thought this would occur, while others were
skeptical. All agreed that Alan has a serious task ahead if he
is to convince the communities to do so.

Alan told Jane and Louise this summer, that CIJE will not pay for
field research after December 31. Their reaction: Thanks for
giving us this much notice. Alan has not said anything to anyone
in Baltimore or Atlanta.

My conclusion is that there has been no change in CIJE’s decision
that CIJE will no longer pay for ongoing field research after
December 31. At best, they will pay for a CIJE survey data
analyst. The notion of a 50/50 split (CIJE/community) for field



researchers was not completely ruled out, but I would not be
optimistic about it.

I have a follow-up phone call with Alan scheduled for Wednesday,
August 31. In that call, I will press for clarification on this.
In particular, I will press to learn whether he will make a
serious attempt to convince the communities to support ongoing
evaluation, or whether he’s just going to tell them CIJE’s
position and leave it at that.



GAMOS$ type fr82594.elc
From: EUNICE: : "GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu" 28-AUG-1994 09:36:26.83

To: GAMORAN
ces
Subj: Re: please read thoroughly and advise me before I send this to the

f.r.’s --also, do you think I should CC Alan? Just noticed I left off L
eading
Indicators

A few comments on your memo.
For parts before 1995:

1) you forgot the Atlanta Integrated Report on Personnel ! (I think
other FR and Bill of course, can be helpful with "filling" out
the context etc).

2) In pt. c on Mobilization reports, I would emphasize the need for
completing Atlanta. (I sensed that the most interest was for learning
about Atlanta since they had not read anyting on Atlanta).

3) Can you forwad to me Annetts comments on Julie’s report, just curious.

4)pt. £f. I would add a sentence saying the leadership seminar is
viewed as partof the Personnel action plan (action before the action
plan) rather than a full project since it is not clear beyond the
seminar where this will go, etc.

5) pt a. Did you leave me off of this intentionally?

AFter Dec 1995:

pt c. you sould the interview prtotoccols which are to be completed this
"spring", dont you mean this winter (by Dec. 19947?).

minor, you have two "e’s in your order of points".
Sorry, delete that comment, my pages got out of order

I would mention briefly thatif in 1995 there is continuation of
the monitoring of the Goals Project, Institutional Proflies
may be used in that regard.

As you said, the leading indicators should be mentioned.

As for your discussion about the FR’s work. I dont see that
idea of a fifty-fifty split mentioned. Maybe you dont want
to get their "hopes" up, but that is the message I heard from
Alan and others. That there is perhaps enough CIJE directed
work to warrent CIJE employing FR (namely Julie and Roberta,
for half time) but then the issues of will they relly end

up working more for the communities than the communities pay.
I would mention it to them anyway.

I would send the memo to ALAN as it is a summary of our discussions
and I think it is important to make sure we all came away from

the meetings with the same understanding. THis can also serve

as the basis for our call with Alan.



From: EUNICE::"73443.3152@compuserve.com" 29-AUG-1994

1932320731 To: Adam Gamoran <gamoran>
ec:
Subj: comments on your messages

29 August 1994

Dear Adanm,

Many thanks for the several e-mail messages. I have some
comments; I hope they make sense. Re: the quantitative data--I
realize that the degrees do not have to be done in any particular
order; it is just that from the data set I have, I couldnt re
cover probable majors. In fact, I do not even have the complete
degree codes. Would you mind asking Bill to send me analysis
that yielded the 28% and 31% figures? I must not have received
the complete data set as I have nothing that would lead to this
conclusion. This is important as the committee members are
likely to raise a question when the new figures come in. Has the
information from Orthodox pre-schools also been re-analyzed?
Since my sense is that most of those who attend teaching
institutes in Israel are wome n and most [all as far as I know]
pre-school workers are women, their figures might also change.

Re: Annettes comments. What do you think about the Heschel
quote? I certainly did not include it to imply that what he
said is the situation in Balt imore, but, I guess, I thought it
should be the situation. My sense of the Orthodox community is
that they certainly would not be offended by this quote. I do
not think it suggests teachers not be talmud torah role models;
by text I understand Heschel to be referring to the Torah
and the Talmud. I am willing to let it go, but I do not quite
understand her objection.

I think she and others should be reminded that this report
was completed in May, well before the survey data were available.
I see the merging of my report with the survey data an issue of
the integrated report, not the pl report. What do you think?
If I were to include the survey data, it would mean a massive
rewriting. As a sidenote, in a conversation with Gail, she
commented upon how similar my data were to much of the
survey data; I dont know. She also thinks Baltimores survey
data matches Milwaukees and I dont agree with her there. You
might also remind Annette that Roberta and I did
not ask many questions in our interviews that were going to be
covered in the survey. I do not have complete data on Jewish
educational background, although I do have a lot. I
will follow your counsel on any of this.

If Roberta does not want or cannot go to leadership
conference, I would be happy to go. Aside from seeing Terry
Deal [old friend and member of my dissertation reading
committee] I am interested in leadership training.



I met with Chaim today, unfortunately before I got your
messages. I mentioned the idea of communities paying for frs.
He had not heard this before. I was under the impression Alan
had talked to all communities; mea culpa. Chaim said he would
love to hire me, but budgets are such that this could not happen
Jan. 1. They are not on a calendar year, but a July 1 to June 30
one. In any case, a lot of lobbying would have to be done to
convince the community this made any sense. He thinks my idea of
moving to Israel and making jam is a good one. I wont rule it
out.

He will be sending you Marci and his feedback on report; it
shouldnt be too different from mine [which will also be
included]. The smaller group has not met yet to discuss the
executive summary as Marci has been on vacation and Ilene is in
Icel and or some nordic country. If you want things finished
soon, perhaps you need to call him to urge him on. I dont think
he realizes your schedule.

I gather from the 1995 reports Bill will continue and
Roberta and I will not. 1Is that a correct reading?

Could you let me know about the printer? I fear it will die
soon if I dont get it to a repair shop.

Hope you move went as smoothly as those things can go.
Personally, I hate moving; so why do I do it so often?



From: "T3321.12178compuserve .comn” I0=-AUG=1994 23:06:54.15

Tos: TEGAMORANA S scawiscaedu® (GAMDRANY

ol e T:GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu" <GOLDRIERActrvax.vanderbil toedud.,
A220Rcompuserve.cam?

Jubj i rt

hi adame s0 tomorrecwWw 1 will finish the end of julie's report and mail her

my copy of her report because it has stuff in margins etc. here's the

questions. I e=mailed her (you should have a copy) my comment about

anonymitya I received no response ftrom either of you. barry said to me

just today., you know 1 recognized stuart seltzer, is that DK, what 's
going to happen Wwith this notion?

seconds, chaim still wants to know when he will read the report. he wants
to make sure that he reads it when it is still a draft, before it's a
publie document and can put in input. I assured him that this was 1indeed
the plan (for him toc be able to give input).

what's the timetable? from what was said at MEF advisory | assume you do
have heard anything that you need to hear from that group. If that is the
taser is there any reason that chaim can't get the same document that we
read dor his input so that she just has to do one revision?

neantime, do Let me hear from you. gail



Froms: EUNICE:z:"7?3321.12173¢compuservescom” 2=5FEP=1994 08:54:43,58
To: julie <734463.31528compuserve.comd
{0 e Adam <Cgamoran2s, Alan ¢73321.12203compuserve.comds

gail 73321.12170compuserve«comds
"INTERNET:GCLDRIEBActrvax" (GOLDRIEGOctrvaxa.vanderbilt.edu?
Subj: Faltimore report

hi julie. My copy of PRofessional Lives will go out today-fed=ex. You should
have it in your hands tomorrow.

First T want to tell you that I really enjoyed reading it. [ found particularly
helpful the ways in which you framed the issues of the problems within the arena
of professional development and power. The reason I'm sending you my comments
on your paper s because 1 also picked up some spellling stuff and grammatical
agreement stuff that jis just easier to send in that way.

Several additional comments:

l. I think you need to say that your percentages are based on your interview
study the first time you mention percentages. You say someplace in the body of
the reporty but I think it needs to be made clear in the executive sSuUmmary .

2's Because your percentages seem so close to the ones in the study as a wholes
I think mentioning that would make your case even more powerful .

3 1 too like the lleschel quote, but I think you may be misusing it on p. 80.
His point in this particular section you quoted is that the teacher becomes the
text and the point of view in the schools you are characterizing is that the
text, not the teacher, is central. That is, if we only read his first Line you
might think that we were talking about the same thinar, but the addition of the
second Line changes the meaninyg of the message,

4« On p. B7 (and perhaps elsewhere), you refer to God as he. If it were
possible to rewvord the paragraph so references to God were gender free, it's
make me happya

That's it. Good Luck with revisions. 1 look forward to seeing it again. gail

PeSe does Chaim have a sense of when he will gee it? He seems nervous about
Jetting a chance to see it before anyone else does.
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Thank you very much for the feedback and suggestions. | don't really
nind about dncluding the survey on rinciples it is just I want to get the
report W T2 I don't relish spendin a great ieal of time re=working it to
include the survey since Chaims, et al. are eager to see it and it 4s to my
professional advantage to get it out« [Ditto for the Heschel quote, I certainly
io not mind deleting it., although 4t ippears in the text as a gquote from Stuart.
That's how I found it im the first place. ail's feedback should arrive
LOMOrrowa Julije.
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September 11, 1994

TO: CIJE Board Subcommitte Members on Research and Evaluation
From: Esther Leah Ritz, Chair

Subject: Next Meeting

In preparation for our next meeting of the CIJE Board Subcommittse

on Research and Evaluation on Thursday, October &th in New York,
I am forwarding to you a summary of our last meeting.

I recently met with Ellen Geldring and Adam Gamoran to prepare our
agenda for the October é6th meeting. We will focus our discussions
on three topics:

(1) Training and Profassional Developmcnt of Personnel
for Jewish Education--a Presentation at
the GA

{(2) Promoting Evaluation in Jcwish Communities

{(3) 1995 Projects for Monitoring, Evaluation and
Feedback in Lead Communities

I look forward to seeing you in New York cn the &th.

Post-it™ hrand fax rrmqmmelmema?tm #afpages v

___“’E:_&;,,Mmﬁ.
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{ vities - uary to August 1
Bill Robinson

A. Educators Survey -

L.
2

3.
4.

Developed Codebook for Educators Survey.
Cleaned Baltimore and Milwaukee datasets (will clean Atlanta):
a. concerning hours and setting variables;
b. concerning revised computings of recoded variables (as set forth in Codebook);
c. concerning other issues (i.e., ECE credits for preschool teachers).
Created revised frequencies and cross-tabulations for Baltimore.
(Will) produce frequencies and cross-tabulations for and assist in writing 3-city
comparative report.

B. Personnel Action Report (Atlanta) -

L.

2.
3

Gave presentations to all concerned communal bodies in Atlanta on reported frequencies
from Atlanta's Educators Survey dataset.

Worked with Atlanta team on requesting cross-tabulations.

(Will continue) working with Atlanta team on interpreting Educators Survey data, providing
input into MEF report, as well as developing and imp'ementing Personnel Action Plans.

C. Institutional Profiles (as lead person) -

1.
2.

3.

Developed proposal for Institutional Profiles Project.

Engaged in consultations with experts in various areas of Jewish education to begin
constructing Institutional Profiles instrumentation.

(Will continue to) develop, (and hopetfully) pre-test and refine Institutional Profiles
instrumentation.

D. Monitoring and Feedback in Lead Community -

1.

Observe numerous meetings of various communal bodies in Atlanta engaged in
educational planning and change (i.e., Federation Beard, Council for Jewish Continuity,
Federation Planning and Allocations Committee, Federation Planning and Allocations
Educations Subcommittee, Jewish Educational Services Board and Executive Board, Day
School Council, Synagogue Educational Directors Council, Preschool Council, Tichon
Steering Committee).

Provide informal, reflective feedback and research advice to Janice Alper (JES Director)
concerning any project under her auspices, which has included facilitating growth of
professional councils, instrumentation for JES evaluation, as well as improving JES staff-lay
relations, restructuring its board and developing its vision (in cooperation with outside
consultant from the Mescon Group).

(Just beginning to) provide informal, reflective feedback and research advice to Steve
Chervin (new CJC Director), whose projects will include creation of Personnel Action Plans,
coordination of teen services, development of a second high school, and articulation of
community educational visions.

Provide information on current educational activities in Atlanta and informal analysis of
communal dynamics to Gail Dorph (as well as a formal update to CIJE on same).

E. Miscellaneous Consultations

1.
2.

3.

Consulted to Temple Sinai Education Committee on supplementary school survey.
Consulting to Epstein School on developing instrumentation for assessing needs and
interests of families in new family education program.

Consulting to group interested in forming second high school on instrumentation designed
to inform the creation of an institutional vision and core policies.



Envisi i Fut Activiti
Bill Robinson

Most envisioned future activities are continuations of current activities:

1.
2.
3.

producing statistics for and assisting in the writing of 3<ity comparative Educators Survey
report;

working with Atlanta team on providing input to Educators Survey report and constructing
Personal Action Plans;

development, pretesting and refinement of Institutional Profiles instrumentation;

providing Gail Dorph with information on pertinent activities in Atlanta and informal
analysis of communal dynamics;

continue working in a supportive and reflective relationship with Janice Alper and Steve
Chervin™;

continue miscellaneous consulting on research.

*Since Steve Chervin has just recently arrived in Atlanta, this aspect of my work
should expand significantly. Notably, there is a direct overlap between this and
facilitating Atlanta's work on the Educators Survey data and Personnel Action
Plans.

In addition to the six listed above, I would like to engage in four others activities:

7.

10.

analyzing the Lead Communities' experiences with the Educators Survey and formation of
Personnel Action Plans in order to revise and package it into a module for use by other
communities;

working with all three lead communities on analyzing the Educational Leaders Survey,
writing a report on the data, and constructing Personnel Action Plans (for educational
leaders), as well as writing a 3-city comparative report;

monitoring and assisting in the implementation of the Institutional Profiles instrumentation
to a group of selected institutions as part of the Goals Project;

develop Communal Profiles instrumentation to be used by the three Lead Communities
which will facilitate mobilization and visioning in these communities, and produce for CIJE
a formal analysis of the structure, processes and cultures of these communities as they
have attempted to engage in planned change.



The Changing Roles of the Jewish Educator:
From Whence We Come to Where We are Going
Roberta Louis Goodman, RJE

The occasion of NATE's 40th anniversary provides an opportunity to reflect on what has
happened to Reform Jewish educators since its inception. This allows me to address the
following issues and concerns: what roles and positions do we fill; in what ways do we enter the
field; what are our careers paths like; and where are we going? I focus on the last fifteen years,
the period since 1980, that corresponds to the time that I have spent as a professionally trained
Jewish educator. Already in this period of time, my colleagues and I have fulfilled roles and
assumed positions that I never would have imagined to be either plausible or possible when I
graduated from the Rhea Hirsch School of Education at Hebrew Union College with a Masters
of Arts in Jewish Education. As I indicate, the story of the Reform Jewish educator during this
time period is one of increasing diversity and professionalism.

As one who presently makes her living as a social scientist doing Jewish educational
research and evaluation, the first thing to note is that no study exists on the Reform Jewish
educator. We know very little about who we are, what we do, and how we value our work.
Therefore, in this article on the changing roles of the Reform Jewish educator I have to rely
predominantly on my observations, the liftle research I have done for the Council for Initiatives

in Jewish Education on personnel, and a small number of articles related to the topic .

The Many Roles of Reform Jewish Educators

The National Association of Temple Educators (NATE) was founded forty years ago by
one hundred and one individuals who wanted to "create a national professional association of
Reform synagogue educators” (Bennett, 1989.) Forty years later, NATE is no longer just a

national organization; its members reside on four continents and it is about to have its third



2
president from Canada. More critically, the scope of NATE’s membership is now broader than
just Temple educators who serve Reform congregations in the historically conventional role of
educator director and supervisor. NATE members fulfill a number of new roles both within
congregations, the Reform movement, and in the larger communal and North American Jewish
educational organizational configurations. These congregational, communal, national, and
international roles enrich the educational experiences of Reform Jews.

One way of annotating these career changes and their pervasiveness is by looking at the
NATE board members’ professional positions. NATE's 1994 Board of Directors includes three
day school directors and supervisors, a UAHC assistant regional director, a cantor/educator, a
rabbi/eduator, a program director, a central agency director, a publishing company staff member,
and an evaluator/researcher for a private foundation in addition to twenty-five congregational
education directors and one religious school supervisor. Additionally, NATE members serve as
camp directors, Hebrew supervisors, preschool directors, family educators, and staff members of
North American educational organizations like JESNA. Greater role diversity exists for Jewish
educators than in the past. This often results in congregations having more than one NATE
member on their staffs.

The expectations for the congregational education director, or principal, have changed
tremendously. In NATE’s early years, the "principal model" prevailed where the educator was
primarily an administrator assuring the smooth running of the supplementary school. The
principal’s primary responsibilites were managing the selection and distribution of textbooks
which served as the school’s curriculum, making class assignments, hiring of teachers, and
maintaining discipline. The administrative orientation of these positions is seen in that many
congregational educators of this genre, including several NATE officers, became congregational

administrators.
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Today, many congregational education directors have become total temple educators who
are expected to perform a wide range of roles not previously considered to be in the principal’s
domain. These total temple educators have responsibility for adult education, family education,
holiday programming, retreats, even holiday and Shabbat services and programming, as well as
for the religious school.

Even in terms of the school, the roles, responsibilities and expectations for the education
director have evolved and increased. Education directars are supposed to be experts in: Judaica
and Hebrew, curriculum development, programming, teacher supervision and training,
administration, child psychology, working with parents, and working with synagogue boards and

committees.

Choosing a Career in Jewish Education

Perhaps the greatest change for the Jewish educator in the last forty years is the
availability of a professional career path, as in medicine, law, or even general education. In this
model, people are first trained and then assume a job in the field. The professional training for
a Jewish educator includes coursework in both Judiac content and educational methodology.
Whereas many cities had undergraduate or certification programs for Jewish teachers for many
years, we have seen the emergence of masters programs for Jewish educational leaders during the
past twenty years. Hebrew Union College trains Reform Jewish educators at its Los Angeles and
New York campuses. The Conservative and Orthodox movements have masters and doctoral
degree programs for Jewish educators. In addition, several independent Jewish institutions of
higher education, mainly community based in the larger Jewish cities, offer masters degrees in
Jewish education. These include: the Spertus College of Judaica in Chicago, Baltimore Hebrew

University, the Cleveland College of Jewish Studies, Boston Hebrew College, and Graetz College



in Philadelphia. A small number of private universities offer masters in Jewish education
including Brandeis and Emory.

The aim of these masters degree programs is to train professional Jewish educators. In
themselves, these programs, which offer a combination of courses in Judaica including Hebrew
and education, fulfill what Aron (1990) described as one of three criteria necessary to constitute
a profession, namely, that of legitimacy. To have legitimacy, members of a professional field
mush "possess a specialized body of knowledge that distinguishes them from the 'non-profession-
als’ in the field" (Aron, 1990, p. 3).

Along with those who follow a career path of training first and then working in the field,
are a substantial number of people who still enter the field through a path similar to the earliest
NATE members. These people fall into the role of Jewish educator. They take a position as an
education director often at the suggestion of a rabbi or friend (Goodman, 1993). Some come
with a background in related fields such as secular education, social work, rabbinics or Judaic
studies. Others come from unrelated ficlds such as public relations, law or business. Still others
work their way up from congregational volunteer or religious school teacher to education
director. The qualifications of this group are the most varied.

To reflect the increasing professionalization of the field, the title of Reform Jewish
Educator was developed to recognize those who would meet Aron’s legitimacy qualification. An
"R.J.E." had to have a high level of preparation in Hebrew, Judaica and education either through
earning a masters in Jewish education program or by developing their own masters level

educational programs.

Diversity of Career Paths
Just as the number of roles available to Reform Jewish educators has increased, so too

has the diversity in their career paths. Take these three Reform Jewish educators whose names



have been changed as examples:

Linda started off as education director in the congregation where she grew up.

She moved on to a small Reconstructionist congregation for two years. Last year

she passed her Bat Mitzvah year in a congregation of over a thousand families.

After getting her masters in Jewish education, Shira spent a few years as an

assistant camp director. She moved into a congregational education director for

seven years before going on to direct a community day school. She is now working

for a central agency as a department director of curriculum.

After getting his masters in Jewish education, Daniel spent two years as a

congregational youth director. He went on to direct a congregational educational

program for a few years before switching to a central agency. Now he is back in a

congregation as education director.

The careers of these three Reform educators are not unlike those of others.

Perhaps Linda’s story is the most common. She has spent all of her professional life in
congregations. Linda has worked in more than one congregation moving from a smaller
congregation to a larger one. She, like a number of her colleagues, has spent time working in
another movement.

Many careers in Jewish education are not linear, as is the case with Daniel and Shira.
They both have held a number of positions within the Reform movement and have worked in
communal positions. Often the challenge, availability, or salary package of a position are reason
enough to make a career change.

All three of these educators have changed positions, either for what they perceived to be
as enhanced career opportunities for themselves or that of a spouse. They have worked
continuously in full time Jewish educational positions. These qualities make them unlike other
Reform Jewish educators and members of NATE.

Mobility or the lack of it, can be a confining factor for many educators both in terms of

career and salary advancement. Many Jewish educators work part time for some portion or all of



their career. Still others enter and leave the field as their family priorities, life situations and

career opportunities ebb and flow since few barriers exist for reentry into the field.

Where are We Going?

Increased and diversified responsiblities within congregational educational positions,
coupled with new types of positions, already point in a direction of what is happening to Reform
Jewish educators. I try to identify five trends that affect the future of Reform Jewish educators.

1) The first trend is the re-emergence of the principal. As congregational Jewish
educators are expected to increase their leadership roles in developing adult education, family
education, and the like, a need exists for a principal who will do detailed administrative work
under the education director’s supervision.

2) More rabbis will take positions in Jewish education. Currently, a few rabbinical
students take the necessary courses to receive a masters degree in Jewish education each year.
Educational positions will become more attractive for rabbis and congregations for a variety of
reasons including: rabbinical positions beyond entry level ones are becoming more difficult to
find; congregations face financial constraints that lead them to try to fill two roles with one
person -- educational and rabbinic; and rabbis are becoming less mobile due to two career
marriages.

3) In terms of roles, congregational educators will need to become highly involved in
adult education. The aging of the baby boomers will create a larger pool of potential adult
learners.

4) Currently, few educators have had careers that span over twenty years. With many
graduates of masters in Jewish education programs being under 30 years old, the possibility exists
that people will have spent their entire working lives, around forty years, as trained professional

Jewish educators. This longeavity could add an element of sophistication, maturity, and stability



to the field since it creates the possibility for mentoring relationships between experienced
educators and newcomers.

However, the other possibility is that people will choose to leave the field after twenty
years or so. While there are many new positions, a lack of mobility, a mismatch between
advertised jobs and people’s availability, and flat congregational salaries may lead some people to
choose to leave Jewish education and pursue careers in other fields. With these limitations and
concerns, what is going to keep someone in a demanding field like Jewish education long term?

5) Professional development becomes more important as role diversification occurs.
People need to gain additional knowledge and skills to be adult educators, family educators, or
day school directors. Professional development becomes more important as people remain in the
field longer as a vehicle to enhance personal growth and to maintain their professional interest.

6) Other potential trends for Jewish educators may include a new need for educational
staff members for organizations like Federations and private foundations. Also, Jewish educators
may follow some of the trends in the general work population such as developing a consulting
practice and working out of one’s home by using new technological advancements such as
computeres, e-mail, fax and television conferencing. Although less a trend than a need, one
would hope the future would bring the opportunity for job sharing in order to retain trained

educators who want to combine challenging decently paid work and rearing children.

Finally
As NATE turns forty, Reform educators have much to celebrate. The future promises
changes and challenges. Ten years from now, it will be interesting to see where our career paths

have led us and who has joined us on this journey!
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CIJE GOALS SEMINAR
JULY 19%4
SUMMARY REPORT

Professor Daniel Pekarsky
University of Wisconsin

The Goals Seminar brought to Jerusalem delegations of lay and professional leaders from
a number of American Jewish communities for a week of intensive and, it turned out, very
fruitful study and deliberation concerning the place of goals in Jewish education.

Organized by CIJE in collaboration with the Mandel Institute for the Advanced Study and
Development of Jewish Education, the seminar represented the culmination of a lengthy process
of planning and the beginnings of an exciting process of educational improvement for
communities and institutions represented at the seminar. Including CIJE staff, there were a total
of approximately 37 participants. Substantial delegations came to the seminar from Baltimore,
Cleveland, and Milwaukee, but other communities, notably Boston and West Palm Beach, were
also represented. Also in attendance were a number of lead-educators associated with the
Conservative, Orthodox, Reform, and Reconstructionist movements. Sessions were held in
extraordinarily beautiful sites, sites which helped to create an atmosphere conducive to the kinds
of serious study and dialogue that were characteristic of this seminar.

The Place of Goals in Jewish Education

At the outset of the seminar, participants were reminded that in its deliberations in the late
'80s the Mandel Commission on Jewish Education in North America deliberately avoided
dealing with substantive issues concerning the goals of Jewish education. It did so not because it
felt these issues were unimportant but because it recognized that it would not be profitable for a
group as ideologically diverse as were the members of the Commission to engage in this
discussion. At the same time, the Commission recognized that, along with an emphasis on
personnel, community mobilization, best practices, and monitoring and evaluation, careful
attention to the goals of Jewish education on the part of educating institutions and other bodies
concerned with Jewish education is of decisive importance if the field as a whole is to make

significant progress.

As common sense and evidence from general education suggest, a powerful vision of what



one is educating towards is an indispensable ingredient of effective educational practice and
reform. In addition, in the absence of clear goals, it is impossible for educational institutions to
be seriously accountable for what they do - accountable in ways that will enhance their efforts
and illuminate decision-making at institutional and communal levels. The Mandel Institute's
Educated Jew Project and CIJE's Goals Project were both born of these concerns.

The Goals Seminar was designed to offer participants an opportunity to deepen their
understanding of the place of goals in Jewish education, to surface and explore pertinent issues;
to develop a shared universe of concepts, assumptions, questions, insights, and issues that will
provide a framework and agenda for continuing discussions; and to give participants a chance to
think about how to encourage a goals-agenda in their local communities. Thus, the Goals
Seminar was designed as the beginning of a process of collaboration, not as an isolated event cut
off from future efforts.

Defining a Vision-driven Institution

The seminar began with discussions aimed at systematically analyzing the ways in which,
all too often, meaningful goals fail to guide the educational process and the very high price that
educating institutions and those who support and depend on them pay for such inadequacies.
Problems discussed ranged from the frequent absence of any clearly defined goals, to the
presence of institutional goals that are not systematically implemented, to the presence of goals
that key stakeholders don't strongly identify with (if at all).

As a counterpoint to this analysis, participants examined educating institutions in which
curriculum, pedagogy, social and physical organization, and the selection of educators are
guided by clear goals, goals which are themselves anchored in a compelling vision of the kind of
person and community that should be cultivated. These examples of "vision-driven institutions"
were drawn from the world of both Jewish and general education. They included John Dewey's
turn-of-the-century school in Chicago; the educational ideology and practices associated with
early Secular Zionism; Yeshivat Har-Etzion in Israel; and a very non-traditional yeshiva-like
study-community called Ellul. Examination of these institutions made very vivid what it means
for an institution to be guided by a compelling vision and set of goals, as well as the ways in
which this can enhance educational quality and outcomes.

In the course of this examination, five critical and inter-related features of vision-driven
institutions were identified:

1. the presence of a clear, shared, and compelling vision of the kind of human being and
community that should be cultivated;



2. educational goals that are anchored in this vision;

3. curriculum, pedagogy, ethos, social and physical organization that reflect the vision and
the goals;

4. educators who wholeheartedly identify with the institution's vision and goals;

5. insistent efforts to identify and close gaps between the vision aspired to and actual
outcomes.

The nature of guiding visions and their relationship to educational practice were further
illuminated in sessions that considered work going on under the auspices of the Mandel
Institute's Educated Jew Project. The seminar focused on an essay written by Professor Moshe
Greenberg in which he articulated his vision of the ideal product of a Jewish education. Through
discussion with Professor Greenberg and study of his essay, seminar participants were afforded
an opportunity to better understand his view, to clarify their own, and to think about the kinds of
guiding visions that might have a chance of thriving in American educational settings. Equally
important, the encounter with Greenberg's work offered an opportunity to wrestle with the
difficult but critical question of moving from vision to educational practice: if one were
seriously committed to Greenberg's vision of the aims of Jewish education, what implications
would this carry for educational practice -- for the selection of materials and of educators, for
pedagogy, for the organization of the physical and social environment, for family education, etc?

Catalyzing Vision in Existing Institutions

Important as it was for participants to examine institutions that exhibited a strong
relationship between vision, goals, and educational practice, it was also important for them to
struggle with the difficult question of catalyzing improvement in existing institutions that are not
presently driven by a coherent vision or set of goals. Given the diverse array of groups and
outlooks that make up many contemporary congregations and free-standing educating
institutions, as well as other complicating variables (for example, the often complex
relationships between lay and professional stakeholders), it is often difficult for an institution
that is not already committed to a clear and compelling vision of what it wants to accomplish in
education to arrive at one.

With the aid of a structured exercise and a case-study that looked carefully at one
institution's effort to develop a vision that would guide its practice, seminar participants
succeeded in identifying significant issues and insights that are pertinent to any effort to
encourage existing institutions to develop a coherent and compelling set of educational goals.



Vision in Communities: A Shared Jewish Universe

Since many of the participants in the seminar came as representatives of communities and
not of institutions, they were as interested in community visions as in institutional visions. What
might it mean for a community to have a guiding vision informing its policies and practices in
education and other domains? Can there in any meaningful sense be a community-vision
guiding the activities of a typical American Jewish community? Such questions were fruitfully
explored on two occasions; first, in a sub-group of the whole, and second, in an inspired
presentation on this subject by Professor Michael Rosenak of the Hebrew University.

In his talk Rosenak developed the view that, while substantial, the diversity typical of
American Jewish communities does not preclude the development of a meaningful and
substantial shared universe among the diverse membership. He identified five elements that
make up this shared universe:

1. study (undoubtedly in very different ways) of the same sacred literature that addresses
matters of ultimate concern;

2. a common vocabulary (words, phrases, concepts), rich and distinctive in historical and
cultural associations;

3. certain shared practices concerning, say, Tzedaka or ritual observances appropriate at
communal functions;

4. an attitude that says, "The problems faced by some segment of the Jewish People is a
problem that all Jews must seriously address"; and

5. identification with Israel as a special place

-- not just another place where Jews happen to live.

These five elements, he intimated, suggest a set of communal and educational goals that
can be shared across denominational and other divides.

From Study to Action: Next Steps

The seminar offered much food for thought, but it was designed to stimulate action as well
as thought. The last part of the seminar focused on "Next steps” in the effort to encourage
Jewish educating institutions to become better organized around meaningful educational goals.
There were two stages to this discussion.



In the first stage, Alan Hoffmann discussed the place of the Goals Project in the context of
CLE's overall efforts, and he then went on to detail some concrete ways in which CIJE might
contribute to progress on the goals-front in local communities represented at the seminar.
Hoffmann explained CIJE's interest in sponsoring a series of seminars in local communities
represented at the conference, seminars designed to engage the energies of representatives of
local educating institutions in the effort to wrestle, both intellectually and very practically, with
the problem of identifying a set of meaningful educational goals and developing educational
practices that are consonant with these goals. CIJE will work with interested communities in
developing the agenda for these seminars. It is anticipated that from among institutions
participating in these seminars, some will meet criteria that render them appropriate candidates
for intensive work aimed at becoming significantly more vision-driven. CIJE anticipates
working indirectly with such institutions, primarily through seminars and consultations offered
to educators identified by a community or an institution to oversee and guide the process of
self-improvement.

In the second stage of the seminar's last discussion, participants heard from the three major
delegations represented at the seminar (Baltimore, Cleveland, and Milwaukee) concerning their
emerging plans of action. Each day of the seminar, time had been allotted for participants from
each community to meet as a community to discuss how issues addressed in the seminar applied
back home, as well as to develop a strategy for engaging local educating institutions in the effort
to become more effectively organized around meaningful educational goals. The plans of action
discussed in this last session indicated the significant progress these communities had made in
their discussions, as well as their excitement about the work ahead.

Before the seminar concluded, participants had a chance to write up their reactions to the
seminar. CIJE staff has been impressed with the thoughtfulness and insightfulness of the
comments that were made; and it has been gratified by the participants' generally very positive
response to the seminar.
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BEST PRACTICES
IN JEWISH EDUCATION

hose of us in the field of

Jewish education are often
overwhelmed by tales of failure.
Jewish education is blamed for
many of the woes of contempo-
rary Jewish life, in particular the
intermarriage rates as reported
in the 1990 National Jewish
Population Survey. Of course, we
all know that Jewish education
has had its failures. Sometimes
these failures have been due to
the lack of support, both financial
and moral, that education has
received from the organized
Jewish community. Sometimes,
truth be told, these failures have
been due to our own errors or
lack of vision. :

And yet, we also know that
“failure” is not the only story. We
all have seen Jewish education
that works, both for children
and adults. Perhaps it is time to
document the good news about
Jewish education and find ways
to learn from the tales of success.
That underlying concept—to
record the examples of success in
Jewish education and to learn
from those examples—is the basic
thrust of the Best Practices
Project of the Council for
Initiatives in Jewish Education
(CIJE), which has been at work
since 1991.

The CILJE is the small imple-
mentation organization created
by the Commission on Jewish
Education in North America.

by Barry W. Holtz

The Commission met from 1988
to 1990, chaired by the noted
philanthropist and communal
leader Morton L. Mandel of
Cleveland. It included some of the
leading religious and philan-
thropic figures in the continental
Jewish community. Among the
recommendations of its report A
Time to Act was a call for the
creation of “an inventory of best
educational practices in North
America.” !

The primary purpose of this
inventory is to aid the CIJE in its

work as a “catalyst for change”
for North American Jewish
education. It will do this in two
ways: (1) by helping create a larger
“knowledge base” for Jewish
education by documenting out-
standing educational work that
is currently taking place and
(2) by offering a guide to Jewish
educational success that can

be adapted for use in local
communities.

What do we mean by “best
practice”? One recent book about
this concept in general education
states that it is a phrase borrowed
“from the professions of medicine
and law, where ‘good practice’ or
‘best practice’ are everyday
phrases used to describe solid,
reputable, state-of-the-art work
in a field.””

It is important, however, to be
cautious about what we mean
by the word “best” in the phrase
“best practice.” The contempo-
rary literature in general educa-

tion points out that seeking
perfection when we examine
educational endeavors will offer
us little assistance as we try to
improve actual work in the field.
In an enterprise as complex and
multifaceted as education, these
writers argue, we should be look-
ing to discover “good” not ideal
practice.

“Good” educational practice is
what we seek to identify for
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Jewish education, that is, models
of excellence. Essentially we are
looking to document the “success
stories” of contemporary Jewish
education.

We should be clear, however,
that effective practical use of the
Best Practices Project is a
complex matter. Observing a
“best practice” in one community
does not guarantee that other
communities will be able to
succeed in implementing it in
their localities. Successful
curriculum or early childhood
programming in Denver or
Cleveland is dependent upon a
whole collection of factors that
may not be in place when we try
to introduce those ideas in other
places. The issue of translation
from the “best practice” site to
another community is one that
will require considerable
imagination.

16

Of course “best practice” does
not exist in the abstract. There is
only “best practice” of “X” particu-
larity: the supplementary school,
JCC, curriculum for teaching
Israel, etc. The first problem
that the Best Practices Project
encountered was the defining of
areas for the inventory’s particu-
lar categories. We could have
addressed the problem in a num-
ber of different ways. We could,
for example, have looked at some
of the sites in which Jewish
education takes place, we could
have focused on some of the
subject areas that are taught in
such sites, or we could have
looked at the specific populations
served. There were numerous
other possibilities as well.

Our answer to the question
of cutting into the problem of best
practices was to focus on the
venues in which we find Jewish

education conducted. Eight
different areas were identified:
supplementary schools, early
childhood programs, JCCs

and Ys, day schools, the Israel
experience, college campus
programming, camping/youth
programs, and adult education.

Obviously there are other
areas that could have been
included and there were other
ways that the project could have
been organized. We chose, for
example, to include family educa-
tion within the relevant areas
above—that is, family education
programs connected to synagogue
schools, day schools, JCCs, etc.—
rather than identify it as a
separate area.

We later chose to add a ninth
area called community-wide
initiatives. These were programs,
usually based in a BJE or
Federation, that were intended
to have a large-scale communal
impact on Jewish education, such
as a plan to relate teacher’s
salaries to in-service education
credits.

The first area that the Best
Practices Project chose to explore
was the supplementary school.
The “Version 1” volume was
published by the CIJE in
February 1993. While the
research for that volume was in
progress, we launched the second
area, early childhood Jewish
education. The method that we
followed was very similar in both
cases. A group of experts gath-
ered to discuss the issue of “best
practice” in each particular area.
Based on that meeting and other
consultations, we developed a
Guide to Best Practices.

The guides prepared for the
volumes on supplementary
schools and early childhood
Jewish education represented the
wisdom of experts concerning
success in each arena. We did
not expect to find schools or
programs that scored high in
every measure, but the guides
were to be used as an outline or



a checklist for writing reports.

A team of report writers was
assembled and was given the
following assignment: Using the
Guide to Best Practices, locate
good settings or successful indi-
vidual programs. The researchers
were asked to write short descrip-
tive reports for inclusion in the
volumes.

We believed that working
in this fashion would give us
reliable results in a reasonable
amount of time. We also knew
from the outset that the Best
Practices Project was created to
fulfill a pressing need for assis-
tance that both the practitioners
of Jewish education and the
leaders of North American Jewry
agree must be met. We did not
have the luxury of creating a
research project that would have
to wait many years before its re-
sults could be made available.

The model that we have
employed relies on the informed
opinion of expert observers. The
reports written by our researchers
were based on a relatively short
amount of time spent in particular
schools or observing individual
programs. To facilitate the pro-
cess, we tried to use researchers
who began the process with a
“running start,” that is, they had
some familiarity with their sites

and could use that prior knowl-
edge to move the process along
quickly.

BEYOND “VERSION 1”: THE
NEXT STEPS FOR “BEST
PRACTICE” RESEARCH

It is important to remember
that the CIJE has always viewed
the Best Practices Project as an
enterprise with important long-
range implications. The first two
volumes have been consciously
labeled “Version 1.” We believe
that these reports can give
serious assistance to local com-
munities that are seeking to
improve the quality of Jewish
education in North America, but
we also know that more work can
and should be done. We view the
reports included in these volumes
as the first “iteration,” in the
language of social science
researchers— the first stepin a
process that needs to evolve over
time.

We envision developing the re-
search in two ways. First, the
research can be broadened. We
have only included a handful of
examples in each report. The
simple f#ct is we have no idea
how many successful supple-
mentary schools or early child-
hood Jewish education programs
are currently operating in North
America. We have

certainly heard our share of bad
news about Jewish education
over the past twenty-five years,
but we have heard very little
about the success stories. The
“first editions” of our reports have
included only a tiny sample.
“Version 2” of these reports
should include more examples.

A second way of expanding the
research would be to increase the
depth of the reports. In reports
this short it is impossible to get
more than a basic description of a
program and a feel for the flavor
of an institution. What needs to
be added is the detail and eluci-
dation that a longer report would
allow. I have elsewhere called
this the difference between writ-
ing a “report” and writing a “por-
trait” or study of an institution.
As further iterations of the best
practices volumes develop, we
would like to see more in-depth
portraits of educators, schools,
and programs.

We hope to develop these and
other ideas and plans as the Best
Practices Project evolves during
its next stages. At the same time
new “Version 1” volumes will be
published covering the other
areas of contemporary Jewish
education mentioned earlier in
this article. We are currently at
work on studies of “best practice”
in day schools, Jewish Com-
munity Centers, and college
campuses. These, too, will be the
first stages in an evolving process
of research that will be linked
with action projects in the field.
Thus research can fuel new
thinking for the living practice
of contemporary Jewish
education. B

Notes

1. Commission on Jewish Education
in North America, A Time to Act
(University Press of America, 1991),
p- 69.

2. Steven Zemelman, Harvey Daniels,
and Arthur Hyde, Best Practice
(Heinemann, 1993), pp. vii-viii.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Members of the CIJE Board Committee On Research and Evaluation
FROM: Esther Leah Ritz, Committee Chair
RE: Committee Meeting of October 6, 1994

DATE: September 26, 1994

The letter describing the upcoming CIJE Board meeting on October 6th, which you received
recently, noted that the research on the personnel of Jewish education conducted by CIJE
staff consultants, Professors Adam Gamoran and Ellen Goldring, will form the centerpiece of
the morning program of the Board meeting.

Following their presentation, the four committees of the Board will hold separate meetings,
as we did last spring. This research report has major implications for Jewish education
throughout North America and therefore each of the CIJE Board committees will have the
opportunity to discuss the significance of these findings for its particular domain.

We are fortunate to have the opportunity to discuss the presentation in more detail with
Professors Gamoran and Goldring during our committee meeting. They will be making a
formal presentation of their findings at the CJF General Assembly in November.

In our committee we will address the importance of the research report in light of the two
main areas of our concern, developing a research capacity for Jewish education in North
America, and promoting self-evaluation of Jewish educational programs in local
communities. Enclosed is a summary of our last meeting which highlights these two main
1Ssues.

We believe that this will be a stimulating day and I look forward to seeing you at the
meeting. Warmest wishes for a Happy New Year.



COUNCIL FOR INITIATIVES IN JEWISH EDUCATION
Board Committee On Research and Evaluation
October 6, 1994

AGENDA

I. Introduction

II. The Research Brief for the GA: Background and Professional Training of Teachers in
Jewish Schools

III. Promoting Evaluation in Jewish Communities

IV. 1995 Projects for Monitoring, Evaluation and Feedback in Lead Communities

V. Focus of Next Meeting



Summary of Board Subcommittee Meeting on Research & Evaluation
(April 21, 1994)

The meeting was divided into three main segments:

1) The first part of the meeting was devoted to reviewing the
purpose of the subcommittee and discussing the activities
the committee may want to consider over time.

The Committee on Research and Evaluation is charged with
developing strategies for creating a capacity for research on
Jewish education in North America. At present, very little
knowledge is being gathered and disseminated that can help Jewish
educators improve. There is no real infrastructure for Jewish
educational research; there are only a few professors of Jewish
education, and they have many other responsibilities besides
research.

Another mission of the Committee is to foster self-
evaluation of Jewish educational programs throughout North
America. Related to the near-absence of research, programs and
institutions in Jewish education rarely assess their own programs
to monitor performance or gauge success. A goal of CIJE is to
encourage evaluation-minded communities; that is, communities
that examine their own programs as a step towards self-
improvement.

The possible activities that the subcommittee considered
are:

(1) What is the most appropriate mechanisms to translate
evidence gathered in Lead Communities into usable knowledge
for the rest of North American Jewry? What are the
appropriate mechanisms for reaching out to the wider Jewish
community in North America? What should be the relative
priorities within CIJE of data-gathering and report-writing
for the purpose of stimulating action within the Lead
Commupities, as compared with the broader goal of
disseminating information throughout north America?

(2) CIJE has a small internal research capacity, but the
ultimate goal is to stimulate research on a broad scale,
involving many partners including universities, foundations,
agencies, and individual scholars. How can CIJE move
towards the broader agenda?

(3) How can CIJE encourage communities other than the Lead
Communities to become more reflective? What activities or
programs might stimulate and support self-evaluation in
Jewish education?



2)

In the second part of the meeting the subcommittee addressed
questions to Barry Kosmin. Many of the issues raised by
Barry are germane to the work of the subcommittee.

Specific issues for further consideration include:

3)

(1) How can we best coordinate the research efforts in the
North American Jewish community. Should we standardize the
instruments various groups are using? Should we coordinate
the questions different groups are asking? What is our role
within the larger research community, such as JESNA?

(2) Is there a need for a major longitudinal study in Jewish
education?

(3) What is the place of students and parents in the
research agenda of CIJE?

The third part of the meeting was devoted to clarifying the
goals of the subcommittee and reviewing the Monitoring,
Evaluation and Feedback Project to date.

Additional areas identified for committee discussion include:

(1) Communities need help about how to energize their
constituencies to raise support for putting research and
evaluation in their budgets. In addition, communities need
help in setting goals so that they can then turn to the
question of evaluation.

2) Further discussion is needed about the model presently
being used by the MEF team for the study of educators. 1Is
this a good model in terms of working with local
communities?

(3) What can CIJE do to prepare research and evaluation
materials for use in Jewish communities in North America?
Should workbooks and modules be developed that can highlight
the important benefits of the evaluation-minded community?



COUNCIL FOR INITIATIVES
IN
JEWISH EDUCATION

FAX COVER SHEET

Date sent: \Z\\%\‘?ﬂ Time sent: S %u M No. of Pages (incl. coverf +
To: aopy (ﬁahmﬁ From: Dﬁgk_ufom T
Organizaton:

Phone Number: Phone Number: 212.532-2360
FaxNumber: (0% -2 ‘44 FaxNumber: 212-532-2646
COMMENTS:

DS DISUnsse O

100 d 9997 T2C:13L TPCLY 9h:LT (30L)¥6 £1- 7030



e Al Rt MO ) oUErFl ULH.H,C. NYC 212 734 1568 P.82

JO 71 W~
;3.‘"_*"’9. )UJ:T
Who is Teaching Our Children?

In November 1590, | the Commission on Jewish Education in North

Aperica released ﬂ_m_m, a report calling for dramatic
change in the s I, standards, and quality of Jewish education on
this continent, It concluded that the revitalization of Jewish
education will d on building the profession of Jewish
education and mbc:I::ng community support on its beshalf.

The Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CIJE), established
to implement the Commiesion’e recommendations, has been working

since 1992 with | three communities--Atlanta, Baltimore, and

Milwaukee=~to creatia models of systemic change in Jewish education.
A8 CILJE believes that policy decisions must be informed by solid
data, the communities engaged in a pioneering, comprehensive study
of their educati personnel in day schools, supplemantary

schools, and pre-s 1s.

The study’s initial results serve as a catalyst for reexamining the
personnel of Jewish education throughout North America. Despite the

|
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differences among these communities, the profilee of their Jewish
educators, as presented here in a question and answer format, are
similar and likely to resemble those of many other communities.

1

Are teachers in Jewish schools trained as Jewish educators?

Most are not. Over 80% of the teachers surveyed lacked professional
training either in education or in Judaica=-=-or in both, (In the
study, training in education is defined as a university or
teacher‘s institute degree in education; training in Jewish studies
is defined as a college or seminary degree in Jewish studies, oz,
alternatively, certification in Jewish education.)

In supplementary schools, close to 80% of the teachers have neither
a degree in Jewish studies nor certification as Jewish educators.
Pre=gchool teachers are the least prepared in Jewish content when
they enter their positions. Moreover, 10% of these teachers are not
Jewish? in one ¢ommunity the figure is as high as 21%. Even in day
schools, 40% of Judaica teachers have neither a degree in Jewish

studies nor certification as Jewish educators.
What Jewish education did the teachers receive as children?

Almost all the teachers received some Jewish education as children,
but for many the education was minimal. Before age 13, 25% of

supplementary school teachers and 40% of pre-school teachers
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attended religious schocl only once a week; 11% of supplementary
school teachers and 22% of pre-school teachers did not attend at
all. After age 13, even greater proportions received minimal or no

Jewish education.

Do the present levels of in-service training for teachers
compensate for their background deficlencies?

No. Most teachers attend very few in-service programs each year.
Day school teachers attend fewer than 2 in-service workshops a year
on average-—-far less than the requirement for general studies
teachers in the same schools. (Jewish day school teachers in
wWisconsin, for example, engaged in about 29 hours of workshops over
a five-year period--less than one-sixth of the 180 hours reguired

for state-licensed teachars.)

supplementary school teachers reported an average of 4.4 workshops
in a two-year period, with some variations across communities, But
since most supplementary school teachers had little or no formal
Jewish training after bar/bat mitzvah and only about 50% were
trained as edunnﬁora, the current status of professicnal

development for these teachers ie of pressing concern.

Although early childhood educators have more staff development
opportunities because of state-mandated licensing requirements,

these oppertunities are not sufficient to ocompensate for the
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|
teachers’ limited bankgroundl.

Even those who taalch only a few hours a week can be nurtured to
develop as eduontln through a susteined, sequential program of
learning. Cm:-z.-narﬂ:lI , in-service training tends to bhe infrequent and
sporadic, particull' ly for day and supplementary school teachers.
Experienced teachers may be offered the same workshops as novice
teachars: tnc.hers. with strong backgrounds in Judaica but little
training in education are sometimes offered the same opportunities

as teachers with strong backgrounds in education but little Judaica
training.

|
Are teachers in Jewish echools committed to the profession of

Jewish education? ]

|
|

Yes. The profession of Jewish teaching is not the "revolving door"
l
many have assumed. Rather, the study shows that teachers, both

full- and p&l‘t-tj_llﬂ’, are strongly committed to Jewish education as
a career. They arﬁe enthusiastic and devoted to working with
children and to coritributing to the Jewish people. There is also
considerable stabi r ty: 38% of the teachers have taught for more
than 10 years; only!|é% were teaching in their first year., And only

6% of the teachers plan to secek positions outside Jewish education

in the near tuture.”

This finding presuﬂnts a compelling argument for addressing a
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central problen ]identified by the study: the insufficient
preparation of teachers. Research in the field of education
indicates that carefully crafted in-service training can indeed
improve the q'uali!'t:y of teaching. The teachers’ acute lack of
training alongside their intense commitment offere a powerful
argument for a communal and continental investment in teachers as
a concrete-—and a'lnhievnhle-rir:t step toward improving Jewish

education. |

|

The Jewish peole has survived and flourished because of a
remarkable commitment to the centrality of teaching and learning.
The Jews of nort.ui America are among the most highly educated
citizens on the continent. We need to bring the same expectations

to Jewish educntioﬂl as we do to general education, for the sake of

our unique inharit.q!ncl.

g g pachers in Jewigh Schools was preparad by
Nessa Rapoport, r.hol Council’s leadership development officer. The
study was conducted \by Dr. Adam Gamoran, professor of Sociology and
Educational Policy Sltudies at the University of Wisconsin, Madison:
Dr. Ellen Goldri.nql, professor o©f Educational Leadership and
associate dean ofL Peabody College of Education, Vanderbilt
University; and field researchers Roberta Louis Goodman, R.J.E.,
president of N.A.T.E.: Bill Robinson; and Dr. Julie Tammivaara. The

authors are grateful for the active participation of the Jewigh
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communities of at)Lnt.n, Baltimore, and Milwaukee.

|

|
The Council for Inltiatives in Jewish Education, chaired by Morton

L. Mandel, 1s an independent organization dedicated to the

revitalization of Jewish education through comprehensive, systemic

reform in paxtner;hip with local and continental organizations,

foundations, colleges and universities, and denominaticnal
movements. For cop%ns of the complete policy brief, which includes
a plan for uctionl, contact CIJE, 15 E. 26th St., New York, NY

|
10010, (212) 532-2360.
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