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Monitoring, Evaluation, and Feedback in Lead ColllJllunities 
Tentativ e Plan of Work f or 1992-93 

Augus t 1, 1992 

I . CONTENT 

For lead communities, 1992-93 will be a planning year . The 
agenda for the evaluation project is to raise questions that will 
(a) stimulate and assist the planning process; (b) enumerate the 
goals that lead communities intend to address; and (c) identify 
current practice so that progress towards g oals can be assessed 
in the future. Broadly, the field researchers will raise three 
questions: 

{l) What are the visions for change in Jewish education held by 
members of t he communities? How do the visions vary across 
different i ndividuals or segment s of the community? How 
vague or specific are these visions? To what extent do 
these visions crystallize over t he course of the planning 
year (1992-1993)? 

(2) What is the extent of community mobilization for Jewish 
education? Who is involved , and who is n ot ? How broad is 
the coalition s upporti ng the CIJE' s efforts? How deep is 
participation within the various agencies? For example, 
beyond a small core of leaders, is there grass-roots 
involvement in the community? To what extent is the 
community mobilized financially as well as i n manpower? 

(3) What is the nature of the professional life of educators in 
this community? Under what conditions do teachers and 
principals work? For exampl e, what are their salaries, and 
their degree of satisfaction with salaries? Are school 
faculties c ohesi ve, or fragmented? Do p r incipals have 
offices? What a re the physical conditions o f classrooms? 
Is there administrative support for innovation among 
teachers? 

Visions o f reform. The i ssue of goals was not addressed in 
A Time to Act. The commission report ne ver s pecified what 
changes should occur as a resu lt of i mprov ing Jewish education, 
beyond the most gene ral aim o f Jewish continuity. Specifying 
goals is a challenging enterpri se given the diversity within the 
Jewish community. Nonetheless, the lead communities project 
cannot advance--and it c e rtain ly cannot be evaluated--without a 
compilation of the desired outcomes. 

For purposes of the evalua tion proj ect, we will take goals 
to mean outcomes that are desired within the lead communities . 
We anticipate uncovering multiple goals, and we expect persons i n 
different segments of the community to hold different and 
s ometimes conflicting preferences . Our aim is not to adjudicate 
a mong competing goals, but to uncover and spell out the visions 
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for change that are held across the community. To some extent, 
goals that emerge in lead c ommunities will be clearly stated by 
participants. Other goals, however, will be implicit in plans 
and projects, and the evaluation team will need to tease them 
out. The evaluation project will consider both short-term and 
long-term goals. 

Another reason for focusing on visions is that a lack of 
clear goals has hindered the success of many previous reform 
efforts in general education. For example, the New Futures 
Initiati ve, an effort by the Casey Foundation to invigorate 
educational and community services in four inner-city 
communities, was frustrated by poor articulation between broad 
goals and specific programs . Although the communities were 
mobilized for reform, the connections between community leaders 
and front-line educators did not pr omote far - r eaching programs 
for fundamental changes. New programs were generally 
supplemental, and they tended to produce superficial changes . 

Questions r elated to vis ions include asking about 
anticipated obstacles, about overcoming barrie.r s between segments 
of the Jewish community, and about how participants foresee 
moving from goals to implementation. By asking questions about 
visions, the evaluation proj e.ct will not only document goals, but 
will help persons at all levels of the lead communities project-­
lay leaders, parents, educators, and other Jewish professionals-­
to think about t heir visions of t he future. This process may 
lead to interactive thinking about goals, and ·may help the 
communities avoid purely top- down or bottom-up s t rategies . 

It will be important to consider the concreteness of the 
visions in each community . Do the visions include a concept of 
i mplementation, or do ideas about goals remain. abstract? Do 
participants recognize a link between their visions of· change and 
the structure they have established to bring about change? 

community mobilization. According to A Time to Act, 
mobilizing community support for Jewish education is a. "building 
block" of the lead communities project, a condi tion that is 
ess ential to the success of the endeavor. This involves 
recruiting lay leaders and educating them about the importance of 
education, as wel.l as increasing the financial resources that are 
committed to education. The Report quotes one commissioner as 
say ing, "The challenge is that by the year 2000, the vast 
majority of these community leaders should see education as a 
burning issue and the rest should at least think it is important. 
When this is achieved ••• money will be available to finance fully 
the massive program envisioned by the Commission (p. 64)." 

Recent advances in educational theory also emphasize the 
i mportance of community-wide, "systemic" reform instead of 
innovations in isolated programs. Educational change is more 
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likely to succeed, according to this view, when it occurs in a 
broad, supportive context, and when there is wi despread c onsensus 
on the importance of the enterprise. Hence , an important issue 
for the evaluation of lead communities is the breadth and depth 
of participation in the project. What formal and informal 
linkages exist among the various agencies of the community? 
Which agencies participate in the visions of change that have 
been articulated? 

As part of their applications lead communities are proposing 
planning processes for the first year of work . In studying 
mobilization in the communi ties, we need to observe how this 
planning process unfolds . Is the stated design followed? Are 
departures from initial plans helpful or harmful? Is there broad 
participation? Are the planners developing thoughtful materials? 
We will need to describe the decision-making process. Is it open 
or closed? Are decisions pragmatic or wishful? 

The professional lives of Jewish educators. Enhancing t he 
profession of Jewish education is the second critical building 
block specified in A Time to Act. The Report claims that 
fundamental improvement in Jewish education is not possible 
without radical change in areas such as recruitment , training, 
salaries, career tracks, and empowerment of educators. Hence, 
the evaluation project will establish baseline conditions which 
can serve as standards for comparison in future years. 

Field research may center on characteristics and conditions 
of educators including background and training, s alaries, and 
degree of satisfaction with salaries; school facilities; 
cohesiveness of school faculties cohesive; administrative support 
for innovation; and so on. Additionally we will observe a subset 
of educational programs that are in place as the lead communities 
project begins . These observations will be used as baseline data 
for comparative purposes in subsequent years. We will try to 
consider programs which, according to the visions articulated in 
the community, seem ripe for change . 

II. METHODS 

In the long term (e.g., four years?) it is possible to think 
about quantitative assessment of educational change in lead 
communities. This assessment would involve limited surveys that 
would be administered in 1993-94 and repeated perhaps every two 
years. For the present, the evaluation project will make only 
limited use of quantitative data, relying mainly on information 
gathered by the community itself, such as participation rates, 
trends in funding, teacher turnover, etc. The bulk of the 
assessment carried out by the evaluation project , at least during 
the first two years, will emphasize qualitative assessment of the 
process of change in lead communities. The mai n methodological 
tools will be interviews and observations. 
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Snowball sampling :for interviews. A "snowball" technique 
for selecting interview respondents appears appropriate here. In 
this approach, the researcher identifies an initial group of 
respo,ndents, and adds to the list of subjects by asking each 
interviewee to suggest additional respondents. At some point in 
an interview, for example, the researcher might ask 11 "Who else is 
involved in (program x)? Who else is a leader in this area in 
this community?" Subsequently, the resear,cher interv iews some of 
those named by previous subjects, particularly if new subjects 
are named by more than one previous informant. 

In the snowball approach, it is important to begin with 
multiple starting points, so that one does not become confined to 
a narrow clique within the community. We might use the following 
three starting points from which we would snowball outward: 

(1) Key actors identified in the lead communities proposal 
from each community. 

(2) A list of l eaders of all community organizations that 
are invol ved in education, possibly prepared by the 
head of the local Jewish federation . The list must 
include leaders of any organizations that are not 
participating in the lead communities project. 

(3) Random samples of educators and lay persons not 
included in (1) or (2) . 

These samples should clarify the social ecology of the Jewish 
community. 

Aims of evaluation. The purpose of the evaluation, 
especially in the first two ye ars, is weight ed more towards 
developing policy t han t owards program accountability. Feedback 
on the process i s seen as much more important t han summative 
e valuation, at t he present t ime. We suspect that most Jewish 
educators recognize t hat Jewi s h education is not succeeding, and 
will understand that the field res earchers are not there to 
document their failures. Instead, the field researchers can 
serve the educators and their communities by helping them reflect 
on their situations and by serving as mirrors in which their 
programs can be viewed alongside their goals. 

In one sense, the evaluation project does emphasize 
accountability. By the end of the first year, lead communities 
are expected to have well-articulated v isions for change, and 
i mplementation plans developed. The evaluation project will help 
judge whether the processes within the lead communities are 
leading towards these outcomes , and will assess progress toward 
these general goals in the spring of 1993. 



CUE Lead Communities Monitoring, Evaluation, and Feedback Project 

Mission 

The mission of the CUE Lead Communities Monitoring, Evaluation, and 
Feedback Project is to document the process and implementation of change in 
Jewish education taken by each lead commuruty. 

Components of Project 

The CUE Lead Communities Morutoring, Evaluation, and Feedback Project 
consists of three components. The monitoring component involves observing, 
documenting, and tracking the process of planning and implementing change in 
each lead community. The evaluation component involves interpreting 
information in a way that will strengthen and assist each lead community's efforts 
to improve Jewish education. Feedback, the third component of the project, will 
occur in the form of oral and written communication to community members. 
Each of these components is aimed at providfog the lead communities with 
information that can be utilized by them in their continuing eff on s to improve 
Jewish education. 

First Year Focus 

For the lead communities, 1992-1993 will be a planning year. During this first 
year, the field researchers will act as mirrors to each community by documenting 
what is occurring during the planning process and reflecting this information back 
to the communities to assist them in further planning and implementation. The 
focus for the field research team will be to raise questions that will stimulate and 
assist the planning process, enumerate the goals that lead communities intend to 
address, and identify current practice so that progress toward goals can be 
assessed by each community in the future. 

During the planning year, the field researchers will address four broad issues: (a) 
pre-planning that occurred prior to selection as a lead community, (b) visions of 
change in Jewish education held by members of each lead community, (c) the 
extent of community mobilization for Jewish education in each lead community, 
and (d) the nature of the professional lives of Jewish educators in each lead 
community. 

Pre-planning. The field researchers will ask panicipants to think 
retrospectively about their community's entry into the Lead Communities Project. 
What motivated community leaders to participate in CIJE's Lead Communities 
Project? What was the process of preparing for involvement with CUE as a 
potential lead community? 



Visions of chan~e. The field researchers will describe visions of change that 
are held across the community. It is expected tha t multiple visions will be 
articulated and that people in differe nt segments of the community will hold 
different and sometimes conflicting visions. It is not the role of the field 
researchers to adjudicate among competing visions, but, rather, to uncover and 
spell out the visions of change that are expressed by community members. 

Community mobilization. Mobilizing community support for Jewish 
education is an important factor in the CIJE plan for its Lead Communities 
ProjecL The field researchers will document the !breadth and depth of 
participation in Jewish education in each lead community. The field researchers 
will observe how the planning process for community mobilization unfolds and 
they will describe the decision-making processes that occur during the planning 
stages. 

Professional lives of Jewish educators. Enhancing the profession of Jewish 
education is another important factor in the CIJE plan for its Lead Communities 
Project. Areas for change in lead communities might include recruitment, 
training, salaries, career tracks, and empowerment of educators. The field 
researchers will document aspects of the professional lives of educators, such as 
working conditions of educators, school facilities, interpersonal relationships of 
educators, and administrative support for innovation. 

Methods 

The CUE Lead Communities Monitoring, Evaluation, and Feedback Project will 
provide qualitative documentation of the process of change in each lead 
community. A team of three field researchers will collaborate ,on data collection 
and interpretation. Each field researcher will take primary responsibility for one 
of the lead communities. At planned times, all three researchers will meet and 
collaborate on data collection in each of the communities. Data collection will 
include interviews, observations, and document collection. 

Interviews. Interviews consist of face-to-face communication with one or 
more persons. Open-ended questions will be used with a focus on gaining each 
participant's perspective of key issues (e.g., professional lives of educators). 
Interviews will be conducted with a wide-range of community members with the 
aim of gaining multiple perspectives on issues. Most participants will be 
interviewed multiple times to gain their perspectives on a variety of issues. 
Intervie ws will be tape-recorded to gain an accurate picture of participants' 
perspectives and to be able to document participants' stories in their own words. 

Initial contacts for interview participants can be identified through several 
sources : (a) key participants identified in each lead community 's proposal to 
CUE, (b) people involved in the site visitations by CIJE, and (c) lists of lay and 
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professional leaders of all comrnmnity organizations involved in education in each 
lead community. Names of additi,onal participants may be gained from initial 
interview participants, organization participants. and social contacts. A broad 
range of community members will be interviewed, including lay leaders, 
professionals, parents, students, and general community members. 

During the second and third years of the project, reflective practitioners will be 
included as participants. These reflective practitioners will be educators/ 
practitioners who will participate by systematically reflecting on and writing 
about their own educational eff ort:s and experiences. 

Observations. Observations will include both formal and informal settings. 
Formal settings would include planning and decision-making .meetings related to 
the lead communities project and educational programs (e.g., day schools, 
supplementary schools, early childhood programs, adult education). Informal 
settings may include camps, youth groups, and family education events. The field 
researc hers will act as observer-participants in these settings. The primary 
responsibility of the field researchers during observations is to document activities 
and conversations that occur. This documentation will occur t!hrough note-taking 
and, when appropriate, tape-recording or videotaping. 

Documents. Documents related to Jewish education in each lead community 
will be collected. These documents might include findings from previous 
research, notices/minutes of meetings, newspaper articles, handbooks for parents 
and/or faculty, and curriculum materials. 

Reports 

Oral and written reports will be given to each lead community on a regular basis. 
The first quarterly report will be disseminated in February, 1993. This first report 
will be a descriptive report of the process of preparation and planning for change 
by each lead community. Additional quarterly reports will be disseminated 
throughout the three years of the CIJE Lead Communities Monitoring, 
Evaluation, and Feedback Project. 

Annual reports will be disseminated in May of each year. These reports will 
describe and interpre t processes and products of educational changes that occur in 
each lead community. 
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Tentative Time Line for CUE Lead Communities Monitoring, Evaluation, 
and Feedback Project 

Nov. 1992 

Document Collection 
Interviews: 

Prep/Planning 
Educators 

Attend planning mtgs. 
Observe current practices 

Feb. 1993 

First Report 
Interviews: 

Community members 
Observe programs 

May 1993 

Second Report 

Note: This time line is tentative and flexible and will be adjusted according to the 
needs of each community. Data collection is continuous throughout the project 
and dates on the time line indicate starting dates for aspects of data collection. 
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Fall 1993 

Reflective 
practitioners 



• 

Needs of the Research Team 

Lists of names and telephone numbers for initial contacts 
Access to planning and decision-making meetings 
Access to documents related to Jewish education in lead community 
Access to schools and programs for observations 

December 14-18, 1992 Research Team Visit 

Need lists of names and telephone numbers for initial contacts and educational 
directors 
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RATIONALE FOR THE PROJ ECT 

How will we know whe ther the le ad communities have succeeded in creating better 
structures and processes for Jewish education? On what bas is will CIJE encourage 
other cities to emulat e the programs de veloped in lead communities? Like any 
innovation, the lead communities project requires a monitoring, evaluation, arnd 
feedback component to document its efforts and gauge its success. 

By monitoring we mean observing and documenting the planning and implementation 
of changes. Evaluation means interpreting information in a way that will strengthen 
and assist each community 's efforts to improve Jewish education. feedback will 
occur in t he form of oral and written responses to communi ty members and to the 
ClJ E. 

Two aspects of educationa l change need to be addressed: The process of c hange and 
the outcomes of change. At present , we are in much be t ter position to study the 
process of change , because t he outcomes have not yet been defined. What results 
are we expecting? Increased participation? Gains in Judaic knowledge? More ritual 
practices? Better affect towards Jewish institutions? We will use our study of the 
process of change to e lic it the goals of the project that are part icular to t he three 
communities taking part. 

The lead communities project is a direct result of A TIME TO ACT. Although that 
document provided t he essential blueprint for the project, it was silent on the 
question of outcomes. One contribution of the early stages of the evaluation project 
will be to enumerate the variety of specific goals envisioned within the lead 
communit ies. 

Despite the ambiguity about goals at present, there are a few uncontroversial 
outcomes. For example , all would agree that increased partic ipation in Jewish 
institutions by the Jews of the community is desirable. This type of measure can be 
monitored from the outset. 

FCELD RESEARCH IN LEAD COMMUNITIES 

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

St udying the process is also important in the case of unsuccessful innovation. 
Suppose despite the best-laid plans, Community X is unable to increase its 



professional teaching force. Learning from this experience would require knowledge 
of the point at which the process broke down. 

It is essential to begin monitoring the process of change as soon as possible -- ideally 
before the change process actually begins. There are three reasons to commence 
this study early on: 

(1) In order to understand change, it is obviously essential to gather baseline 
information before the change has occurred. Baseline information means not 
only essential quantitative data, such as enrollment figures, but understanding 
of the structure and culture of the community at the outset. What ideas 
about Jewish education are prevalent? How are these ideas, or visions, 
distributed through the community? What is the nature of leadership and 
communication in this community? To what extent is the community 
mobilized for Jewish education? What characterizes the professional 
lives of Jewish educators? Answers to these questions must be chronicled to 
strengthen the collective memory for later comparison. The earlier t he 
evaluation staff is present, the sooner they can obtain a general background 
understanding of the community, and can also establish a positive rapport with 
community members. That way they are less likely to miss or misinterpret 
changes that occur once the implementation begins. 

(2) The early presence of evaluation staff can help stimulate new visions for 
Jewish education and can heighten the mobilization of the community. Lead 
communities have the opportunity to consider dramatically restructured 
approaches to Jewish education in addition to modifications of existing 
programs. By asking community members about their visions for the future, 
and by providing feedback that facilitates communication about such visions, 
t he evaluation project can encourage a constructive dialogue within the 
communities. 

(3) The CIJE is a long-term enterprise, not a one-shot deal. There is every 
chance that more lead communities will be created in the next three, five, or 
ten years. We need to learn about the launching and gearing-up process so 
other communities can learn from this experience. For example, very 
little is known about mobilizing lay persons in support of education. We need 
to watch how this occurs so other communities can follow. 

To carry out this task, we have hired a team of three FIELD RESEARCHERS. One 
researcher is based in each community, but they will all spend time in all three 
communities. This is because they have complementary strengths -- they differ in 
their expertise as researchers, and in their knowledge of Jewish education - and 
because keeping more than one pair of eyes on a situation provides both a check and 
a stimulus for deeper interpretation. 

The design of the lead communities project calls for each community to carry out a 
self-study, which presumably would include information on community composition, 
population trends, and enrollment figures. The field researchers are prepared to 
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assist in this process, but they cannot be its primary agents, lest they have no time 
for their other activities. 

For next year, we are proposing a survey component to the evaluation project, which 
would gather baseline data on affective, behavioral, and cognitive outcomes, 
probably from a selected youth cohort within each community. We hope to proceed 
with the surveys despite the lack of consensus about goals, because of the overriding 
importance of gathering some form of baseline data on outcomes which can be 
tracked over the years. The surveys would incorporate community input into their 
design. 



To: Seymour Fox and Annette Hochstein 

From: Adam Gamoran and Ellen Goldring 

Re: Monitoring, Evaluation, and Feedback Plans 

Date: July 25, 1993 

This memo describes our plans for Monitoring, Evaluation and 
Feedback of Lead Communities for the next year , September 1993-
August, 1994. 

Our proposal is divided into three areas of work: 1) Ongoing 
continuation of monitoring and feedback, 2) Conducting the 
community self- study, and 3) Preparing for assessment of 
cognitiv e outcomes. 

1) ONGOING MONITORING AND FEEDBACR 

In the fall, we will present to the lead communities and CIJE a 
year one, cumulative report about mobilization and visions . This 
wi~ l follow our cumulative reports about the professional lives 
o r educators. Next year we will continue to monitor the three 
areas that are central to the MEF plan and the LC effort: 
visions, mobilization, and professional lives of educators. 

Vis ions . The issue of goals was not addressed in A Time to Act. 
The commission r eport never specified what changes should occur 
as a result of improving Jewish education, beyond the most 
general aim of Jewish continuity. Specifying goals is a 
challenging enterprise given the diversity within the Jewish 
community. Nonetheless, the lead communities project cannot 
advance--and it certainly cannot be evaluated--without a 
compilation of the desired outcomes. 

For purposes of the evaluation project, we will take goals to 
mean outcomes that are desired within the lead communities. We 
anticipate uncovering multiple goals, and we expect persons in 
different segments of the community to hold different and 
sometimes conflicting preferences. Our aim is not to adjudicate 
among competing goals, but to uncover and spell out the visions 
for change that are held across the community. To some extent, 
goals that emerge in lead communities will be clearly stated by 
participants. Other goals, however, will be implicit in plans 
and projects, and the evaluation team will need to tease them 
out. The evaluation project will consider both short- term and 
long- term goals. 



In this area , the most exciting development during the past year 
was the initiation of the CIJE Goals Project, an effort to asslst 
the communities in articulating clear a nd measurable goals. The 
Goals Project has three elements, each of which will be monitored 
by the MEF project as they come into c ontact with the 
communities: 

(a) CIJE has successful l y recruited the nat i onal 
denominations (orthodox , conservative, a nd reform) to 
provide resources to community institutions (e . g., 
synagogues , schools, community centers) to help them focus 
on goals that are specific to their contexts. CIJ E staff 
will facilitate this relationship . 

(b) CIJE staff will e ncourage and help the local l ead 
community commissi ons to develop vision statements that wi ll 
describe the ove rall pur pose of the lead community proj ect , 
and how it expects to be judged . 

(c) The Mandel Institute will shar e with the denominations 
and the communities its project on alternative conceptions 
of the Edu c ated Jew. 

The f i rst task o f the evaluation team will be to d ocument the 
process through which clear goals become articulated . The second 
task will be to establish, in consultation with t he communities, 
the measures needed to evaluate progress towards these goa ls. 

Mobilizatio n. According to A Time t o Act, mobilizing c ommuni t y 
support for Jewish education is a " building block" of the l e ad 
communities project, a condition that is essential to the success 
of the endeavor . This involves recr uiting lay leaders a nd 
educating them a bout the i mportance of education, as well as 
increasing the f inancial resources that are committed to 
education . The Repor t quotes one commissioner a s sayi ng, "The 
challenge is that by the year 2000 , the vast majority of the s e 
community leaders s hould see education as a burn i ng issue and the 
rest should at least think it is import ant . When this is 
achieved .. . money will be available t o finance fully the ma s sive 
program envisioned by t he Commission (p . 64 ) ." 

Each of the communities has s hown activ ity in thi s area duri ng 
the first year , although in different ways. Our task for 1993- 94 
will be to moni tor progre ss i n thi s area, with special attention 
to key issues that emerged during the previous year. Among these 
are: 

- - Although local commissions contain representatives from 
diverse constituenci es, there are as yet no mechanisms for 
these representatives to inform and galvanize support in 
their constituencies. Through what processes does 
successful diffusion o f mobilization and support occur? 



Educators are playing important roles as representatives 
, of their institutions . What are the means through which the 

communities effectively encourage educators to further the 
lead community process through development and 
implementation of educational innovations? 

- - In successful mobilization of lay leadership, what is the 
interplay between recruiting leaders in support of specific 
projects (e.g., day school scholarships), as compared with 
leadership for the total lead community process? 

Professional lives of Jewish educators. Enhancing the profession 
of Jewish education is the second critical building block 
specified in A Time to Act. The Report claims that fundamental 
improvement in Jewish education is not possible without radical 
change in areas such as recruitment, training, salaries, career 
tracks, and empowerment of educators . 

During the first year , we established baseline conditions that 
can serve as standards for comparison in future years. In 1993-
94, we will monitor how information is being utilized from the 
educator survey and professional lives of educator reports, and 
monitor whether a treatment plan for pers onnel is being 
developed. We will learn about the components , scope, and 
implementation o f such plans . In addition, we will continue our 
work on personnel and professional lives of educators by studying 
informal educators and adult educators. 

Products. The products of this aspect of our monitoring and 
feedback for next year will include : 

1) monthly feedback to the lead communities, 
2) monthly updates to CIJE, 
3) cumulative year two reports to communities and CIJE about 
visions , mobilization, and personnel, and 
4) special topic s reports as issues arise (e. g . , the 
changing roles of BJEs). 

2) COMMUNITY PROFILES (SELF STUDY) 

In response to the pace of implemehtation in the lead 
communities, we are willing to take on as our responsibility the 
self- study. (Since this is no longer a self-study, we are terming 
this aspect of our work, community profiles.) Building full 
community profiles will be a two year process. In the first year 
we propose that we emphasize col lecting data from community 
institutions and agencies to address the question: What is the 
educational profile of the lead communities? In the second year 
we propose a needs analysis/market oriented survey of clients and 
constituencies to determine their views and needs in regard to 
Jewish education in the lead communities. 



In the first year we will focus on the issues set forth in the 
planning guide concerning the self study (pages 10- 12). The M~F 
team, in conjunction with the CIJE Education Officer, will begi n 
to work with the communities to coordinate and implement this 
effort. Our goal is to cultivate enthusiasm and secure ownership 
through the CIJE/ LC partnership. 

We will also meet with the LC coordinators to get their input 
into the types of information that will be useful to them as well 
as learn about the types of i nformation already available. We 
will collect examples of the t ypes of demographic and/or 
educational profiles that have been used in other communities. 
After these consultations we will develop a methodology and 
reporting form that can be used by all the LCs to report the 
community profil e information. The f i eld researchers will work 
with the LC coordinators to fac i litate the process. We will 
enter the information into a data base , and provide each 
community with a profile based on the analyses ge nerated from the 
informati on provided. In addition, qualit ative dat a collected 
through our ongoing mon itor i ng process will b e i nc luded as 
integral components of the community profiles. 

Products. The outcomes of t his aspect of our wor k will be : 

1 ) a methodology and standard reporting form f or c o mmunity 
profiles , 
2) analyses and repor ts of the community profile of each LC, 
and 
3) A summar y report of the profiles of all three LCs. 

In order f or us to begin this aspect of our work, CIJE will n e ed 
to put this proj ect on the age nda so all the LCs k now that this 
will be a major endeavor to begin in the fall. In a ddition, t h e 
questi on about r esources will need to be clarified with the LCs . 
While some of the information o f the community pr ofiles will be 
readily available , new information will need to be collected a nd 
generated . This may incur certain expenses, a s well as ancillar y 
fees for mailings, forms, secretarial assist ance , data 
processing, etc. 

3) COGNITIVE OUTCOMES 

Local data from community profi les i s not sufficient for a long ­
term study of cha nge. Thus, we propose that the third part of the 
MEF plan for next year begin t o plan f or and seek a ppropriate 
instruments for quantitati ve assessment of outcome data that are 
importa nt' to the adva ncement of J ewi sh education and continuity . 
This component i s crucial in order to begin to monitor trends i n 
the outcomes of Jewish education. 

We propose to focus the initial assessment of outcomes on Hebrew 
language. We have chosen this outcome for two reasons: 1) The is 
a high l evel of agreement tha t Hebrew l anguage is a crucial 



outcome of Jewish education , and 2) The greater likelihood of 
find1ng appropriate assessment procedures. 

One possibility is new work by an expert in the assessment of 
Hebrew as a second language, Professor Elana Shohamy of the 
Hebrew University of Jerusalem. An initial consultation with 
Professor Shohamy was quite promising and we will continue to 
work on this issue during the coming year. 

4) CONCLUSION: FOSTERING EVALUATION-MINDED COMMUNITIES 

As we noted in this year's progress rep9rt to the CIJE Board, the 
MEF project will be successful if each Lead Community comes to 
view evaluation as an essential component of all educational and 
social service programs . We hope to foster this attitude by 
counseling reflective practitioner s -- educators who are willing 
to think systematically about their work, and share insights with 
others -- and by helping to establish evaluation components in 
all new Lead Community initiatives. 
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To: Annette and Seymour 

From: Ell en and Adam 

CC: Julie and Roberta 

Re: Monitoring, Ev a l uation, and Feedback Plans 

Date: July 25, 199 3 

This memo presents our proposal for Monitori ng , Evaluation and 
Feedback of Lead Communities for the next year , September 1993-
August, 1994. 

our proposal is divided into three areas of work : 1) Continuation 
of ongoing monitoring and f e edback, 2) Conducting the community 
profiles (self-study), a nd 3) Conducting Hebrew language assessment 
in day schools. 

1) ONGOING MONITORING AND FEEDBACK 

In the fall, we will present to t he lead communities and CIJE a 
year one, cumulative report about mobilization and visions . This 
will follow our cumul ativ e reports about the professional lives of 
educators. Next year we will continu e to monitor the three 
areas that are c entra l to the initial phases of the MEF plan and 
the LC effort: mobilization, visions , and professional lives of 
educators . We will focus and refine our questions on specific 
issues which are emerging from our f irst years' work. For example, 
in terms of mobilization, one of t h e quest ions we will continue to 
monitor is, Are l ay leaders being mobilized i nto the lead community 
orocess? In terms of visi o ns, we will a sk , What i s t he nat ure o f 
the visioning process? 

Perhaps the area i n which we expect to see the most activity is 
around the topic of personnel and the professional lives of 
educators. In this area we will monitor how information is being 
utilized from the educator survey and professional lives of 
educator reports, and whether a plan for personnel is being 
developed. We wi.11 learn about the c omponents, s c ope, and 
i mplementation of such p lans . In additi on, we will continue our 
work on personnel and professional lives of educators by studying 
i nformal educators and adult educators . 

As implementation progresses, we will ask, What is considered when 
a new project is proposed? That is, who is informed, what entities 
are considered, what steps are t a keh i n what order, etc . 



We will engage in a dialogue with you and the LCs to refine the 
speci fic questi ons for thi s a spect of our work . 

The products of thi s aspec t of our monitoring and feedback for next 
year will include: 
1) monthly feedback to the lead c ommunities, 
2) monthly updates to CIJE , 
3) cumulative, year two reports to communities and CIJ E about 

mobilization, visions, and personnel, a nd 
4) special topic reports as issues arise (e . g . , the changing roles 

of BJEs ) . 

2 ) COMMUNITY PROFILES (SELF STUDY) 

Due to the slow pace of implementation in the lead communities, we 
are willing to take on as our responsibility the self- study. {Since 
this is no longer a self- study , we are terming this aspect of our 
work, community profiles . ) Building full communit y profiles will 
be a two year process . I n t he firs t year we p ropose that we 
emphasize collecting data from community insti tutions and agencies 
to address the question: What is the educational profile of the 
lead communities? I n t he second year we prop os e a needs 
analysis/ market oriented survey of clients and constituencies to 
determine their views and needs in regard to Jewish education in 
the lead communities. 

In the first year we will focus on the issues set forth in the 
planning guide concerning the self- study {pages 10-12). The MEF 
team, in conjunction with the CIJE staff person t aJcing Shulamith's 
place, wi ll begin to work with the communities t o coordinate and 
implement this e ffort. Our goal is t o cultivate enthusiasm and 
secure ownership through the CI JE/LC partnership. 

We will meet with t h e LC coordinators to get their input 
into the types o f information that will be useful to them as wel l 
as learn about the t ypes of information alre a dy available. We will 
c ollect examples of the t ypes of demograp hic a nd/or educational 
profiles that have been used in other communi ties . After these 
c onsultations we will develop a methodology and 
reporting form that can be used by all the LCs to report the 
community profile information. The field researchers will work 
with the LC c oordinators to facilitate the process. We will enter 
the information into a data base, and provide each community with 
a prof ile based on the analyses generated from the information 
provided. Furthermore, qual i tati ve data collected through our 
ongoing monitoring process wil l be incl uded as integral components 
of the community profiles. 

The outcomes of this aspec t of our work will be: 
1) a methodology and reporting forms for community 

profiles, 
2) analyses and reports of the community profile of each LC, and 
3) a summary report of the profiles of all three LCs. 



In order for us to begin this aspect of our work, CIJE will need to 
put this project on the agenda so all the LCs know that this will 
be a major endeavor to begin in the fall. In addition, the 
question of resources will need to be clarified with the LCs . 
While some of the information of the community profiles will be 
readily available, new informa tion will need to be collected and 
generated. This may incur certain expenses, as well as ancillary 
fees for mailings, forms, secretarial assistance, data processing, 
etc. 

3) Assessment of Hebrew Language Achievement 

Local data from community profiles is not sufficient for a long­
term study of change. Thus, we propose that the third part of the 
MEF plan for next year begin the quantitative assessment of outcome 
data that are important to the advancement of Jewish education and 
continuity. This component is crucial in order to begin to monitor 
trends in the outcomes of J e wis h e d u cat i on. 

We have chosen t o focus the init ial assessment of outcomes on 
Hebrew language. We have chosen this outcome for two reasons: 
1) Hebrew language is one key out come of Jewish education , and 2) 
Assessment procedures are readily available f o r our use . 

The assessment o f Hebrew language by MEF will p r ovide baseline data 
about Hebrew language for the Lead communities and CIJE. In 
additi on, the initial assessment wil l p rovide feedback to the 
schools about their Hebrew language achievement a nd MEF can re­
e valuate Hebrew l anguage two or t hree years later, thus providing 
longitudinal data about the processes and outcomes of change in 
these schools. The field researchers will monitor the processes of 
change in these schools . Furthermor e, if LC ' s are focusing on 
personnel and other key building blocks for edu cat i onal improv ement 
in a systemic manner, we should s e e changes in the Hebrew language 
performance of students : more res ources , bett er c urricula and 
teachers and more emphasis on learning shou ld a ffect Hebrew 
language. We beli e ve t hat this is an impor tant r e source that CIJE 
can make available t o t he c ommunities . 

We suggest that we contract with Elana Shohamy from the Melton 
Center to carry out this assessment process . Elana has developed 
a diagnostic system for Hebrew Language assessment for day s chools 
and is presently developing such a system for supplementary 
schools. This system is unique in that it takes into account the 
specific curriculum of eac h school and provides the school with 
diagnostic feedback based on the results of the test. Elana has 
carried out this assessment in numerous day schools in the us, and 
can immediately begin work with CIJE . 

We propose the following plan for Day Schools-sixth Grade 
in 1993- 94: 

1) After approval of this aspect of the MEF project, Elana Shohamy 
and eac h Field Researcher will meet with the LC c o ordinator in each 

3 



community to explain the project. We anticipate this will occur in 
the f a ll (Elana will be in the states in Sept- Oct). 

2) Aft er this initial meeting, each LC coordinator will decide on 
the best way to approach and contact the day schools. Elana can 
do this with a letter and a follow up, or it could be handled 
centrally by the LC coordinator, etc . 

3) After initial contact has been made with the schools, El ana will 
contact the principals t o explain the project and to begin to set 
up a work plan with each school. 

4) once a work plan is in plac e f or each s chool the process begins: 
Elana and her team meets with the school to learn about the school s 
curriculum, a test is developed, testing takes place , analyses are 
done of t h e test s by the Melton center in Jerusalem, diagnostic 
feedback is provided to each school by Elana and her tea:m . 

5 ) The field researchers will assist Elana i n t h e process of 
testing. Elana and her t eam provide each sch ool with an individual 
report . The MEF team will provide the LC with a report about the 
Hebrew Language Assessment of the community based on the results 
provided in Jerusalem. 

6) The FR will monitor the feedback process in t he schools and will 
observe and monitor the processes of change in t he day schools 
during the next two years . In other words, they will be looking at 
the ways in which the schools are changing and acting upon the 
diagnosis provided to them by the Hebrew Assessment. This is a 
crucial step of the MEF project and can prov ide information for the 
ongoing feedback loop in the community as well . 

7) Two or three years after this initial asses sment, the 
assessment will be carried out again. Gains can be measured, and 
the monitoring i nformati on can be used to explain where gains have 
been found and where no gains have been realized. 

8) Since Elana has comparat ive data f r om other day schools in the 
us, we can compare t h e results of t h e s chool s in the LC's with 
other, similar day schools, in other communities. 

Issues of funding for this project will need to be addressed. We 
suggest that CIJE provide the necessary resources to support this 
project. 

The outcomes of this aspect of our work next year will be: 

l)Baseline data of Hebrew language for sixth grade day school 
students, 

2) feedback to the schools about the baseline assessment, 
3) a process in place for monitoring and measuring change in Hebrew 

language. 

We look forward to discussing these plans with you . 



• 

February 10 , 1994 

To: Julie, Roberta, and Bill 
From: Adam and Ellen 
CC: Alan, Gail, Barry , Annette, Seymour , Steve, Dan 
Re: work plan of the MEF project 

In our consultation with Annette, Seymour, and Steve on February 
10, we gained a number of new insights with important 
implications for our ongoing work. I'm writing to share those 
insights with you, and to spell out what I see as their 
implications for our work. I hope you will discuss them together 
in your meetings on Feb. 15-17. 

The meeting covered t hree main topics: understanding 
mobilization , commun ity profiles, and s t udying goals. 

Understanding Mobilization 
Al l three of the major respondents to our mobilization reports 
(Alan , Annette, a nd Steve) stressed the need for a more developed 
and focused assessment of the breadth and depth of mobilization 
in the lead communities. As Alan put it, 

Because the report is written consistently from the centre 
outwards and shows little evidence of testing the degree and 
depth of mobilization of the key lay and professional actors 
in Milwaukee , we don't know about the penetration of the 
mobilization. One is left wondering, and this happens every 
time I visit there, whether we have an elaborate structure 
for mobilization without the necessary penet r ation. 

This probably is a r esult of the fact t hat • • . we have no 
benchmarks f o r mobilization in any community. 

In light of these comments, I posed the question to the group: 
How should we recognize mobili zation? What are the key criteria? 
How can we assess the extent and depth of mobilization in a more 
concrete way than we have done before? 

Together , we arr i ved at two responses . First, we obtained the 
attached list of eight criteria which, we are advised, constitute 
mobilization . I see this as a very helpful elaboration of 
information which we have received in the past . As you'll 
recall, in the past we had to come up with our own definition of 
mobilization, after reading t hrough all the relevant CIJE 
documents . Through this discussion, we were able to pin down a 
more specific list, which includes not only criteria , but 
suggested indicators of those criteria . I think this will be 



enormously helpful in carrying out our monitoring and reporting 
in the future. 

Second, our discussion led to the realization that we {all of us, 
not just MEF) have not yet developed an adequate conceptual 
fra.mework for studying the mobilization of Jewish communities. 
What is needed is a rich discussion of the issue, laying out both 
concepts and indicators . A primary source of information would 
be interviews with top professionals and lay persons in this 
field, such as Steve Hoffman, Mark Gurvis, Barry Schrage, Gail 
Dorph, Jon Woocher, Mort Mandel, and Chuck Ratner. Each of these 
individuals has experience in what it means to try to galvanize a 
Jewish community around a focal issue, particularly the issue of 
continuity. 

I would like the MEF field research team to take up this 
assignment later this spring . I envision a paper on the meaning 
of community mobi lization, taking into account CIJE ''theory," our 
investigations in lead communit ies so far, and the insights of 
experts. The pape r would likely include the eight elements that 
were suggested in our meeting today , but in a more sophisticated 
and conceptually grounded f r amework . Other criteria may also 
emerge from the interviews . Moreover, t h e paper would include 
not oniy concepts, but indicators as well . In this way, we would 
"establish benchma r ks for mobilization" to be used in future 
assessments. 

As a first step, I suggest that the field research team prepare a 
memo suggesting h ow this project could be carried out, including 
any modifications that seem appropriate. 

It seems to me that this project dovetails nicely with Roberta's 
dissertation. Als o I'm sure we'll benefit from Julie's expertise 
in figuring out h ow t o ask the experts the right questions to 
find out from them how we should conceive of and r ecognize the 
mobilizaion of a Jewish community. 

Community Profiles 
I introduced our thinking on the topic by leading the group 
through Bill's memo of January 22. We discussed a number of 
possible directions in which this project could go. It seems 
there are at least three levels of detail that one could collect 
on Jewish educational institutions which might constitute 
institutional profiles. One level are the basic "facts," such as 
those listed in Box 4 and those listed on the bottom of the first 
page of Bill's memo. A second level is to get somewhat richer 
information about what's going on in the institution. This might 
include information about "school climate," program coherence, 
parent involvement, and so on, at the level of detail one might 
obtain from focus groups of teachers and an interview with a 
principal. A third level of information would be an 
observational study of classrooms to determine the quality 
students' educational experiences. 



Bill's discussion of the three purposes, and his questions about 
timing, agenda, and inter-community relations, were well 
received, if not really answered. The profile data are closely 
linked to goals, as Bill pointed out . Thus, one item that needs 
to be included is information about institutional goals. At the 
first level of detail, this might be as simple as whether the 
institution has a mission statement, and how it was produced. At 
the second level, we could ask whether the institution has ·a 
coherent mission, quite apart from whether it has a mission 
statement. At the third level, we would examine whether stated 
visions were reflected in classrooms. 

Another way of looking at the goals issue is to ask about 
standards for the items on which we may propose to study for the 
profiles. What are the standards to which we aspire? If we can 
answer that question, we will have guidance about what items to 
study for the profile . I took this to be in keeping with Bill's 
point that we need to have some idea of where we want to go, in 
order to gather t he right i n formation at t he baseline. 

Both Box 4 and Bill's list are heavily skewed towards formal 
education. It is essential that we develop indicators for 
informal settings as well . Informal educati on has been 
essentially left out of our s t udies so far, and it is critical 
that it be included i n t h is part of our work. 

Where to go with this? To develop a rationale, we need to do 
more thinking, and more consulting with experts in the area of 
Jewish schooling. We need t o ask, what are the key elements of a 
profile of a Jewish educat ional inst itution? What makes a 
difference? We s hould think very broadly at this point. After 
we gather some col l ective wisdom, we will be in position to 
propose what sort of indicators we wish to start measuring. 

Thus, we have the t ask of talking to experts in the field of 
Jewish education -- Gail and Barry will suggest some names, and 
I'd make sure to include Roberta on the list -- to establish a 
set of both basic facts about Jewish educational i nstitutions, 
and more in- depth l i st of aspect of s c hools a nd programs that 
could be investigated. This information should be summarized in 
a memo or paper. This information should lead to a proposal for 
studying the basic facts, which is where we should start in our 
data collection. 

I think this task is in keeping with our current plans. It adds 
the notion that we should think more broadly, even if we intend a 
narrowly-focused data collection in the short term. It also 
emphasizes the need for a rationale, before we start collecting 
data. 

Clearly this is a task on which Bill should take the lead, but 
Roberta's and Julie's insights should also figure prominently. I 
think this should be a team effort. 



Studying Goals 
Over the long term, when educational institutions in the lead 
communities have articulated goal s, we hope to measure progress 
towards the goals . To prepare for that, I wanted to talk about 
three issues : taking stock so far, identifying goals when they 
emerge, and selecting goals for long-term study . 

I began by asserting that we had a clear picture of the state of 
goals for Jewish education in the communities: There are no well­
articulated, coherent, widely-shared goals with clear 
implications for action. Although the group accepted this 
statement, they indicated that this was not enough, because it 
says nothing about goals of individual institutions. Fom this 
discussion we arrived at the need to include the presence or 
absence of a mission statement in the institutional profiles and, 
to the extent it seems feasible, the institutional profiles could 
also contain informat ion on how the mission was developed and how 
widely it is shared. I was also reminded t hat some institutions 
may have a cohere n t mission but no mission statement. 

On recognizing meaningful goals, Seymour suggested three types of 
criteria: goals t hat a philosopher would recognize as meaningful, 
goals that would serve t he pur poses of a policy- maker (e.g., they 
would galvanize a na t ion or a community), and goals that can 
drive what goes on i n classrooms. An important insight I gained 
from this discussion is that the quality of a goal depends partly 
on the context (as opposed to the content of the g oal). For 
example, the U.S . federal goal that "All children should start 
school ready to learn" is arguably an effective goal from the 
policy- maker criterion because it is a national rallying point, 
where as one Jewish movement's goal that "Jews should learn the 
Hebrew language" is not an effective goal because it does not 
lead to action on any level. 

The discussion of recognizing goals when they emerge, and 
selecting goals f or further study, will be resumed in the future. 
For now, the main implication for our work is that whether there 
is a mission statement (or a mission), a nd how it was developed, 
should be part of t he ins t itutional profiles, as noted abov e. 

Miscellaneous 
A couple of miscellaneous items came up in the course of our 
discussions: 

(a) After sign-off by Adam, update memos intended for CIJE staff 
should go to Ginny, with a request that she distribute them to 
Alan, Barry, Gail, and Annette. If it makes sense to give the 
memo directly to a staff member (e.g. Gail will be in Milwaukee, 
etc . ), a copy should still go to Ginny with instructions on who 
to send it to. 

Please mail a full set of past update memos to Ginny. 



(b) Please giv e me a list of all the interviewees for the study 
of the professional lives of educators in Baltimore. I a m ·to 
assure Seymour that we've talked wi th a representative group, and 
with all the very important f i gures. 

Towards a Work Plan for 1994 
These discussions may result in a partial revision of our work 
plan for the remainder of 1993-94 and the beginning of 1994-95. 
(I'm starting to think of this as a work plan for 1994, i.e. a 
calendar year instead of an academic year.) Here's how I think 
our work shapes up. The person listed is the person with primary 
responsibility, but all of these tasks should be conceived of as 
team efforts. 

Tentative Work Plan for 1994 

Complete report Mi lwaukee teaching force (Adam, Ellen) 
Complete report on mobi lization in Balt imore (Jul i e) 
Complete report o n mobilizat ion in Milwaukee {Roberta) 
Write report on year 1 1/2 mobilization in Atlanta (Roberta) 
Write report on profe s s ional lives of Jewish educators in 

Baltimore (Jul ie) 
Write report on Bal timor e t eaching force (Adam , Ellen) 
Write report on Atlanta t eachi ng force (Adam , Ellen) 
Write paper on J ewish community mobilization : concepts and 

measures (Roberta, Julie, Bill ) 
Write memo or paper on institut ional profiles: concepts and 

measures, broadly c once ived (Bill) 
Write proposal for short- term data collection for insititutional 

profiles: indicators a nd rationale (Bill) 
Commence data collection for institutional profiles (Bill, Julie, 

Roberta) 
Commence report o n teachers in all three communit i es (Adam, 

Ellen, Julie , Roberta, Bill) 
Ongoing monitoring and feedback (J u lie , Roberta, Bill) 

What do you think about this possible work plan? I look forward 
to hearing from you aft e r your me e tings o n Feb. 1 5-17. If I 
reme.mber correctly, I should expect something in writing, and 
then we will talk about it in our next conference call. 



Indicators of Community Mobilization 

1 . Are powerful , key , top lay leaders mobilized? 
Are they recruiting their peers to participate? 
Do they represent the qual i ty and level of leadership 
desired (quality measured in "wealth, wisdom, and/ or work")? 

2. Is there a full- time professional staff person for LC? 

3 . Is there a Triad or Team in place to lead and pull the LC 
process together , consisting of a : 

1) " champion" lay leader, 
2) support ive federation execut ive , a nd 
3) full t ime educational professional 

4. Is there a wall- to- wall coalition? 
Is there a c r oss sect ion of Rabbis, congregational leaders, 
educational professional leaders, and lay leaders from all 
sectors, not only representatives? 
Indicators of a wall- to-wall coalition may include: 

Do people attend meetings? 
Are they telling others about the meetings? What are 
they t e l ling others? 

- - ask the participants, ask others 
Are people taking seriously what is happening in these 
meetings? 

--Are some people worried about not being 
i ncluded? 
--Are members reporting back to someone about what 
i s going on? 

Are members accountable to anyone , such as a board? 
Are the r e out reach mechanisms in place, such as a LC 
bulletin? 

5 . Are Rabbis and educators involved with LC beyond the wall- to­
wall coalition? 

For example, to what extent do their agendas (meetings, 
workplan, programs) overlap with CIJE ' s? 
Is LC on their agendas? 
Are they briefed regularly about CIJE? 
Are there programmatic indications of LC work? 

6 . Is there significant, additional funding for education? 
For example, what percent is additional? 
Is there movement toward this goal? 

7. Is there ferment in the community about Jewish Education? 
Ferment at two levels: 



r 

l)Establishment and Leadership, and 
2)Community at Large. 

For example, what is in the Jewish newspaper? 
What is on the agenda for public debate? 
Is Jewish education being discussed in the annual campaign? 

8. Is anything happening in the area of Jewish education? For 
example, are new positions being created? Are vacant positions 
being filled? Is there centralized planning for Jewish 
continuity? 



This fax consists of 3 pages including this cover page. For 
problems with its transmission, please contact Roberta Goodman at 
608-231-3534. 

To: Adam Gamoran 
Ellen Goldring 
Julie Tammivaara 
Bill Robinson 

From: Roberta Goodman 

Re: MEF Workplan April - December 1994 

March 31 , 1994 

I.A. Monitoring and Evaluation of the Personnel Action Plan 

The types of questi ons are broader than you suggest . We need to 
know : 

1) How is t he plan developed? 
2) Who approves the plan? 
3) In what ways is the plan different from what exists? 
4) In what ways does the plan create systemic change? 
5) How is t he plan going to be funded ? What needs to be done 
by the community to get it funded? 

I would recommend expanding the range of questions l isted. 

I.B. Monitoring and Evaluation of the Lead Community Projects 
-- I would use t his phrase instead of "Pilot Projects." At some 
point, we need clarification as to whether or not t he Action before 
the Action Plan, such as the Principals Seminar, is considered a 
Lead Community Pr o j ect. If so, then we need to evaluate it . 

I . C. Monitoring of Community Mobilization 

In our last conference call, Adam, you indicated that this Workplan 
did not require specification of the two options we were suggesting 
on clarifying the concept of community mobilization. Yet, what you 
suggest here is "Option B." Either you need to make this proposal 
more "generic" covering both options, or you need to present the 
two options. 

To make the paragraph more generic , you could change the paragraph 
to read : 

As proposed by our advisory board, we will conduct interviews 
to establish criteria by which community evaluation will be 
evaluated . This wil l result in a conceptual paper outlining 
the concepts and measures of mobilization. 



As for the second paragraph in this section, I am having difficulty 
understanding what you mean. What is a vision? With the July Goals 
workshop for the three Lead Communit ies in Jerusalem, we would 
probably be better off monitoring what happens in terms of goals, 
rather than vision . 

II. A. Educator Surveys 

I have logistical questions about the educator survey. Is a better 
version of Nancy Hendrix report going to be written for Baltimore 
and Atlanta by a CIJE staff member? I have learned from Julie that 
Baltimore is doing its own analysis of the educator survey data. 
Does that in any way affect the writing of the integrated report? 
Should a different model be used in Baltimore than was used in 
Milwaukee in writing the integrated report ? 

In your second paragraph in thi s section, you talk about analyzing 
the data of the educational leader s urvey , I ha ve three comments 
about this. 1) Analyzing the educa tor survey does not appear on 
your time line on pa ges three and four. 2) My understanding of why 
the Milwaukee data could not be ana lyzed immed i ately after it was 
collected was because the population was too small. Why does it 
matter if the Milwaukee data i s analyzed first? Doesn't the data 
from all three communitie s have to be a nalyzed together? 3) 
Following on number two, what r eports do you envision being written 
for the educational leaders integrated r eport for each 
community? cross community of educational l eaders s urvey data only? 
cross community integrated report? 

II.B. Institutional Profiles 

I find the purpos e stated about gaps highly problematic . It 
makes promises about what we will look at when we do not even know 
if the gap between pr ograms and resources is a ma jor concern of the 
CIJE or the educational experts whom we propose t o interview. Why 
limit ourselves at this stage? I would e liminat e it from the 
Workplan. 

Item number three talks about engaging the community in a self­
study process. I think that the level of analysis is the com­
munity's institutions and not the community. Jewish education for 
the most part happens within institutions . I n the final paragraph 
in this section, prior to the time line, you talk about practices 
within institutions. This also makes me think that the level of 
analysis you are thinking of is the institutional rather than the 
communal. If the institution is the level of analysis, then your 
sentence needs to change reflective communities, to reflective 
institutions. 

Time Line 

1) As you (Adam} and I spoke, we switched the communities so that 
I am revising Milwaukee first and then completing Atlanta . 



2) Is there any significance to the order in which names are listed 
by a project? Is the first person listed what you have called "the 
lead person?" 

3) As previously stated, where does analysis of the educational 
leader survey appear? What other report ( s) does that involve? What 
deadlines for them? 

4) We should think about what an integrated report for teachers and 
education directors within a community might show. Then, we need to 
decide whether or not to write this report . 

5) The June 30 and September 30 mobilization products are out of 
order . My understanding was that the entire reason for writing a 
conceptual paper on mobilization was to be able to derive 
indicators and measures. I do not underst a nd your order. I 
recommend an August 30 deadline for the mobilization conceptual 
piece and a Septembe r 30 deadline for the indicators and measures. 
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To: Ada• G••oraa 
608 263 2140 [Fax] 
608 263 7829 [Office] 

Ellna Goldria1 
61 S 343 7094 (FM] 
615 322 8037 [Office] 

From; Julie Tammivura 
410 653 3727 
410 653 4648 

t •• • . .. .. .. . . . .... 
':, , • • , • • • : : • I • 

Re MEFWotkplan April- Decnnbu 1994 

Date: 29 Marcb 1994 

I Oaaotn1 Monitori111 

Include "and Evaluation" in title? 

A. Monitoring and Evaluation of Pcn oMcl Action Plan 

Suggest these questions: 

1. Who panlcipatod in the development of the plan? 
2. What is included in the plan? 

• 

3. What procedure wu used to develop the plan? 
4. What jnformation [including MEF reports] was used to develop the plan? 
5. What are the goal• and purposes o(the plan? 
6. Does it have 1ft evaluation component? If so. what ts it? 
7. What data are on record for the target institutions, persons, program•? 
8. What is tM \ime!ine for the plan? 
9. What ~nding provisions have been made or are planned? 
I 0. In what way lt t?i. plan innovative? 

PAGE 01 

PAGE 01 
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B. Monitorina and Evaluation of Pilot Projects 

Suggest title be cha.nae<! to "Monitorina and Evaluation of Lead Community Project,,, 

C. Monitorina of Community Mobilization 

The text seems to put .. criteria" before "Q<>ocept1111intion. •• Thia seem, backwardt to me. 
It makes more acnse to establish the conceptualization of mobilization and then deduce the 
criteria ft'om it. Thia does not precl~de ukin& people about indicators they UM to 
determine whether mobjlization baa occurred. 

The parqraph referring to "visiona .. it unclear to me. In Atlanta there wu considenble 
diawssion about viaiom. goala, and purposes, the bottom line being people aeemed to 
think they were different things but nobody defined any of the tmns. 1 think «viaion" ia u 
problematic as "mobiliza1ion." l would suggett this paraaraph just u y we will continue: to 
monitor the work of LCP-retated deliberations $\lch u, in Baltimore, the Lead 
Communities Project Committee and the Commiuion on Jewish Education to which to 
LCPC reports. Visioning may occur here, but much else docs aa well and it needs to be 
monitored. 

D. Community Proflln 

A. Educator Surveys and Interviews 

Will there be intearated r-i>ons for the educational director surveys ud interviews? If so, 
this need$ to be mentioned. 

B Institutional Profiles 

Paragraph I: Won't the data be collected on "Jewish educational in»titutions" rather than 
just "programs?" Pre1Um&bly programs are housed in institutions. 

Purposes: 

1. This may be a picky point, but I prefer another tenn to tct>aaeline" since the dat& will 
not be taken at tbe begiMing point of either the programs or the LC Project. Another 
tenn would be more respectful o( tht work the oomrnunities have accomplished thua far. 
Ellen taUced to us about the importance of 0 taking stock," & term used by Hank Levin, J 
believe. This seems more appropriate. The proceaa of periodically "taking atoclt" should 
set tht stage for institutiolll becoming more ••evaluation mindcd.n Shouldn't this be 
mentioned as it ii a phrase coined by one of our leaders? 

2. The "gaps" p~rpose is unclear. It seems to imply both that institutional resource, are. 
by definition, •vailable at a oommunal level and that needs can and should be detennined 
at a communal level. What entity is goins to represerit the community in detennining 
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theae communal needs and by what means are individual institutions going to be penuaded 
that their. raourcet can be offered to fill these nced1? l think this purpose i1 very 
problematic. It would IMffl to put the power of everythina important in the hands of 
federation, u they are the only entity [in Baltimore at lcut] that enppa in communal 
planning. While thi1 information can be helpful to communal planners, the emphasis 
should be on the institutions and what they will aain or we will have trouble gettiJla them 
to buy in. 

3. I!I it the community that will ensaae in "eclf study" and thereby bec:omo more reflective 
or institutions? I am having trouble tryina to imagine a "reflective community .• , I think 
the level of ana)yais ia appropriately institutioftl which may include the twaration and 
central agency. Some mtity needs to be in charac ofthi1 proc.u inside the communitiet 
Who will this be? How do N1f' studies fost« mobil.imion, which hu , in any cue, not 
beln defined yet? Wouldn't it be safer to talk &bout ~118 people in institutions to 
think about their purposes, strengths, weakncues, etc. 7 

In sum, it seems to me that for wmmunitics interested in engaging in planful chanac to 
improve education, it it important a "taking stock" O<:C\lr periodically. By doing to, a 
community and ita inatitutlons can useaa what ~hanacs occur over time and pin 
imponant information for plannina and policy decilions at both levels. By becomins more 
.. evaluation-minded," inJtitutions can be enerpc:d 10 roOect terious1y not only upon where 
they are but where they would like to be and how they mlght get there. 

The next paraaraph ["1Mtitution1 targeted ... "Jmoves back to instituriont as the lewl of 
analysit. I think this is comet. 

The foHowina paragraph it confuaina to me as well. Does tNI project need approval? It 
is specifically mandated ln the planning gujde, IO why does it need approval? I can 1M 

why a particular plan or proposal for institutionaJ or community profiles would ncod 
approval but not the idea of auch a project. Given that, I think the emphui1 ahould be on 
a d.tailed proposal, which will be developed In a pa,1icular way, that is, iaterviewing 
-··r-· •-, ..,_ · .S-,:!..._ :.."'"'· - · ··-.. ~ ... . • ..... ....,. • ..,..., • ··~··-__..J - "'"'"'" .,,,6' o-:...a-1:. •• _ "-• 
developed and distributed with the institutional profile instrument. Accreditation qencies 
have learned tM hard way bow important it i, to have interpretive guideline• 10 data are 
relevant and comparable ~rou irutitutions. lleprdina the product: will there be only 
one report, as indicated, or should there be three individual ones and perhapa an intea,ated 
cro~ommunity report? I am not 1ure what purpose an integrated report would aerve. 
Who would benefit from such a repon? 

The word "enviaion" conjures up a notion of "visioning" and this. u noted above, i1 still 
problematic. WouJd " tee" do u weJt? I would not refer to the institutional profile 
undertaking u "mere enumeration." F'or Ot\c thing, it wlll undoubtedly entail pthering 
infonnation on mis,ion statement,, institutional philosophies. and the like. which is more 
than counting. For another, oven doing t~ work of cnumeration i1 no "mere" tuk. The 
definition ~s fine, however. 

l 
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DL Products and TlmeJint 

Some products seem miNiq: the educator survey reports for Baltimore and Atlanta; the 
repon or reporu on educational direetor sur.,eys; an integrated report for educaiional 
directors for each ~nity; and a croSKOmmunity report fbr educational directon. 

As noted earlier, it Jeetm to me more reasonable £or a conceptualization of• pbenomc:non 
to pr~ede instrumentation deaianed to meuur~ it. The two mobilization reports [Jwae 30 
and September 30] seem reversed. 

1 have r~vcd no feedback on my mobilization report that merits & revision other than an 
error resardins Steve Hoffman's status at one point in timo. What i, it you want me to 
revise and how'? I have received no sugsesuons from the MEf team or Alu, HOffinaM on 
n,y last draft. Alan's .. generaJ comments" were written prior to Alan'• radina my piper, 
according to Oail. She hu read my paper and has made no 1uaa,:s1iona. Whal are your 
expectation,? 

( 0~ ,v,.JAM() 

- no f Y'Ie t ~ b r 

- v\O If+- CY'\ 

( ( t oNl .,,J ~(lr/.vi f 

,viWM~ <?J-<t:tY05 



GAMO$ type julie.cmt 
From: EUNI CE::"73443.3152@CompuServe.COM" l - APR-1994 21:46:46.26 
To: Adam Gamoran <GAMORAN> 
CC: 
Subj: Revised Workplan 

Dear Adam, 
You ' ve done a wonderful [and fast! ) job in integrating complex 

feedback into revision . Bravo Here are a f ew suggestions for clarity. 

IB. Since the idea of an LC project enc ompasses pilot projects, why 
not just talk about LC projects? Anything to simplify language 

is helpful, I think 

IC. Suggest first sentence read " .. . conduct interviews to develop 
conceptualization and establish criteria by which . . . " The word 

"conceptual" can then be deleted in next sentence. 

IIA . This would interfere with chronol ogy, but you might consider 
putting interview studies together and integrated reports 

together. It would read a litt le bet ter. 

In second paragraph, first sentence, should "survey" read 
"surveys?" Also, last s entence may have some implications for my report. 

At present, I have not designed discussion to separate principals and 
teachers throughout. Will this make your job harder? 

IIB. Since the Institutional Profiles will have ramifications both 
institutionally and communally, you might consider including both where 
applicable. Namely, in first purpose, you could say, "To provide 
information for institutional and communal planning. " I n purpose three, 
include institutions. I know the inst itutions will not b e engaged in 
full self- study process , but even collecting the data we are asking of 
them provides them with an opportunity to reflect. I t hink the idea of 
"reflective institutions " is compelling and fits with CIJE ' s agenda in 
that by becoming more reflect ive, they could also become less parochial 
[think in broader terms t han j ust their own interests) . I realize this 
is my preference, but I woul d like it considered . 

Next paragraph: if we develop an instrument that is useful to all 
institutions and that all can fi ll out , do we ne e d t o specify priorities? 
I am thinking we can cross that bridge when we come to it. 

Next paragraph: There still is no t a reference to our discovering 
what data communities routinely collect on t heir institutions ( or subsets 
thereof ] . This should probably be included . Also , guidelines are not 
mentioned. Is this an error of omission or commission? 

Al l for now. Please do not forget to g ive Liz my best . Tell her I can 
actually carry on a simple conversation in Hebrew as long as it is 
confined to the four groups of verbs I h ave learned thus far and does not 
involve the future tense. I am planni ng on go i ng to Israel this summer at 
the same time as [but not necessarily with) the Machon L'Morim folks. My 
Hebrew teacher and her family will be i n Jerusalem at that time so I won ' t 
be completely at sea. Have a grand time a t AERA. I would love a copy of 
your presentation (s), when you get back . Sha lom rav, Julie 



CONFIDENTIAL -- FOR DISTRIBUTION ONLY WITHIN CIJE 

MEF Work Plan 
April 1, 1994 - December 31, 1994 

This work plan is an extension of the plan submitted in July 
1993, which described work to be performed through July 1994. An 
important revision to the earlier plan is that the study of goals 
for educational change now runs through all the components of the 
work plan. 

I. Ongoing Monitoring 

A. Monitoring and Evaluation of the Personnel Action Plan 

This component o f the project will emphasize monitoring and 
evaluation of the development and implementation o f a personnel 
action plan in e ach lead community . We are concerned with 
questions such a s: 

1. How was the plan devel oped? Who participated, who did 
not, and what was t he process? 

2. What information was used t o develop t he p lan? In 
particular, were MEF reports used, and if so, how? What 
other data are on record for targeted institutions, 
programs, and persons? 

3. Does the action plan include specific goals for the 
enhancement of personnel? What are its goals and 
purposes? How will progress towards the goals be 
evaluated? 

4. In what way is the plan innovative? How will it change 
the Jewish educator work force in the co:nununity? 

4. What is t he t imeline for the plan? 
5 . What funding p r ovisions have been made or are intended 

for implement ing the plan? 

B. Monitoring and Evaluati on of Le a d Co mmunity Projects 

As Lead Community Projects are developed (probably beginning with 
pilot projects), we will work with community leaders to establish 
standards of scope, quality, and content by which the projects 
can be evaluated. Subsequently, we wi ll enga~ in active 
monitoring leading to the evaluation of r>-,ilotJprojects according 
to these standards . L (_ ' 

c. Monitoring of Community Mobilization 

As proposed by our advisory board, we will conduct interviews to 
establish criteria by which community mobilization can be 
evaluated. This will result in a conceptual paper outlining the 
concepts and measures of mobilization. 



In addition, we will continue to monitor the emergence of goals 
for Jewish education in the Lead Communities, through 
observations at meetings and discussions with educators, lay 
leaders, and community professionals . 

II . Community Profiles 

A. Educator Surveys and Interviews 

Educators in formal settings have been surveyed in all three 
communities. Reports on interviews with Milwaukee and Atlanta 
educators were released last fall, and a report integrating 
interview and survey data on Milwaukee teachers, with guidance 
for policy, was issued t his s pring. A r eport on i nterviews wit h 
Balt imore educators is under preparation. Also, a nalyses of 
survey data on t eachers in Balt imore and Atlant a a re underway. 
This summer we will pr epare r eport s for Baltimor e and Atlanta 
that combine the survey and i nterview data on t eachers, leading 
to policy recommendations for these communities. 

2 

As soon as the data proces sing equipment becomes a vailable, we 
will analyze data from the educational leader survey, beginning 
with data from Milwaukee. Assuming the equipment is available no 
later than June 1 , we will analyze the data during the summer. 
In the fall, we will produce a report for each community that 
combines interview and survey data on educational leaders. 

B. Institutional Pr ofiles 

We a r e preparing t o construct profiles of educat ional 
institutions in the t hree lead communities , as outlined in the 
CIJE Planning Guide. Th is project will gather data about the 
extent, size , nature , and resources of Jewish edu c ational 
programs, such as wh o is served, what pr ogr ams a re offered, how 
the programs are f unded , and so on. The pro j ect s erves three 
purposes: 

1 . To provide information for planning purposes . As goals 
for Jewish education are identified, information on the 
current state of Jewish education will make it possible to 
map out a plan for moving from the current situation towards 
the desired goals. 

2. To establish a baseline so that subsequent changes in the 
provision of Jewish education can be measured against an 
initial starting point . 

3 . To engage the community in a self-study process, 
nurturing " reflective communities" and helping to foster 
mobilization. 
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Institutions targeted in (SQmm11nity action plans, and institutions 
participating in lead community goal-setting processes, will 
receive priority for participation in the institutional profiles. 

Our current plan of work in this domain is as follows: First, we 
will elaborate on the three purposes of the project in a more 
detailed proposal which is currently under preparation. Second, 
we will conduct telephone interviews with experts, including 
Jewish educators and administrators of communal agencies, to help 
us settle on the indicators that should be incorporated into the 
institutional profiles. {As a starting point, we are thinking 
about the items listed in Box 4, p . 12, of the Planning Guide). 
Third, we will draft a survey instrument for data collection. 
Fourth, we will meet with community leaders to obtain their input 
on the content o f the instrument, and to seek their participation 
in the administration of the survey. 

In light of the need for community input into the design, and 
participation in the implementation of the survey, we expect to 
fi.n-d the survey immediately after the holidays next fall. 

f{.dM ;v S~V\ 



DATE 

April 15 

April 30 

April 30 

M~ 
,_J..,.f\O 3D 
May 31 

May 3 1 

/ Jun e 30 

June 30 

August 31 

September 30 

September 30 

October 31 

November 30 

December 31 

December 31 

December 31 
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Products and Time Line 

PRODUCT 

Proposal to develop institutional 
profiles 

Revised report on mobilization in 
Milwaukee 

Revised report on mobilization 
in Ba.ltimore 

Draft instrument f or institutional 
profiles 

Report on mobilization in Atlanta 

Report on professional l ives of Jewish 
educa.tors in Baltimore 

Interview protocol for studying 
concepts and measures of mobilization 

Report on Baltimore teaching force 

Report on Atlanta teaching force 

Paper on Jewish community mobilization: 
concepts and measures 

Report on educational leaders in 
Milwaukee 

Report on educational leaders in 
Baltimore 

Report on educati onal leaders in Atlanta 

PERSON(S) RESPONSIBLE 

Bill Robinson 

Roberta Goodman 

Julie Tammivaara 

Bill Robinson 

Roberta Goodman 

Julie Tammivaara 

Roberta Goodman, Ju l ie Tammivaara 

Adam Garnoran , Ellen Goldring , Julie Tammivaara 

Adam Gamoran , t llen Goldring, Bill Robinson 

Roberta Goodman, Julie Tammivaara, Bill Robinson 

Adam Garnoran , Ellen Goldring, Roberta Goodman, 
Bill Robinson 

Adam Gamoran, Ellen Goldring, Julie Tammivaara, 
Bill Robinson 

Adam Gamoran, Ellen Goldring, Bill Robinson 

Reports on progress of personnel action Julie Tammivaara, Roberta Goodman, Bill Robinson 
plans in Atlanta , Baltimore, and Milwaukee 

Paper on teaching force in all three 
communities 

Proposal to survey institutional 
pract i ces 

Adam Gamoran, Ellen Goldring, Roberta Goodman, 
Bill Robinson, Julie Tamrnivaara 

Bill Robinson 



CONFIDENTIAL-- FOR DISTRIBUTION ONLY WITHIN CIJE 

MEF Work Plan 
April 1, 1994 - December 31, 1994 

This work plan is an extension of the plan submitted in July 1993, which described work to 
be performed through July 1994. An important revision to the earlier plan is that the study 
of goals for educational change now runs through all the components of the work plan. 

I. Ongoing Monitoring and Evaluation 

A. Monitoring and Evaluation of the Personnel Action Plan 

This component of the project will emphasize monitoring and evaluation of the development 
and implementation of a personnel action plan in each Lead Community. We are concerned 
with questions such as: 

1. How was the plan developed? Who participated, who did not, and what was the 
process? 

2. What information was used to develop the plan? In particular, were MEF 
reports used, and if so, how? What other data are on record for targeted 
institutions, programs, and persons? 

3. Does the action plan include specific goals for the enhancement of personnel? 
What are its goals and purposes? How will progress towards the goals be 
evaluated? 

4. In what way is the plan innovative? How will it change the Jewish educator 
work force in the community? 

4. What is the timeline for the plan? 
5. What funding provisions have been made or are intended for implementing the 

plan? 

B. Monitoring and Evaluation of Lead Community Projects 

As Lead Community Projects are developed (probably beginning with pilot projects), we will 
work with community leaders to establish standards of scope, quality, and content by which 
the projects can be evaluated. Subsequently, we will engage in active monitoring leading to 
the evaluation of Lead Community Projects according to these standards. 

C. Monitoring of Community Mobilization 

As proposed by our advisory board, we will conduct interviews to develop conceptions and 
establish criteria by which community mobilization can be evaluated. This will result in a 
paper outlining the concepts and measures of mobilization. 



In addition, we will continue to monitor the emergence of goals for Jewish education in the 
Lead Communities, through observations at meetings and discussions with educators, lay 
leaders, and community professionals. 

Il. Commurnity Profiles 

A. Educator Surveys and Interviews 

2 

Educators in formal settings have been surveyed in all three communities. Reports on 
interviews with Milwaukee and Atlanta educators were released last fall, and a report on 
interviews with Baltimore educators is under preparation. A report integrating interview and 
survey data on Milwaukee teachers, with guidance for policy, was issued this spring, and 
analyses of survey data on teachers in Baltimore and Atlanta are underway. This summer we 
will prepare reports for Baltimore and Atlanta that combine the survey and interview data on 
teachers, leading to policy recommendations for these communities. 

As soon as the data processing equipment becomes available, we will analyze data from the 
educational leader surveys, beginning with data from Milwaukee. Assuming the equipment 
is available no later than June 1, we will analyze the data during the summer. In the fall, we 
will produce a report for each community that combines interview and survey data on 
educational leaders. 

B. Institutional Profiles 

We are preparing to construct profiles of educational institutions in the three Lead 
Communities, as outlined in the CUE Planning Guide. This project will gather data about 
the extent, size, nature, and resources of Jewish educational programs, such as who is 
served, what programs are offered, how the programs are funded, and so on. The project 
serves three purposes: 

1. To provide information for communal and institutional planning. As goals for 
Jewish education are identified, information on the current state of Jewish education 
will make it possible to map out a plan for moving from the current situation towards 
the desired goals. 

2. To establish a baseline so that subsequent changes in the provision of Jewish 
education can be measured against an initial starting point. 

3. To engage the communities and their institutions in a self-study process, nurturing 
"reflective communities" and helping to foster mobilizatiorn. 

Both formal and informal educational programs will be included in the institutional profiles. 
Institutions targeted in community action plans, and institutions participating in Lead 



Community goal-setting processes, will receive priority for participation in the institutional 
profiles. 

Our current plan of work in this domain is as follows: First, we will elaborate on the three 
purposes, of the project in a more detailed proposal which is currently under preparation. 
Second, we will conduct telephone interviews with experts, including Jewish educators and 
administrators of communal agencies, to help us settle on the indicators that should be 
incorporated into the institutional profiles. (As a starting point, we are thinking about the 
items listed in Box 4, p . 12, of the Planning Guide). During this period, we will also meet 
with community leaders to find out what data are already available or routinely collected. 
Third, we will draft a survey instrument for data collection. Fourth, we will meet with 
community leaders to obtain their input on the content of the instrument, and to seek their 
participation in the administration of the survey. 

In light of the need for community input in to the design, and participation in the 
implementation of the survey, we expect to administer the survey immediately after the 
holidays next fall. 

3 



DATE 

April 15 

April 30 

April 30 

May 3 1 

May 31 

June 30 

June 30 

Jun e 3 0 

August 31 

Aug u st 31 

September 30 

September 30 

October 31 

November 30 

December 31 

December 31 

December 31 

Products and Time Line 

PRODUCT 

Proposal to develop institutio nal 
profiles 

Rev ised report on mobilization in 
Milwaukee 

Revised report on mobilization 
in Baltimore 

Report on mobilization in Atlanta 

Report on professional l ives of Jewish 
educ ators in Baltimore 

Draft instrument f or institutional 
pro f i les 

Interview protocol for studying 
concepts and measures of mobilization 

Report o n Baltimore teaching force 

Report on Atlanta teac hing force 

I n s trument for institutional profiles 

Paper on Jewi sh community mobilization: 
c oncepts and measures 

Report on educational leaders in 
Mi lwaukee 

Report on educational l eaders in 
Baltimore 

Report on educational leaders in Atlanta 

PERSON(S) RESPONSIBLE 

Bill Robinson 

Roberta Goodman 

Julie Tammivaara 

Rober ta Goodman 

Jul ie Tammivaara 

Bill Robinson 

Roberta Goodma n, J u l i e Tammiva ara 

Adam Gamoran , El l en Goldring , Julie Tammivaa r a 

Adam Gamoran , Ellen Goldring , Bil l Robins o n 

Bill Robinson 

Roberta Goodman, J u lie Tammivaara, Bill Robinson 

Adam Gamoran, Ellen Goldring, Roberta Goodman, 
Bill Robin s on 

Adam Gamoran , Ellen Goldring , J u lie Tammivaara, 
Bill Robinson 

Adam Gamoran, Ellen Goldring , Bill Robins on 

Juli e Tammivaara, Roberta Goodman, Bill Robinson Reports on progress of perso nnel action 
plans in At lant a, Balt imore, and Milwaukee 

Paper on teaching force in all three 
communities 

Propos a l to s urvey i nstitut i onal 
practices 

Adam Gamoran , Ellen Goldring, Roberta Go odman, 
Bill Robinson, Julie Tammivaara 

Bill Robinson 



August 25 , 1994 
Sent via e-mail to MEF fie l d researchers: 

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

l} 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 trai ning 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 thi s Bri ef. 
COMPLETED . 

b . "The Teaching Force of Atlanta's Jewish Schools . 
(Integrated report for At lanta.) Deadl ine for draft: 
September 30. Responsibilit ies : Adam/Ellen, f irst draft of 
text; all, c omment s and suggest ion s on text . COMPLETED. 

c . Cross- community integrated report on teachers in Jewish 
schools. Deadline : December 31 . Responsibi l i t i es: Bi ll, 
dat a analysis. Adam and Ellen, first draft of text . 
DELAYED. 

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 woul d be done , a nd was embarrassed not to be 
able to give one . In particular, the re 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? Respons i bilit y : Roberta . Julie will also 
contribute. COMPLETED, ENCLOSED. 

e. Professional lives of Jewish educators in Ba ltimore. 
Julie, you ' ve got the comments I received from Annette. She 
was very favorable, with a few suggestions. Ap parently 
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 f rom 
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 pr i nc ipals, since 
we haven't looked at the pri ncipal survey data. Deadline: 



Would Sept. 15 be reasonable? (Assumi ng comments from Gail 
come soon.) Responsibi lity: Julie. COMPLETED. 

f. Revision of Baltimore integrated report : Thanks much for 
all the feedback, Julie . I'll send you a rev ision i n a 
couple of weeks. It will say, a mong other things, that of 
teachers in Orthodox day schools, something lik e 28% have a 
college or university degree in education, and 31 % have 
seminary or institute degrees in edu c a tion (a s opposed to 
59% with degrees in education!). You called t hat one right ! 
COMPLETED . 

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 f u ll- blown 
report, but i t should be detailed enough to prov ide a solid 
record of wha t' s happened on this front . Responsibilities : 
Julie, Roberta, Bil l . (Related to this, Robert a can attend 
the Leadership Seminar, assuming the Milwaukee and Atlanta 
reports are finished.) We should view the Leadership 
Seminar as part of the Per sonnel Action Plan, in the sense 
of "the action before the action plan . " COMPLETED, 
ENCLOSED . 

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 c l ear to me we can c ontinue as 
planned. I did bring them into the discussion of getting 
the communities to pay for field research (see below) . 
COMPLETED. 

i. Development of a "module" of the qualitative component o f 
a study of e ducators for use by other communit i es . Thi s 
will be a refinement of the interview protocols, with 
instructions on how to use them. (Th e protoco l probably 
needs to be short ene d , emphasizing the questions that 
contributed to the reports we wrote. If t he questions need 
to be improved, now ' s the t ime t o do so . Ultimate deadline 
is December 31, but perhaps it could be completed earlier . 
I propose that Julie take primary responsibi lity for this, 
with help from Roberta. COMPLETED. 

j. Putting all documents, tapes, etc . in shape for CIJE 
storage. Deadline, December 31. Responsibi lities : Julie, 
Roberta, Bill . (But Bill has much less stuff. ) COMPLETED. 

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. DELAYED. 

At first glance this appears to be a long list, but much of i t is 
almost finished or well underway . Still, I ' m s ure it will keep 



us busy for the next four months . Note that institutional 
profiles is not in this work plan at present . 

2) Work plan for 1995. After a lengthy discussion, the committee 
advised Alan that the h ighest 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 t h e first one is 
well received . 

b . Analysis and write- up of educationa l leader surv e y data. 
UNDERWAY. 

c. Completion of the "module" for study ing Jewish educators 
in a community. This would incorporate the i nterview 
prot ocols and procedures which are to be completed by the 
end of December, as well as the survey instrument which must 
be revised in 1995 . UNDERWAY . 

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 i s 
manifested in Lead Commun ities. (Institutional Profiles may 
enter here. ) 

(NOTE: ALAN SUBSEQUENTLY REMINDED US TO ADD "LEADING I NDICATORS" 
AND PLANNING FOR A STUDY OF INFORMAL EDUCATION TO THIS LIST . ) 

Writing a cross- c ommuni ty mobilization report was seen as 
desirable but not as h igh priorit y as these items. Ditto for 
monitoring of community change in general, apart f rom these two 
key CIJE initiatives (goals and personnel plan). 

3) The committee advised Alan to c onsi der alte rnati ve 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 t h e 
discussion was generally not supportiv e 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 . 
Sti l l , 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. 

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. 
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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'll be able to send this, or read e-mail again --
probably not 'till Monday. · In this message I'll 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 
CUE 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 
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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. I'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 CUE 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. ffitimate 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 
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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 this appears to be a long list, but much of it is 
almost finished or well underway. Still, I'm sure it will keep 
us busy for the next four months. Note that institutional 
profiles is not 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 incoipOrate 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 
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Writing a cross-community mobilization report was seen as 
desirable but not as high priority as these items. Ditto for 
monitoring of community chmge 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 CDE­
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 CUE 
(i.e. , little CITE 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 CITE 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 CDE's decision 
that CITE will no longer pay for ongoing field research after 
December 31. At best, they will pay for a CUE 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. 



October 1 , 1994 

To: Alan 
From: Adam 
Re: Work Plan (attached) 

Attached is our proposed work plan for MEF for 1995. It covers the work recommended by 
the advisory committee and elaborated in our phone conversation. 

A budget is also attached. Once again I must protest your practice of asking me to submit a 
budget every six months or so (our last was submitted April I , 1994) without providing me 
the information necessary to monitor our expenditures against the previous approved budget. 



To: Alan Hoffmann 

From: A~am Gamoran and Ellen Goldring 

CC: MEF Advisory Committee Members 

Re: MEF Work Plan for 1995 

Date: October 1, 1994 

This memo describes our proposed plan for the Monitoring, Evaluation and Feedback Project 
for next year, January 1 to December 31, 1995. The plan was developed after consultation 
with our advisory committee and follow-up discussions with you. It organizes our work into 
three areas: 1) Analysis and dissemination of Lead Community data and methods; 2) 
Monitoring and evaluation of CUE-initiated projects; 3) Monitoring Lead Communities 
through "Leading Educational Indicators." 

1) DISSEMINATION OF CIJE DATA AND METHODS 

a. Further analysis of teachers in Lead Communities 

We propose to continue analyzing and writing about the teachers in Lead Communities using 
the survey data. Our precise task for 1995-96 depends on how the first Research Brief is 
received in 1994. If that is well-received, we will either draft a full report in 1994, revise 
and complete it in 1995, and write new Research Briefs in 1995, or we will begin 
immediately writing additional Research Briefs, and continue that as well as writing a full 
report in 1995. Even if we first produce more Research Briefs, we will complete the full 
report by the end of 1995. Possible topics for additional Research Briefs include: 

-- Salaries and Benefits of Teachers in Jewish Schools (I'd give this highest 
priority) 

-- Career Opportunities and Plans of Teachers in Jewish Schools 

-- What Do Teachers Want to Know? Teachers' Preferences for Professional 
Development 

#2 
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b. Analysis of survey data on educational leaders 

In the Lead Communities, we surveyed the educational directors, but we have not yet had an 
opportunity to analyze this data. During 1995, we will analyze and report on the 
characteristics of educational directors in the Lead Communities. We will produce a brief, 
separate report for each community, as well as a report for CUE based on data from all three 
communities. 

c. Research papers on teacher power and on in-service experiences 

Our interview studies contain important insights on these topics, but at present they are 
available only in community-specific reports. During 1995, we will commission research 
papers on these two topics, based on the interview materials. We propose to disseminate 
them through a new series of "CUE Discussion Papers." [n addition, they will be submitted 
for publication in journals, after review by the MEF advisory board. 

d. Development of a "module" for studying educators in a Jewish community 

Many other communities would like to use our methods to study their own educators. It is 
important that we make our procedures, survey materials, and interview protocols available 
to the public. To do this, we need to spend time revising the surveys and writing 
descriptions of the procedures. 

2) MONITORING AND EVALUATION OF CUE-INITIATED PROJECTS 

Beginning in 1995, we will no longer conduct day-to-day monitoring of the Lead 
Communities. However, we will monitor and evaluate the progress of two important CUE 
projects: the development and implementation of Personnel Action Plans, and the Goals 
Project. We will primarily examine the Lead Communities, but we will attend to other 
locations that may become involved in these projects to the extent our staffing permits. 

To monitor these projects, we will hire a half-time researcher to make periodic visits to the 
Lead Communities (and possibly elsewhere) to interview key informants and write reports on 
the extent to which these projects are having an impact on Jewish education in the 
communities. (Depending on staff availability, we may hire more than one person and divide 
the task, but we will limit our cost to that of one half-time researcher.) 

CUE may soon begin to work with informal educational programs, and we have at present 
no design for the study of informal education. During 1995, we will work on 
conceptualizing an appropriate way for CUE to study informal education. 
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3) LEADING EDUCATIONAL INDICATORS 

Our advisory board suggested that in place of day-to-day monitoring of the Lead Community 
process, we should develop "Leading Educational Indicators" to monitor change in the Lead 
Communities. They further recommended that the CUE implementation staff decide what 
these indicators should be. We will propose a method for collecting the necessary data -­
and collect it, if our resources permit -- as soon as we receive guidance from the CUE 
implementation staff. 

An example of a Leading Indicator might be the percentage of teachers in the community 
who are professionally trained in both education and Jewish studies. As of 1994, that figure 
is 21 % for the three communities combined. Another indicator might be the average number 
of workshops attended (currently around 2 per year). A third might be the percentage of 
teachers who work full-time Gust under a quarter, as of 1994). A fourth might be the 
percentage of full-time teachers who are eligible for health benefits (around 20% in 1994). 

4) CONCLUSION: TOW ARDS A RESEARCH CAPACITY 

Through this plan, we will be moving towards a CUE research capacity in two ways. First, 
we will begin disseminating research on Jewish education in North America that will provide 
a baseline and standard for future research. Second, by reducing the supervisory 
responsibilities of the project directors, we anticipate that beginning in fall of 1995 we will 
be ready to work with the CUE Committee on Research and Evaluation to develop strategies 
for creating a research capacity in North America. 



List of Products for 1995 

1es 1. Research Paper: "Teachers in Jewish Schools" (analysis of survey data from three 
_ ~ \ v,.!r-t,._ 7 communities). 

r1 2. 

I {"J 3. 

4. 

---r fl.'J 6. . 
'1Q 1 7. 

Research Brief: At least one new research brief on teachers, possibly more than one, 
depending on how they are received. 

Reports on the characteristics of educational leaders: _9ne fo~ ~ch community, and 
one on all three communities. - f""-'(~ ~ ~o l. ~ (,-, ,-{ ~ 

Research Papers: · One on teacher power, another on the quality of in-service 
experiences. 

Reports on development and implementation of Personnel Action Plans and the 
development of "vision-driven institutions" -- one report for each community during 
1995. 

Module for "Studying Educators in a Jewish Community." 

Proposal for collecting data on Leading Indicators, in response to the decisions of the 
CUE implementation staff. Depending on the nature of the Indicators and the 
availability of resources, we may collect a round of Indicator data during 1995. 
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The previous message was written as an update to the field researchers, 
but it summarizes my understanding of our meeting, and it sets an 
agenda for our conference call this Wednesday. 

I'd like to raise a couple of additional issues for our call. 

I've thought about your last comment to me, and I think you're 
correct: If Ellen and I were freed from supervisory activities, 
we would start to have time for the broader CUE Research Agenda 
as the writing related to lead communities gets finished. 

However, the only way to have no supervisory tasks is to have no data 
collected ( since we cannot collect the data ourselves). It seems to 
us that no matter what the staffing configuration, if data are being 
collected, we will be kept busy managing that process. Do you mean to 
cease collecting data from lead communities? I think that's the real 
question. 

If we stop using data to write about lead communities (for example, we 
could finish writing by next summer if we cease collecting data after 
December), we could begin to work on developing a research capacity, or 
on reaching out to the larger academic community, or both. 

The problem with this mode (no new data) is that then CUE would be working 
on implementation, without monitoring or evaluation - unless you can get the 
communities to do the evaluation. Thafs fine with me, but note that CUE 
would lose control of the process and product (which is also fine with me). 
If the communities don't evaluate their work with CUE, then we are faced 
with the cessation of evaluation in lead communities, and we need to think 
whether this damages CUE 's long-term agenda. 

If we do want to work with new data, we need some mechanism for collecting it. 
Although the field researchers have been weak on analysis of community 
dynamics, they have been decent at collecting data (at least that' s 
Steve Hoffman's view). And, they have rapport, access, etc. in the 
communities. Ellen and I have tried to think about who we could get 
to collect the data, and we don' t know anyone better. Adrienne Bank? 
Susan Shevitz? A hungry grad student? These are not appealing 
alternatives. This is not to deny the weaknesses of Julie and Roberta, 
nor to deny the fact that I was naive in thinking that their strengths would 
complement each other and their weaknesses would be mitigated. But they 
know what CUE is, know the communities, and are decent at data collection. 
I think we should consider hiring them -- half-time, quarter-time, or as 
consultants, depending on how much data we want -- if we want to collect 
any data in 1995 (or during spring 1995). 



I also want to say again that despite our reluctance due to time pressures, 
Ellen and have realized the Steering Committee is important, and we are 
willing to come to the Steering Committee and Board meetings. Our committee 
chair (ELR) seems satisfied with our work, even given that for the time being 
we're not working beyond the lead communities. However, we can't fit the CUE 
meetings into the time allotted for MEF work (we never could), so we will need 
to bill for the additional time. I hope you approve. 

(In general, much of the MEF travel budget has gone for general CUE 
meetings instead of MEF work.) 

Let me take this opportunity to give you my usual reminder that I am 
not receiving budget or any financial information. Under these 
circumstances I cannot possibly monitor my budget. I suspect we are 
below budget again, but I can't tell for sure because I have no 
information. I've not received any budgetary information for more than 
a year, as I've reminded you and/or Ginny every few months. 
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From : 
To: 
CC: 
Sub J: 

EUN ICE::"74104.3335 @compuse rve . com'' 15-FEB-1995 17:05 : 14 . 90 
Adam Gamo ran (ga moran) 
Ellen Goldring (goldrieb~ctrvax . vanderbilt . edu> 
Comments on Develop ing HEF Wo rk plan 

Adam & Ellen, 

The fol lowing is an extremely LONG memo regarding the range of possible 
p rojects HEF could undertake (given the discuss ion at the ~EF Advisory 
meeting) . I didn ' t plan it to be this long, but there were a lot of 
issues to address . Given the overwhelming number of possibilities and 
our limited capacities, I ~rote this to clarify to myself/ourselves the 
issues at play . I ' ve highlighted the key points from the MEF Advisory 
meetings as they pertain to our workplan . I've also included my own " two 
cents " (really about S20 ) on each category (i . e.,, Policy Briefs, The 
Modu le, Evalua ti on , Goals Project). I hope tnat you find this memo to be 
useful in your consideration of our future workplan . [If you prefer a 
su~mary, I listed my main suggestions at the end . J 

For "' ha t i t ' s w or t h • • • and in no i: art i cu la r or de r ••• 

Policy Briefs -
1 . There was a general sentiment that the Policy Rrief on 
"Training & Backg round ••• " was very successful. Therefore, we 
should do additional ones . The main issue was which Policy 
Brief to do next . Salary & benefits? Educa tional leaders? 
Other? The main deciding factor seems to be in what area will 
Ba rry & Gail be able to write the po lie)" side of the b rief, 
and when? Thus, we realized a definite need for ~F.F to 
coordinate its workplan ~ i th the NY stdff . 
2. There was the gen eral assumption that we should release 
our second policy brief at the next GA . However, there was no 
discussion of the costs and benefits of doing so (versus 
releasing it earlier, later , or releasing different briefs at 
different events) . 
3 . A decision was made to write a complete 3-city research 
report on the educators dat a, using the individual city 
reports as a template. It was deemed important that the CIJE 
staff have this info rmat ion . Dissemination beyond the CJJE 
staff was left unoetermined . 

There is a potential conflict between dissemination of a complete 
3- city research report and the additional Policy Briefs . The success of 
the Pol icy Brief was based in lar~e pa rt on its " nPws-worthiness" . If 
the additional "news" (i.e . , on salary and benefits, etc . > gets out to 
the national lay community and Federations through d isseminati on of a 3-
city research report, then the power of future Policy Briefs to mobilize 
those two groups will be dissipated . 

On the other hand, disseminating the comple te 3- city research 
report to a research audience <as Adam suggested) would help mobilize 
would - be Jewish education researchers. Cl ' ~ assuming that we would then 
make the dataset available to resear~hers who warited to use it . ) 

The main issues are control of dissemination and timin g . IDEALLY, 
we should release three Policy Briefs over the ne~t yedr or so . For 
instance, we could release educational leadership at CAJE CARE WE DOING 
ANYTHING TO MOB ILIZ E THE EDUCATI ONAL COHMUNITY?l and either "salary & 
benefits " or "recruitment, retention & careers" at the GA , with the 
other one at some forum in th e Spr in g of 1996 . In the Sp rin g <or late 
Win t e r) of 1996, we could also release the 3-city combined research 
report (which would treat these issues in ~ore depth ) . 

Ob viously , our problem is a lack of capacity. Not on ly the MEF, 
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but the NY staff <Barry, Gail & Nessa> may not be able to handle th is 
pace given other projects • 

However , if we p lan to release only one Policy Brief a year, then 
we probably can't wait until all three main Pol icy Briefs (as listed 
above> are released before disseminat in g the 3 - city combined r esearch 
report. Interest in a complete research report probably will dissipate 
by then . Notably , it is conceivable that interest in the Policy Brie f s 
w i l l beg i n t o d i s s i pa t e a ft er th i s ye a r • Thus, i s i t re a son ab le to 
continue dissemination at the rate of one a year? Do we realty want or 
expect to be issuing Policy Briefs on the same dataset three years from 
now? (It's not like we wouldn ' t havP anything else to do . > 

Finally , it may be fruitful to consider the issue of Policy Briefs 
(and the research report> in the same framework as the module . Should we 
consider developing a national body <other than CIJE> which would 
continue issuing the Policy Briefs , work with researchers, AND with 
communities engaged in the module? 

The Module - (referred to below, somewhat incorrectly, as the Educators 
Su rvey module) 

1 . There seems to have been a oeneral agreement that the two 
goals of the module are of equc1l importance - building a 
national database , and "obilizin~ communities toward 
developing & implementing Personne l Action Plans . In order to 
achieve these two goals , it was suggested that we develop a 
module that contains "anchor items", and allows for 
flexibility with the rest. This ::>laces a heavy burden on 
whomever i s working with the com11unities to implement the 
module . 
2 . There was a consensus toward option #2 of Ellen ' s memo . 
Though , as Annette pointed out , once you begin considering 
how to deal with flexibility you quickly move toward option 
#3. 
3 . A goal of CIJE is to build an institution in the US with 
the capacity to work with the co11munities in implementing the 
modu l e . Most seemed to believe t~at this institution does not 
yet e xi st . Therefore, i t l'AY fall to CIJE to begin the 
process . 
4 . MEF 's assignment was to construct a path by which 
communities can begin working with t he ~odule, under the 
pa ra meters sketched above (i . e . , " An off -t he-rack suit with a 
tailor who makes everyone feel that it's made for them ."). 

In deve l oping this pa th, I be li eve we must carefully consider how 
Federations typically do business Ci.e . , lay committees that want to 
have a say in all things at all points) . This issue was raised, but not 
fully discussed . From my understanding , the way we did the " module" in 
the three communities involved limited lay involvement in development , 
implementation & analysis . Notably , at the MEF Advisory meeting a third 
alternative was sug,Jested - no involvement ( just g ive them the finishe d 
re~ort) . All three alternative processes are viable . ~e really don • t 
know which works best . Moreover , we are probab ly not in a pos iti on to 
dicta te to the communities which p r ocess they should use . It would 
probably be wise to plan for diffe r ent comnunities using di ffere nt 
processes . To do this, we would have to construct a modu le AND training 
process that runs from questionnaire construction to report writing & 
d i ssemination . (Note : At some point , Barry and Gail will have to step in 
to work with the communities on develop in g Pe r sonnel Action Plans , or 
orovide a modu l e K training on that half of the process as well . J 

Nevertheless , none of three alternatives r equires that we <CI JE or 
the envis i oned othe r national body) meet intensively with the 
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communities beyond a core group who come for training . None of the t hree 
would require us to do any of t he implementation , analysis, or repo rt 
wr iting . It would sti l l require us to be available for consultations . 
The reason for this i s that each community (i . e ., Federation> can either 
provide staff to do the process or (more Likely> hir-e an outside 
consultant • 

Based on my (albeit Limited> understanding , staiff - Lay relations at 
Federations do not permit the staff to be as directive with the module 
as we would want (in order to assure the staoility of anchor items) . Lay 
leadership would have to do this . However , they often depend upon an 
:>utside consu l tant to come in and " work the community ". This does NOT 
have to be us . They could hire an outside consultant who we would t r ain 
as a team wi t h the key Federation staff & lay persons . Notab l y , this may 
even contr i bute t o building Local research capacit i es ac r oss the nation . 

While it may decide to allow for choice , it would be worthwhile 
for us to know which alte r native processes work best and why . (Also , 
recognizing that one alte r native may work for one community and not f or 
another . J Currently , we don ' t have e xamples of the al t ernatives lto the 
way we did it with the th r ee communities) , though there may be 
differences between the three that we could explor~ . Also , we could 
compare the experiences of the th ree lead communities with the 
Educators Su r vey to their experiences with other research projects they 
may have underwent curing the same time period . (This would be easy for 
11e to do in Atlanta . > 

I sugges t that we consider a plan for monitoring (though NOT 
through intensive immersion> the processes by which the new co11munities 
use the module and evaluating their progress . We can begin designing 
this p r oJect as an evaluation of the progress that has been 11ade by our 
three lead communities. Moreover, we should see this evaluation process 
u l timately becoming a self - study module which woul~ accompany the 
Educators Survey module . I ' ll discuss this further below, in the section 
labelled "Evaluation". 

Finally, there is the issue of how to assure that communities will 
provide us with useab l e dat.i on our "anchor items". In the above 
scenario, there are a few incentives . First , we are offering the 
communities a complete module , training and occasional consultations on 
how to move the community from survey to PAP . This will have to be at a 
competitive price . Second , hav i ng CIJE (or some national body) be 
connected to their local planning activities should be considered of 
high value , especially if we were availab l e to come to their community 
at key moments <i . e . , beginning , presentation of PAP) . Finally, as Nessa 
raised , there is the mora l imperative to assist in the building of a 
national database . 

NOTE : Jt seems reasonable that we would have t o pilot this 
whole p r oject for one year . This wou l d hopefully give us 
(Alan) enough time to find another national body who could 
take it 011e r, and then train t he11 . 

Evaluation -
1 . We probably reached the le•ast consensus on this issue . 
What do we want to eva l uate? Communal level changP across the 
cont i nent in terms of eoucational output? This would involve 
a substantial long- term commitment . Currently and in the near 
future , I don ' t even think our three "lead " commun i ties would 
show any change i n this area . An alternative was suggested -
evaluate the development and implementation of their 
Personnel Action Plans . Barry and Gail could conceptualize 
measures of effective or successful PAPs . Additionally , Mi ke 
had suggested the need to make these measure relevant to the 
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communities ' decision- making processes . 
2 . We a l so entered into a discussion of evaluating CIJE . But , 
what this means is unce r tain . Does it mean evaluating the 
p r ogress of the three lead communit i es? fvaluating whether 
CIJE ' s efforts produced any desirable Cor undesir ~ble l 
effects, that would not have occurred otherwi se? Testing the 
assumptions of CIJf ' s lead community project? Evaluating CIJE 
as an institution (i . e . , what are its goals , is it set - uo 
properly to realize the") ? 
3 . It see"s that we did agree to examine the updates (and 
ea rl ier reports?) at the next MEF Advisory meeti ng . But , for 
what pu r pose? Can we envision whot results c ould occu r from 
this? And what needs to be put in place , so that fruitful 
result s do occur? 
4 . The idea of an exten,ive meet i ng in Jprusalem to evaluate 
CI JE was put forth , but not ay r eed upon. 

To begin with , I have three succinct co11ments on t his . llThe 
staff , consultants , and adviso r s of CJJE are fa r from being in agreement 
as to what should be evaluated . 2)Which of the possible evaluations do 
we CMEr> have the cap~city and e xpertise to undertake? 3 )Are the 
i n s t i tut i on a l st r u c tu res/re lat ion sh i p s i n p l a c e w i th i n C I J;: t ha t w i l l 
allow our analysis to be ca refully and substantially discussed , 
decisions to be reached and changes to be iQplemented? I believe we must 
carefully consider these th r ee points before committing to any work . 

With that in mind, I think our best option is to evaluate the 
three lead communities ' progress in !)build i ng the capacity tor change 
(e . g., shared vision , increased availability for fund i ng ), and 
2 ) 111plementin9 quality <according to !larry & Gail> Personnel Action 
Plans . This would be useful to the communities (ala ~ike ' s point on 
decision- making relevance) . We have the capacity and expertise for this. 
(The r e is no need tor intensive immersion . Structured interviews and/ or 
mixed quantitative/qualitative questionnaires could be used . I sketched 
out some parts of this to Adam at dinner after the meeting . ] 

The instruments and p r ocess by which Je evaluate the three lead 
commun i ties could then be adapted to evaluate the progress of any 
com~unities which choose to use the fducators Su r vey module (as I 
suggested above> . As mor e com111unities " come on line" with CIJC or 
partake of the "module", it becomes even more important to have the 
tools by which we can assess progress in these areas and (hopefully> 
discern what works, what doesn 't, where and why? 

Concer ning othe r types of evaluation , I think we should be wary of 
evaluating C JJE. Obviously, the line between evaluating the communities 
and evaluating CIJE is unc l ear . But , we should probably stay on the 
" community" side . I ' m sure some serious reflection on CIJE ' s basic 
assumpt ions and its internal structure would be useful . But , we don ' t 
have the organization deve l opment eKpertise to exa111ine CIJE ' s internal 
structures and I'm not sure it wou l d be well re~eived . 

Goals P r oject -
l . Two basic avenues of research were suggested : 
Institutional Profiles and eva l uation of the assumptions of 
the Goals ProJect . 
2 . Based on Harem ' s three suggestions , I think the re are 
three poss i ble areas in which I nstitutional Profiles could 
focus : l) what community <o r institutional?) goals already 
exist; 2lprocess eva l uat i on; 3 ) evaluation of outcomes (i . e . , 
goa l s and their embeddedness within an 
community/ i nstitution) . 
3 . They envision beginning work with institutions in 
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Septembe r of 1995. If we do any r esearch within the Goals 
Project , it will require those involved with the Goals 
Project to adjust their workplans to allow for cooperative 
development of whatever i nst r uments are needed. 

Obv i ously , I a~ very supportiv e of deve l oping and implementing 
some f orm of the Institutional Profiles . Given our limited capacity , it 
shou l d involve as little work as reasonable on our part to implement and 
analyze (i . e ., self-study) . But , I think it will provide us 1.iith an 
instrument & process that is as useful as the Educators Survey . As I've 
e lu ded to in the past , the greatest irony of this discussion is that 
engaging institutions in "taki ng stock" or evaluation is a useful way of 
getting them to consider goals . 

I think we could also use the Institutional Profiles as a means of 
evaluat i ng the assumpt i ons of the Goals Project . For examplP , the !Ps 
could include those outcome indicators that CIJE be lieves should 
(eventua ll y) change as the institution becomes more vision- driven 
(whatever they may t:e ) . We would only need the institution to "re- take 
stock " in (say) three years • 

One research caveat : we should be aware that the process of 
" taking stock" o r any IP research may affect the institutions. 
There fore , it may be worth considering alternative types of research 
designs to control for this. 

In summary, 

have made the following suggestions : 
1 . Three Policy Briefs over the next 15 months . This will involve a 

substantial commitment on t he part of the NY staff . 
2 . Wr it e a 3-cit y combined research report . Issues of dissemination 

Cwho7 When?) should be considered in relation to the goals of the 
Policy Brief dissemination . 

.L In planning for a national body to work with communities on the 
Educators Survey module , cons i der that this Dody may also be 
issuing Policy Briefs, working ,1ith r esearchers on research 
reports, as well as working 1.iith communities in evaluating their 
prog r ess (through an envisioned evaluation module) . Moreover, some 
body will st il l need to ,1ork 1.iith the communities in plan'ling and 
implementing Personnel Action Plans . 

4 . Develop a module AND t rai ning process that runs from Questionnaire 
construction through to report writing . 

5 . Work with Barry & Gail to develop the instrumentation and process 
by wh i ch we can evaluate our three lead communities• progress . The 
areas of focus should be a )creating the capacity for change , and 
b ) developing & implementing quali ty PAP ' s . This instrumentation 
and process should then be adapted for use as a module, for use by 
other communities engaged in using the Educators Survey modu le . 

6 . Do NOT engage in any other forms of evaluation at this poi nt . 
7 . Work with Dan & Dan <and the staff) to develop some form of 

lnstitutional Profile to be used in the Goals Project . Use this [P 
as the instrument by which the assumptions of the Goals Project 
can be tested. 

Obviously , we (MEF and the CIJE staff & consultants> don 't have 
the cap a c i t y to do al l of t hes e ! ! ! I f some t hi n g has to go , l tent a t i ve l y 
(and with uncertainty) suggest holding off on evaluating the communities 
progress . The reason for this is simply that no one (outside of CI J E> 
expects us to do this . On the other hand , we hav@ commitm~nt~ to 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 



• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

gene r ate Policy Briefs and pr ovide the module for communiti~s to use . 
'1oreover , the longer we take to issue Policy Briefs the more interest 
~ay decline . Of course, the obstacle to moving along wi th the PGlicy 
Briefs is the availability of the NY staff to do the policy half and 
edit the whole thing . Conct-rning the Goals Project , our CHEF > schedule 
is really dependent upon the Goa ls Project team . If they keep with their 
cuirrent p lans , we may need to have something ready for September of 
199 5 • 

Given the above scenario, o ur largest undertaking would be in 
~orking with the cowmunities in usin g the module , even it we focus on 
training community teams . Pe rsonally, I think this would be an 
interesting p rocess in which to be involved . Nevertheless , we ~ay need 
to bring in additional personnel . Ideally , this person (or r,erso,ns> 
would become the program administrator<s> at whatever national body 
takes on the project . 

Notably , I did not mention the Edu cational Leader ' s report or the 
Tiemo on the updates . These seem to be straightforward at this poin t . As 
far as l understand, my own workplan is currently as follows. 

High priority -
1 . llrite a draft re port ( ba sed on your input) on the Educational 
Leaders, using the Educa tors reports as a template . 
2 . Re ceivt- and integ rate additional su gges tions (from advisors and 
staff) into the Educators Su rvey . Also, we need to consider what 
(if any ) changes need to be made to the Educc1 tors survey to be 
able to give it to educational leaders. And, depending on 
decisions made about the mod~le , de velop a coding and analysis 
component • 

Medium Prior i ty -
3 . llrite a memo compa ring the issues raised in my update to 
Roberta ' s report on Atlanta, an d then extend the analysis to the 
other two updates . 
4 . llrite a 3- city combined research r eport , us in g the educators 
reports as a t emplate . 
5 . Continue monitoring Atlanta ' s p rogress . 

Welt , that ' s certainly a lot of comments . Just one last <Pandora ' s Box> 
question - what are our responsibilities to the new communities joining 
CIJE <i.e . , Hartford)? 

No need to respo nd to my s ugge stions . 
deciding on the workp lan <and to ge t my 

Bill 

sent this simply to assist you in 
" t,10 cents " in> . Thanks ! 
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1995 Workplan on Monitoring, Evaluation, and Feedback 
March 8th Version 

I. Building a Research Capacity in North America 

A. Conducting high-quality research 

1. Writing the full integrated report on teachers in the lead communities 
2. Writing reports on educational leaders in the lead communities (in each 

lead community, and combined) 
3. Possibly additional policy briefs -- to be decided -- possible topics: 

salaries/benefits, leaders 
4. Research papers on teacher power, teacher in-service, and levers for 

change in extent of in-service 

B. Convening a consultation on the necessary infrastructure and/or preferred 
objectives of research on Jewish education in the United States, probably in the 
context of the Board Subcommittee on Research and Evaluation. 

II. Building an Evaluation Capacity in North America 

A. The CIJE Module for the Study of Educators 

1. Produce via desk-top publishing a module for studying Jewish educators 
in a community. 

a. Survey instrument 
b. Interview protocol 
c. Instructions for both 

2. Will identify anchor items to be used in a national data base. 

B. Dissemination of the module -- The preferred design also addresses the broader 
need for creating a capacity for evaluation in North American communities: A 
three-tiered seminar on evaluation. 

I. First tier -- for high-level community consultants, e.g. Sam Weinburg. 

2. Second tier -- for committed lay leaders and federation professionals, e.g. 
Chuck Ratner, Mark Gurvis. 

3. Third tier -- for persons who will be entering and analyzing surv,ey data, 
and/or conducting interviews. 



, 

4. Note: this plan falls somewhere between options 2 (centralized agency) 
and 3 (comprehensive package) from the memo ofFeb.9. It has a central 
address (CIJE), and it offers a comprehensive package, but also provides 
consultation in implementing the package. Moreov er it develops the local 
capacity to implement and interpret t11e module. 

C. What the Evaluation Seminar would need to get off the ground. 

1. A CIJE staff member to coordinate it -- probably a new half-time position. 

2. New York staff responsibilities 

a. test the market -- is this what our clients want? 
b. hire the coordinator 
c. work with the coordinator, do some of the teaching 

3. MEF staff responsibi lities 

a. work with the coordinator, do some of the teaching, write much of 
the curriculum (at least for the first year). 

D. Scope of the program 

1. In year one -- focus on the module for the study of educators 

2. In subsequent years -- work on the other areas -- to be determined based 
on decisions on CIJE's future initiatives. 

3. Client needs may require a broader curriculum in the first year. However, 
it is not clear whether we will have the capacity to offer ~ broader 
curriculum yet. 

III. Evaluating Our Own Work 

A. Options we rejected 

1. After discussion, we decided not to evaluate the Personnel Action Plans 
per se. We decided the evaluation would be largely trivial, the Plans may 
well be flawed, and the evaluation would be too process-oriented and not 
sufficiently outcome-oriented. 

2. We also decided not to take a direct hand in evaluating programs such as 
Machon L'Morim. We are not confident enough about the scope, content, 
and quality of such programs to make the evaluation fully worthwhile for 
our own purposes. However, we will encourage and provide consultation 



for such programs to include evaluation components of their own. 

B. Options we accepted 

1. We decided that CIJE's MEF team should evaluate CIJE's two major 
initiatives: The training of trainers, and the training of goals coaches. 

2. Exactly what this evaluation entails needs to be developed. The first step 
is for the NY staff (for training of trainers) and Dan Pekarsky (for training 
of goals coaches) to articulate the objectives of the programs, and tell us 
where and when the programs are taking place, so we can begin to design 
an evaluation. 

IV. Planning for the Future 

A. New York staff will consider what future policy issues they want to undertake, so 
MEF staff can produce relevant information. E.g.'s -- salaries/benefits; 
characteristics of leaders; community mobilization. First, MEF staff will provide 
a menu of possible topics. 

B. Informal education -- MEF staff will work on conceptualization for policy 
research on informal education 

C. Possible Jerusalem seminar on CIJE : What have we learned from tlµ-ee years of 
MEF? 

about mobilizing communities 
about creating and working as a change agent 
about conducting MEF in communities 
The purpose of the seminar would be to take a step back and assess where 
we have been and what we have learned over the last three years. It is 
intended for staff and close advisors. One product of the seminar would 
be a summary document about what we have learned, for our internal use 
and for orienting new advisory committee members. A research paper 
might also result from the seminar, but we are not sure about that. 
Running this seminar would take a substantial investment of planning time 
from MEF staff. 

V. Products -- the original list of seven products remains, but one item has been deleted: 
Item #5, Reports on Personnel Action Plans and on vision-driven institutions in the Lead 
Communities will not be done. Instead, there will be some sort of evaluation report on 
the training of trainers and the training of goals coaches. The new list of products is: 

1. Research paper: "Teachers in Jewish Schools" (analysis of survey data from three 
communities). Deadline: July. 
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2. Policy Brief -- TO BE DECIDED 

3. Reports on the characteristics of educational leaders: One for each community, 
and one on all three communities. Deadlines: May. 

4. Research papers: One on teacher power, another on the quality of inservice 
experiences. 

5. Reports on training of trainers and on training of goals coaches -- OBJECTIVES 
AND PLAN TO BE SPECIFIED. 

6. Module for "Studying Educators in a Jewish Community." Deadline: April I. 

7. Proposal for collecting data on Leading Indicators, in response to decisions of the 
CIJE implementation staff. 



F 

A 

X 

C 

0 

V 

E 

R 

s 
H 

E 

E 

T 

,------------- ... -
Council for Initiatives 

in 

Jewish Education 

Date sent:'/J~/'JS rune sent: 

To:-~~ ~!>R ,r-A./ 
Organization: 

Phone Number: 

Fax Number: ~o}(p5-538') 

Comments: 

No. of Pages [incl. cover): / ~ 

From: G, 1JJJj L(?Ji/ C-i<_ 

Phone Number: 216- 391 - 1852 

Fax Number: 216-391 -5430 

P~· /olJ..R._ ~-tnlt-lL REqueST 
_I ~ .-A 'H ,.;a, Tt+E" A--rf A<.,,-+E D , 

t00'39t:ld 92:8 SS, 9t Nnf 



Exhibit A 

GOALS, MONITORING., EVALUATION, MID J;"E£0BA.CK I:N CIJE CO!-JHUNIT:IES 

A THREE YEAR OUTLINE 

In late 1990, the Commission on Jewish Education in North America 
issued A Time to Act, a report calling for radical improvement in 
al 1 aspects of Jewish education. At the center of the report's 
strategic plan was the establishment of "Lead Communities" 
demonstration sites that would show North American Jews what was 
possible. 

Three to five model communiti es will be established to demonstrate what 
can happen when there is an infusion of outstanding personnel into the 
educacional sys~em and i~s leadership, and when the necessa~y funds are 
secured to meee additionai costs (p. 67 ) . 

The successor to the Commission, the Council for Initiatives in 
Jewish Education (CIJE), established three lead communities to 
carry out the strategic plan. 

How will we know whether these lead communities have succeeded in 
creating better structures and processes for Jewish education? On 
what basis wil l the CIJ'E encourage other cities to emulate the 
programs developed in lead communities? Like any innovation, the 
lead communities project requires monitoring, evaluation, and 
feedback to document its efforts and gauge its successes. 

At the same time CIJE recognizes that much of what passes for 
Jewish education today is often lacking in any sense of direction, 
much less a compelling sense of direction. That i s, the enterprise 
is not informed by a coherent sense of what it is that one wants to 
achieve. This undermines efforts at education in a variety of 
significant ways . .Absent a clear sense of what it is one wants to 
achieve in Jewish education, there can be no thoughtful basis for 
deciding such basic matters as the organization of the educational 
environment, assessing achievement and instruction, and the 
appropriate kind of pedagogy, the kinds of curricular materials 
that are appropriate, and the kinds of characteristics that are 
desirable in educators. Nor, in the absence of a clear sense of 
what one hopes to achieve, is there a reasonable bas i's for 
evaluating our efforts at education and making recommendations for 
reform. 

This proposal describes a two- pronged plan for monitoring, 
e valuation and feeoback in lead communities and for systematic 
development of vision-driven institutions through a Goals Project . 
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A. MONITORING, EVALUATION AND FEEDBACK 

MEF emphasizes three aspects of educational change in lead 
comm.unities : 

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

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

(3) Who are the educational personnel of the lead 
communities? What is their Jewish background and how they 
have been trained in Jewish and general education? Do 
t hey work full-time or part-time and how are they 
compensated? How much in-service support do they receive? 

Field Research in Lead Communities 

Studying the process of change in lead comm.uni ties i s a major 
component of the CIJE strategy. Documenting the process i s 
especially important because the effects of innovation may not be 
manifested for several years. 

For example, let us supposed community X manages to quadruple its 
number of full-time, professionally-trained Jewish educators. How 
long will it take for this change to affect cogt)itive and affective 
outcomes fo r students? Since results cannot be detected 
immediately, i t is important to obtain a qualitative sense of the 
extent to which the professional educators are being u sed 
effectively. Studying t he process is also important in the case of 
unsuccessful innovation. 
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A team of three full - t i me field researchers will be hired. 
Initially, the field researchers will be principally concerned with 
two questions: 

(a ) What is the extent of community mobilization for Jewish 
education? Who is involved, and who is not? How broad is 
the coalition s upporting the CIJE's efforts? How deep is 
participation within the various agencies? For example, 
beyond a small core of leaders, is there grass roots 
involvement in the community? To what ex.tent: is the 
community mobi l ized financially as well as in human 
resources? What are the visions for change in Jewish 
education held by members of the communities? How do the 
visions vary across diffe rent individua l s or segments of 
ehe c ommunity? 

(b) What i s t he nature of the p r ofessional life of educators 
in this comm.unity ? Under wha t condit ions do teachers and 
principals work? For example, wha t are their salaries, 
and t heir degree of satisfaction with salar.ies? Are 
school faci li ties cohesive, or f r a gment ed? Do principals 
have o ff ices? What a re the phys ical condi tions of 
c l assrooms? Is t h ere admin is trat i ve support f or 
i nnovation among tea c hers? 

Fiel d researchers wil l address t hese questions in the following 
ways: 

1 . Suppleme n t community s e lf- studies with additional 
quantitat i ve data to be determine d f ol l o wing a review of 
th~ sel f-studi e s in all of the lea d communities. 

2 . Use these d ata, a l ong with int e rviews a nd observations in 

the field , t o gain an under s tan d ing of the .state of 
Jewish educati on i n the communi t y a t t he outset of the 
lead communi ty p r o ces s . 

3. Attend meet i ngs and interview participants in order to 
monitor the progress of efforts to improve the 
educational de l ivery system. 

4. Report on a regular basis to provide feedback for 
participants in the lead conu:nunities. 

5 . Write peri odic repor t s descri b i ng and i nterpreting the 
process and products of change to date . 
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6 . Replicate the initial data collection a year later and 
issue a report which would describe educational changes 
that occurred during the two years, and present an 
assessment of the extent to which goals are being 
addressed. 

The Educators Survey 

A survey instrument will be developed and administered to all 
educators in CIJE communities in day schools, supplementary 
schools, pre- school programs and informal educational frameworks . 

The survey will provide baseline data in several critical domains: 

a. Tota l number of educators in each community . 

b . Percentage of part- time vs . full-time educators. 

e . Path o f entry to Jewish education as an indication of a 
career path . 

d. Turnover rates and stability in the J ewish educational 
profession. 

e. Breakdown of educators (rather than through institutions) 
among the denomination . 

f. A detai led breakdown of compensation and benefits of 
Jewish educators in each community . 

g. Profess ional training of educators in general education 
and speci fically in Jewish education. 

h . Levels of in-service t raining and their comparison to 
those in gene~al education i n that city, state or 
na t ionally . 

These data will inevitably raise several critical issues f or CIJE 
communities. 

Amongst these are the following questions: 

S00"39tid 

a. How can the comm.unity best ensure that Jewish education 
is delivered by educators who are not only motivated and 
committed, but qualified and skilled in their subject 
matter ~nd in education? This could be r emedied by a 
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coherent, sus tained system of in- service education, for 
which teachers are compensated and rewarded. 

b. What in-service trainin g can be developed, given local, 
regional, national and Israeli Jewish and general 
training resourc es, to e nsure o ngo i ng quality training 
for all teachers? How c an such a system address the needs 
o f the different groups o f t eac hers? 

c. What career opportunit ies can b e designed to ensure the 
ret ent ion and advancemen t of the best teachers in the 
field of Jewish education? 

d . If positions with i ncreased r e s pons i bili ties can be 
created {e. g ., lead teachers), wil l t hi s strategy serve 
not onl y to p rov ide career opport unities, but also as a 
means o f cont inuously upgr a d ing the communi t y ' s teachi ng 
force? 

e. What can be done t o incr ease the number o f ful l- t ime 
t eachers i n various ins t itutions? 

f. Wh at salary and benefit policies and scales should be 
instituted - - diffe rentially - - to be b eneficial to the 
level of the teachin g fo r ce and to ind i v idual teachers? 

Director of Monito ring , Evaluation and Feedback 

The field researchers will be guided by a d irector of monitor ing, 
evaluat ion and feedback. The director will be responsible for 
p rovi ding leadership, establishing an overa ll v i s i on f o r the 
project. Further r esp onsibili t i e s would i n clude making final 
decision s in the s election of field r esearchers ; participating in 
the t raining o f field researche rs and in the d e velopment of a 
detailed moni toring and feedback syste m; o v erseei ng the formal and 
informal reports from field researchers; a nd guidi ng plans for 
admin is tration of surveys and tests in the lead communities. It 
will also involve coordinatio n a nd- integration of the work on goals 
that . is being developed. Pr of. Adam Gamoran, a leading sociolo gist 
of education at the University of Wisco nsin, has agreed to direct 
Monitoring, Evaluation and Feedback for the CIJE. 

Consultation to Communities on £valuation 

A further outcome of MEF will b e the deve lopment of capacity, 
within CIJE, to provide consultat i on to an ever-expanding group of 
communities on the i ssue of e va l uation desi gn. The Profess ional 
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Advisory Committee (Prof. James Coleman, chairman, Prof. Seymour 
Fox, Dr. Adam Gamoran, Prof. Ellen Goldring, Mr . Alan Hoffmann, 
Mrs. Annette Hochstein, and Prof. Mike Inbar) will supervise the 
building of that capacity. 

B. THE GO~S PROJECT 

The Goals Project is an effort to create what might be called 
"vision- drivenness" in Jewish educational institutions . To refer to 
an educat ional institution as vision-driven is to say that its work 
is guided and energized by a substantive vision of what it wants to 
achieve, of the kinds of human beings·it is trying to cultivate. To 
speak of a Jewish educacional institution as vision- driven is to 
say of it that it is animated by a vision or conception of 
meaningful J ewish continuity. The Goals Project will encourage 
vision-drivenness by educating relevant individuals , groups, and 
ins ti tut ions concerning the importance of vision-drivenness . It 
will develop strategies designed to facilitate and encourage both 
serious re~lection on underlying visions and equally serious 
efforts to idencify and actualize the educational implications of 
the answers arrived at through such reflection. 

The Goals Project takes it as a given that a necessary condition of 
success in Jewish education is the development of a clear and 
coherent vision of what it is that one hopes to accomplish. "What 
it is that one hopes to accomplish" can be interpreted in more than 
one way. It cou ld, for example, refer to the kind of educational 
environment, peopled by what kinds o! educators, featuring what 
kinds of activities, attaining what standards that one would like 
to bring into be ing. 

The Goals Project i s concerned with three maj or levels: educating 
institutions, Jewish communities, and the denominations . It is 
interest ed not · only in working with each o f these levels 
independently but also in encouraging them to support one another ' s 
efforts to articulate and actualize their educational visions. 
While the Goals Project has a special interest in the three Lead 
communities, its work is not necessarily limited to them. 

The resources of the Mandel Institute-Harvard University Program of 
Scholarly Collaboration and its Educated Jew Proj ect on alternative 
conceptions o! the educated Jew wil l be made available by the CIJE 
to t hose working on the goals aspects of the monitoring-evaluation­
feedback p~oject in the lead communities. 

The faculty and staff of t h e .religio us denominations have been 
r e cruited co assist in this proj ect . Prof. Daniel Pekarsky, a 
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scholar in the field of philosophy of education at the University 
of Wisconsin, will coordina~e this effort at developing and 
establishing goals . 

Prof . Pekarsky and mernbers of the staff of the CIJE are collecting 
existi ng examples of schools and other educational institutions i n 
Jewish and general ed1.1cation that have undertaken thoughtful 
definitions of their goals. 

A. Strategies f o r wo r king with 
professional l e adership : 

Lead Conununi ty lay and 

l. A planning seminar 
Jerusalem) : 

(p l a nne d for this summer in 

This seminar would be d e signed to engage lay and 
profes s ional le~d ership, e specially within Lead 
Communities, around the theme of Visions and Educational 
Practice . The seminar , as now conceptualized, would 
include t he f ollowi ng kinds of elements: 

a . . Opport unities f o r p a rticipants to come to 
appreciate the importan t r ole that vision and goals 
c a n play in guiding t he educational process; 

b. A cha nce to begin or continue wo rking through their 
own v is ions o f a me aningful J e wi sh existence; 

c. A chance to encounter other such views, including 
b u t not lirnited to formul a t ion s developed in the 
"Educated J ew" project; 

d. A chance to develop a strategy for engaging 
educational institutions in their local comm.unities 
in the goal - setting process. 

2. Consultations to a community's leadership around efforts 
already underway or accomplished that are concerned with 
goals; 

for example, in a community l ike Milwaukee that recently 
went through strat egic planning experience that put 
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"visioning" at t he center, CIJE could initiate a serious 
conversat ion designed to unearth and develop the 
substantive ideal, the educational v i s ion, that underlie 
the propo~als chat emerged from the Strategic Planning 
process. 

3. As s peci fic projects of lead communities emerge, their 
goals will be subjected to careful development and 
scrutiny. This will create the baseline for evaluating 
future success. 

B. At t he denominat ional level, we n eed to find ways of 
encouraging the rrational train~ng institutions to develop a 
pro-active approach to the problem of goals for J ewish 
education, an approach t hat includes efforts to catalyze 
serious attention to vision and goals on the part of 
constituent educational institutions . Possible approaches: 

1 . Encour age the denominations to clarify and more 
adequate ly articulate their own guiding vis ions of a 
meaningful Jewish existence. 

2 . Encourage national denominational institutions to work 
intensively with one or more carefully selected 
educational institutions on issues re lating to the 
identif ication of a vision and its educational 
implications. Such institutions might, b ut need not be, 
located in the three principal lead communities. 

C. Pilot Projects 

600"39tfd 

One way to approach the Goals Project, a way which overlaps 
but is not identical with the approaches discussed above, is 
to undertake one or more pilot projects. For example, a pilot 
project might take a particular dimension of Jewish education, 
e.g. , the teaching o! Bible or the Israel Experience, and 
systematically explore it in rela tion to issues o f underlying 
vision and goals. This could be done in a variety of ways and 
at a variety of levels. For example, a community might take it 
on itself to focus on a particular dimension of Jewish­
educa tion -- say, the Israel Experience -- and to catalyze 
serious reflection on the part of al l local institutions 
(across d e nominations) concerning the founda t ional and 
derivative a ims of such an experience and the way such aims 
operate to guide practice. Conceivably, different communities 
would take di fferent dimensions of Jewish education as their 
central focus. 
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D. A Coalition of Vision-Driven Institutions 

Thi s proposal is that a coalition be established for 
educational institutions that are seriously interested in 
going through a process of clarifying their underlying vision 
and goals, as well as in articulating and working towards the 
actuali zat ion of the r elevant educat ional implications. In 
addition t o providing evidence o f seriousness , participati ng 
institutions would have to meet a variety of standards in 
order to qualify for admission and to remain in good standing. 
Member ins ti tut i ons would · be offered a variety of CIJE­
resources designed to facilitate and support their efforts. 
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CIJE PROJECT ON MONITORING EVALUATION AND FEEDBACK 

IN LEAD COMMUNITIES 

Report to Jacob and Hilda Blaustein Foundation 
for the period ending July 1995 

I. INTRODUCTION 

At the heart of the CIJE notion of the radical improvement and 

ultimate reform of Jewish education in North America lies a belief that 

intensive involvement in a small carefully selected group of 

communities will create laboratories of change which will encourage 

other communities to emulate and improve their own efforts. 

In parallel, the enterprise needs to be informed by a coherent sense of 

what it is which one wants to achieve. This thoughtful process of 

articulating Jewish educational goals must lay the basis for assessin~ 

achievement and instruction. appropriate pedagogy and ultimately 

even the kinds of curricular materials which are used. 

This approach immediately raises some important questions: 

How will we know whether Lead Communities have 

succeeded in creating better structures and processes for 

Jewish education? 

On what basi! will CIJE encourage other cities to emulate 

the programs developed in Lead Communities? 

How will this process result in the development of 

evaluation tools, manuals aud other support for both 
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intensifying and expanding Je,vish educational evaluation 

across North America? 

2 

Like any innovation. the Lead Communities Project requires a monitoring, evaluation, 

and feedback (MEF) component to document its efforts and gauge its success. Long 

accepted in the world's of public policy and business, the MEF project of the CIJE, 
funded in Jarge part by the BJaustein Foundation, is the first comprehensive project in 

North American Jewish education which seeks both to document and evaluate this work 

from its earliest stages, while providing both local communities and the CIJE with on-line 

information about developments. 

By monitoring we mean observing and documenting the planning and implementation of 

changes. 

Evaluation entails interpreting infonnation in a way that strengthens and assists each 

community's efforts to improve Jewish education. 

Feedback consists of oral and written responses to community members and to the CIJE. 

This progress report describes the activities of the project from its inception in 1992 

through June 1995, and the products it has yielded. The main activities have been: (I) 

Monitoring and documenting of community planning and institution-building; (11) 

Development, implementation, and further refinement of data-collection instruments; (Ill) 

Data analysis and preparation of reports and (IV) The emergence of the Goals Project as 

CIJE's initiative which responds to the basic question of what it is that we wish to 

achieve and M Developing Consultative services for Jewish communities and 

institutions in North America wh1ch are designed to provide the assessment tools and 

implements for evaluating Jewish educational efforts. 

Il. MONITORING AND FEEDBACK: August 1992 - December 1994 

To carry out on-site monitoring, we hired three full-time field researchers, one for each 

community. The field researchers' mandate centered on three questions: 

(1) What is the nature and extent of the mobilization of human and financial 

resources to carry our the reform of Jewish education in the Lead Communities? 
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(2) What characterizes the professional lives of educators in the Lead 
Communities? 

(3) What are the visions for improving Jewish education in the communities? 

The first two questions address the "building blocks" of mobilization and personnel, 
described in A Time to Act as the essential elements for Lead Communities. The third 

question raises the issue of goals, to elicit community th.inking and to stimulate dialogue 
about this crucial facet of the reform process. 

3 

Monitoring activities involved observations at virtually all project-related meetings 

within the Lead Communities; analysis of past and current documents related to the 

structure of Jewish education in the communities; and, especially, numerous interviews 
with federation professionals, lay leaders, rabbis, aod educators in the communities. Each 

field researcher worked to establish a .. feedback loop" within his/her own community, 

whereby pertinent information gathered through observations and interviews could be 

presented and interpreted for the central actors in the local lead community process. We 

provided confidential feedback in both oral and written forms, as appropriate to the 

occasion. An important part of our mission was to try to help community members view 

their activities in light of CIJE's design for Lead Communities. For example, we asked 
questions and provided feedback about the place of personnel development in new and 

ongomg programs. 

We also provided confidential periodic updates to CIJE, in which we offered fresh 
perspectives on the process of change in Lead Communities, and on the evolving 

relationship between CIJE and the communities. For instance, in July 1993 we presented 
views from the communities on key concepts for CIJE implementation, such as Lead 

Community Projects, Best Practices, and mobilization. Similarly, in December 1994 we 
presented an overview and update on changes in personnel planning in the Lead 

Comm.unities. This feedback helped CUE staff prepare to address community needs, and 

to plan new approaches for working with additional communities. 

The intensive monitoring and feed-back phase of the project concluded in December 

1994 as each community bas either taken on this function or turned to CUE to help train 

local indigenous Jewish educational capacity. We are continuing to provide periodic 

consultation on evaluation to several communities, but we no longer have a researcher 



< . 

~00 'd 

4 

located in each community, and we are no longer carrying out day-to-day monitoring. In 

Atlanta, where there was a break in the tenure of the field researcher, we are bringing our 

full-time researcher to the stage of the two other communities - he will complete his work 
in July of 1996. 

Communities were strongly encouraged to replace the CIJE-funded full-time MEF field­

researcher with their own local evaluation capacity. The very obvious absence of such 

qualified people, with significant research and evaluation backgrounds throughout North 

America led CUE to a major new initiative • beginrung to create a national Evaluation 

Institute designed to help communities identify local experienced evaluators and then 

train them to become the locally retained Jewish educational evaluation expert. Such an 

expert will be available to consult within communities on the introduction of evaluation 

into all new community Jewish educational initiatives. He/she will also ultimately 

supervise the ongoing evaluation of the community's educational programs. CIJE will 

provide support and create a network of these local evaluators so that they can lean upon 

one another's expertise. The new instruments developed, under CIJE's guidance, will be 

available to this new network. A major consultation bas recently (November 1995) been 

held on this Evaluation Institute and we are currently in the process of identifying an 

outstanding educationalist who will lead this exciting new venture. Eight communities 

have already expressed their readiness to identify such a local expert and provide the 

wherewithal for his/her training by CIJE. (See ADJ)endix I : Proposal for Evaluation 

Institute and Avvendix 2: CIJEIJESNA Joint Evaluation Consortium) . .. . 

ID. DEVELOPMENT, IMPLEMENTATION AND REFINEMENT OF DA TA 
COLLECTION INSTRUMENT: August 1992-April 1995 

A. Interview Protocols 

The MEF team developed a series of interview protocols for use with diverse 

participants in the communities. These were field tested and then used beginning in 

late fall, 1992, and over the course of the year. The interview schema for educators 

were further refined and used more extensively in spring, 1993. 
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B. Survey of Educators 

We also played a central role in developing an instrument for a survey of educators in 

Lead Communities. The MEF team worked with members of Lead Communities, 

and drew on past surveys of Jewish educators used elsewhere. The survey was 

conducted in Milwaukee in May and June, 1993, and in Atlanta and Baltimore in the 

fall of 1993. 

The purpose of the educator survey was to establish baseline infonnation about the 

characteristics of Jewish educators in each community. The results of the survey are 

being used for planning in such areas as in-service training needs and recruitment 

priorities. The sUIVey was administered to all teachers in the Lead Communities, with 

an overall response rate of 82%. A parallel form was administered to educational 

leaders (principals, vice-principals, directors), with a response rate of 77%. Topics 

covered in the survey include a profile of past work experience in Jewish and general 

education, future career plans, perceptions of Jewish education as a career, support 

and guidance provided to teachers, assessment of staff development opportunities, 

areas of need for staff development, benefits provided, and so on. 

C. Manual for the CIJE Study of Educators 

After the survey and interview results were closely scrutinized, the instruments were 

further refined and placed together in a manual which may be used by other 

communities for similar studies. The manual also contains instructions on how to use 

the instruments. This evaluation manual is a first in Jewish education and "holds the 

hand" of evaluators, guiding them through the entire process. 

In the long term CUE plans to establish a national data base on Jewish educators. 

This unique manual has been requested by many comnumities that are anxious to 

conduct their own Study of Educators with local policy directions and implications. 

(See Appendix 3: Manual for the CJJE Study of Educators). 

CIJE sees this manual as the first in a series of such hand-holding evaluation 

publications. 
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IV. DATA ANALYSIS AND REPORTS: January 1993 - present 

A. Reports on the Professional Lives of Jewish Educators (See APJ)endb: 4 - a b. c: 

The Professional Lives of Jewish Educators in Baltimore, Milwaukee, Atlanta). 

Each community received a report on the professional lives of educators, based on the 

interviews. These reports elaborated on elements of personnel described in A Time to 

&l, such as recruitment, training, rewards, career tracks, and empowerment. 

Examples of key findings are the extent of multiple roles played by Jewish educators 

(e.g., principal and teacher; teacher in two or three different schools), and the tensions 

inherent in these arrangements; the importance of fortuitous entry into the field of 
Jewish education, as opposed to pre-planned entry, and the challenges this brings to 

in-seniice training; and the diversity of resources available to professional 

development of Jewish educators, along with l1e haphazard way these resources are 

utilized in many institutions. 

B. Analysis of Survey Data 

Survey data we extensively analyzed, and a number of important patterns were 

uncovered. In particular, we noted that the lack of professional preparation among 

teachers was particularly striking alongside the minimal amount of professional 

growth activities in which they participate. Another striking finding was the 

inadequacy of benefits for teachers, even among those who work full time. 

C. Reports on the Teaching Force of J ewish Schools (See dmzendix 5 - a.b.c: The 
Teaching Force of Baltimore, Milwaukee, Atlanta, Jewish schools). 

On the basis of the survey and the interview findings, we prepared a report for each 

community on the teaching force of its Jewish schools. Key findings include 

weaknesses in professional background and development, in career opportunities, and 

in benefits. At the same time, we noted a high level of commitment among many 

teachers. These findings suggested that the teaching force could be improved through 

professional growth opportunities such as high-quality in-service. 
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D. Policy Brief for a National Audience (See Ap_pendix 6: Policy Brief: Background 

and Professional Training of Teachers in Jewish Schools). 

7 

After preparing reports for the three comm.unities, we determined that the most 

significant national finding was the weaknesses in teacher preparation and in-service, 

along with their commitment to Jewish education. We prepared a Policy Brief which 

presented these findings, and CIJE staff added a plan of action as a response to this 

situation. 

The Policy Brief was first presented at a session of the General Assembly of the 

Council of Jewish Federations in November, 1994. The story was widely reported in 
the Jewish press, with dozens of articles appearing, reaching an audience of several 

hW1dred thousand readers, across the country. . 

Most important, the Policy Brief data has directly resulted in major new areas of 

action like: 

a) An M.A. program for Jewish educators in Milwaukee with the 

Cleveland College of Jewish Studies. 

b) The C.nmmings-funded Teacher Educator Institute for developing 

teacher trainers for supplementary school teachers (Trainers of 

Trainers). 

c) The Harvard Principal's program - now a twice-yearly fi."\."tllre of 

CIJE'swork. 

E. Research Papers 

We are preparing reports that address a broad range of issues related to characteristics 

of teachers and educational leaders, combining data from all three communities. In 
addition, we have elaborated our work on the professional preparation of teachers, 

examining conditions that may encourage more attendance at in-service programs. 

The results of our study suggest that certification requirements for pre-schools and 

community incentives for supplementary schools and their teachers have been 
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effective mechanisms for elevating the quantity of in-service in which teachers 

engage. 

F. CIJE Reports on Mobilization and Visions 

8 

Several reports on mobilization, visions, and personnel planning were prepared for 

CIJE staff. These reports described the changes and developments we observed as we 

monitored the communities over time. 

V. DEVELOPING CONSULTATIVE SERVICES 

The first major new thrust in building consultation capacity for Jewish educational 

evaluation is the envisaged CIJE Evaluation Institute, planned to begin in 1996. 

CUE has tried to foster an "evaluation-minded" approach to educational improvement in 

its Lead Communities. In this effort we have seen some success. Federation staff at least 

pay lip service to the need to evaluate any new programs that are under consideration. 

More concretely, budgets for evaluation are being included in new programs. Most 

important. key staff and lay leaders in all three communities recognize the value of basing 

decisions on substantive infonnation; as a case in point, they are using the findings of the 

CUE Study of Educators as a basis for decision-making. 

Our experience in the Lead Communities has made it clear that as in other areas, 

community agencies lack the capacity to carry out external evaluations of programs. One 

theory, put forth by a CUE board member, is that agency staff simply do not know what 

to do. Another theory, suggested by MEF researchers, is that agency staff avoid 

evaluation for the usual reasons: (I) They are too busy running programs to carry out 

evaluation; (2) Evaluation often brings conflict. and avoiding conflict is a high priority 

for agency· staff. Yet a third barrier to evaluation, experienced in Cleveland, is that it is 

difficult to find qualified outsiders to cany out an evaluation that is knowledgable, 

infonnati ve, and fair. 

The CUE Evaluation Institute will address each of these problems. It will provide 

knowledge and motivation for evaluation by sharing expertise with a carefully chosen set 
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of individuals from the communities with which CIJE is working. 

Design 

The Evaluation Institute should, in its full-blown version, consist of three separate but 

related ongoing seminars: 

Seminar I: The Purpose and Possibilities of Evaluation 

9 

This seminar is intended for a federation professional and a lay leader from each 

community. Its purpose is to help these leaders understand the need for evaluation, as 

well its limits and possibilities. Participation in this seminar will provide local leadership 

with the "champions" for evaluation that will help ensure its role in decision-making. 

Seminar II: Evaluation in the Context of Jewish Education 

This seminar is intended to create an "evaluation expert" in each community. 

Participants should be trained in social science research at the Ph.D. level, and 

experienced in research on education, communities, public agencies, or related areas. 

The prupoose of this seminar is to provide a forum for discussing specifically evaluation 

in Jewish education. Through this seminar, participants will become a source of expertise 

upon which their respective communities can draw. 

There are two important reasons for including such local experts in the evaluation 

institute. First, and most essential, by engaging such experts in a long-term, ongoing 

relationship, communities can ensure continuity in their evaluation and feedback efforts, 

instead of one-shot projects that typically characterize evaluation when it does occur. 

Second, by entering into a relationship with a local expert, organized Jewish communities 

can exhibit their commitment to take evaluation seriously. 

Seminar III: Nuts and Bolts of Evaluation in Jewish Education 

This seminar is intended for the persons who will actually be carrying out the evaluation 

of programs in Jewish education. It will cover such topics as instruments, procedures, 

coding, analysis, and writing reports. Participants in the three seminars will also meet 

together. Evaluation research must be tailored to the political and cultural context in 
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which it is to be conducted and interpreted. The best way to achieve this is to bring 

together those who "know" the context and those who "know" about evaluation. The 

CJJE evaluation institute could facilitate a learning process among the federation lay and 

professionals and the evaluation experts in which they teach one another in a structured 

and supportive context. 

Content 

The content of these seminars will be drawn up by whoever is engaged to direct the 

evaluation institute. Instructors for the seminars will be drawn from a wide variety of 

fields, including both general and Jewish education. Within CIJE, we have substantial 

expertise ip. the study of personnel, including !eadership, and we expect this to form a part 

of the content for the first year. However, since we expect the Lead Communities 

together with 8-10 other communities to participate in the seminars, the personnel study 

must not constitute the entire curriculum. 

To create this institute, it will be necessary to hire a director, who will work perhaps 12 

hours per week PLUS the time spent at the seminars themselves. The institute director 

will be supervised by the CIJE executive director. CIJE office staff will provide support 

for the director and the seminar. 

VI. GOALS PROJECT 

It was during the work of the North American Commission for Jewish Education that 

David Hirshhom asked the question: What does it mean to succeed in Jewish 

education? This question stimulated, after the Commission, the Educated Jew Project of 

the Mandel Institute and the Goals Project of CIJE. 

The Goals Project is designed to help Jewish educating institutions become more 

effective through careful attention to their guiding goals. The project's assumptions are 

straight-forward. First, educational effectiveness depends substantially on the extent to 

which the work of educating institutions is organized around goals that are clear and 

compelling to the key stake holders. Such goals enhance the motivation of educators; 
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they make possible evaluation and accountability; and they play a critical role in guiding 

basic decisions concerning such varied matters as personnel, in-service education, and 

curriculum design. 

Second, many Jewish educating institutions suffer from a failure to be meaningfully 

organized around clear and compelling goals. Third, efforts to improve Jewish education 

usually deal inadequately with goals. Often, institutions by-pass serious issues relating to 

goals altogether; and when the stake holders in an educating institution do address the 

question of goals, the process is usually not one that asks them to examine Jewish sources 

that might illuminate their deliberations. Nor are systematic efforts typically made to 

organize and evaluate educational practice in the light of the goals arrived at; too often, 

and for reasons that need t<? be seriously addressed, mission-statements just gather dust! 

The Goals Project of CIJE in partnership with the Mandel Institute in Jerusalem launched 

its work with communities through a seminar in the summer of 1994 intended for lay and 

professional educational leaders from a nwnber of communities in the United States. 

This seminar, was designed to educate the participants concerning the important place of 

goals and vision in Jewish education and to encourage them to engage their local 

educating institutions back home in a process of becoming more thoughtful concerning 

their goals and the relationship between these goals and educational practice. 

CUE promised to support such local efforts by means of a series of seminars in the local 

communities aimed at key stake holders in their educating institutions. It was assumed 

that the clientele for these seminars would be generated by these communities. It was 

also assumed that among institutions participating in these seminars, some would decide 

that the goals-agenda did not meet their needs; that others would use the opportunities 

provided by these seminars to improve their educational efforts; and that from among the 
laner group of institutions a few would emerge as candidates for intensive work with 

CIJE beyond the period of these local seminars. These institutions might become the 

nucleus of a kind of coalition of institutions seriously striving to be vision-driven. 

Recent and current actiyjties 

The Jerusalem Seminar has stimulated a variety of goals-related efforts over the last 

several months. For example, in Cleveland, a seminar organized around the theme of 

goals and led by Professor Walter Ackerman has become a vehicle for bringing together 

·3·r ·1·J rn: u 1:rnil ~6.v1- ·AoN 
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key lay and professional leaders in Jewish education from across the community for 

regular meetings. In addition, Rabbi Robert Toren of the Jewish Education Center of 
Cleveland has been hard at work with his Drisha Project, which is designed to engage 
local educating communities (schools and congregations) in a serious self-improvement 

process in which issues pertaining to goals play a very prominent role. CIJE has been 

consulting to Rabbi Toren in this process, and he has suggested CUE-involvement in 

working with the institutions that participate in this local project. Also in Cleveland, 

CIJE has been in conversation with the Agnon School concerning collaborative work 

around a goals-agenda. In Milwaukee, a four-session seminar on goals began in February 

for a constiruency that includes over 35 people representing 4 Day Schools, the JCC, and 

two congregations. 

Alongside these efforts, CIJE collaborated with lay and professional leaders in Atlanta 

around the development of an all-day seminar on goals in February for some sixty key 

stake holders in a new Community High School. There have also been conversations 

concerning Goals Project involvement with a number of JCC camps and possjbly with 

one or more congregations that seem panicularly interesting. 

In Baltimore a one-day Goals Retreat for the leadership of the Central Agency for Jewish 

Education is planned for Fall 1995 (November). 

Projected activities 

In 1996, the Goals Project is scheduled to begin working with a limited number of select 

instirutions interested in undertaking a systematic effon to develop and organize practice 

around a set of clear and compelling goals. Such collaborations will benefit these 
instirutions and will contribute significantly to our own knowledge-base. But our success 

in such partnerships will depend heavily on our ability to build capacity in two major 

areas. 

First, the success of our work with individual institutions on a goals-agenda will depend 

on our ability to expand our base of knowledge and know-how. Of special imponance is 

finding ways to engage the stake holders in these instirutions in wrestling with issues of 

Jewish content in the face of their tendency to rush impatiently towards a consensus 

based on the beliefs they bring to the table. 
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Second, since CIJE's core-staff will not itself be able to work with individual institutions 

around the country in any sustained way, we need to recruit and cultivate a national cadre 

of resource-people or coaches to work with these institutions. Since the pool of people 

with the requisite background and talent is small, and they are the kind of people whose 

energies are typically already fully engaged, this is a difficult challenge. 

Our work in spring 1995 and swnmer 1995 has been organized around this "building 

capacity" agenda Upcoming activities will include at least one substantial workshop 

designed to bring on-board potential resource-people for our project and to further our 

own learning concerning ways of working with institutions on a serious goals-agenda. 

·3·r ·1·~ £Q:LI 130~)~6 .Pl - ·AoN 



• 

~ l O 'd 

VIll. LIST OF AVAILABLE PRODUCTS 

The following products have been distributed nationally or locally: 

National Distribution 
1. Garnoran, Adam, Ellen B. Gold.ring, Roberta L. Goodman, Bill Robinson, and Julie 

Tammivaara. (1994). Policy Brief: Backiuound and Training of Teachers in Jewish 
Schools. Presented at the General Assembly of the Council of Jewish Federations, 

Denver. 

2. Gamoran, Adam Ellen B. Gold.ring, Roberta L. Goodman, Bill Robinson, and Julie 

Tammivaara. (1995). Manual for the CIJE Srudy of Educators. 

15 

3. Gamoran, Adam, Ellen B. Goldring, Roberta L. Goodman. Bill Robinson. and Julie 

Tarnmivaara. ( 1995). Back2{ound and Jrainini of Teachers in Jewish Schools: Current 
Status and Levers for Change. Presented at the annual conference of the Network for 

Research in Jewish Education, Stanford, CA. 

4 . Goldring, Ellen B., Adam Gamoran, and Bill Robinson. (Under review). Educational 

Leaders in Jewish Schools; A Study of Three Communities. 

5. Gamoran, A~ Ellen B. Gold.ring, and Bill Robinson. (ln preparation). Teachers jn 

Jewish Schools: A Study of Three Communities. 

Local D jstribution 

6. Goodman, Roberta L. (1993). The Professional Lives of Jewish Educators in 
Milwaukee. 

7. Rottenberg, Claire. (1993). The Professional Life of the Jewish Educator: Atlanta. 

8. Tammivaara, Julie (1994). Professional Lives ofJewish Educators in Baltimore. 

9. Gamoran, Adam, Ellen B. Goldring, and Roberta L. Goodman. (1994) The Teaching 

Eorcc of Milwaukee's Jewish Schools. 

·3 ·r ., -~ vo: I ('.rnl l~6 .VI- 'AON 
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10. Gamoran, Adam, Ellen B. Goldring, and Julie Tammivaara. (1994) The Teachini 

Force of Baltimore's Jewish Schools. 

16 

11. Gamoran, Adam, Ellen B. Goldring, and Bill Robinson. (1994). Ibe Teaching Force 
of Atlanta's Jewish Schools. 

(Note: Several reports on community mobilization were also prepared for CIJE internal 

use. In one case: an evaluation report on a local project was prepared for a community.) 



From: 
To: 
CC: 

Subj: 

Adam, 

EUNICE::"74104.3335@compuserve.com" 21-JUL-1995 14:11 :35.44 
"INTERNET:GAMORAN@ssc.wisc.edu" <GAMORAN> 
Ellen Goldring <goldrieb@ctrvax. vanderbilt. edu>. 
myself <74l04.3335@compuserve.com> 
revised work plan -- please comment 

A couple of comments on the revised work plan. 

First, perhaps you should mention that my work as a field researcher 
(monitoring, etc.) in Atlanta continued until the end of June? Also, should you 
mention that I will continue to provide consultations to Atlanta (this is the 
word used in the 1995 workplan)? And, should you also mention your consultations 
to Cleveland? Seattle? 

Second, two specific comments: 

- In section II.A., are we using two different terms for the module/manual? The 
current agreed upon term is Manual for The CUE Study ofEducators. 

- In section TI.A. I .• the code book (referred to often as the "software 
package") is omitted from the list of components of the Manual. 

Bill 



outline of MEF and Related CIJE Work, 1995 
Revised July 24, 1995 

Background: The original task of the our project was to undertake 
monitoring, evaluation, and feedback (MEF) in CIJE's Lead 
Communities. We carried out this work from August 1992 through 
December 1994, with a staff of three full-time field researchers 
working with the two part-time (3 days/month) project directors. 
with the reorganization of CIJE into four domains, one of whic h 
is Research and Evaluation, our assignment has shifted, and now 
consists of three major areas: Building a Research Capacity, 
Building an Evaluation Capacity, and Evaluating CIJE Initiatives. 
We now employ one full-time staff researcher along with the two 
project directors. 

This document provides an update of our 1995 Work Plan, based on 
the earlier revis i on of March 8, 1995 . The end of the document 
contains a list of products with notes o n their current state of 
completion as of Jul y 24 , 1995 . 

I. Building a Research Capaci ty in North America 

A. Conducting high- qualit y research 

1. Writing the ful l integrated report on teachers in 
the lead communities 

2. Writing reports on educati onal leaders in the Lead 
Communities (in each Lead Community, and combined) 

3. Poss i b l y additional policy briefs -- to be decided 
-- poss ible topics: leaders, teacher/leader 
comparisons, early childhood 

4 . Resear ch papers on teacher power, teacher 
in-serv i ce, and levers for change in extent of 
in-serv i ce 

II. Building an Evaluation Capacity in North America 

A. The CIJE Manual for the Study of Educators 

1. Produce via desk-top publishing a module for 
studying Jewish educators in a community 

a. Survey instrument 
b. Interview protocol 
c. Instructions for both 
d. List of anchor items to be used in a national 
data base 
e. Codebook for entering and coding data using 
SPSS (commercially available statistical software) 



B. Dissemination of the module 

1 . The preferred design a lso addresses the broader need 
for creating a capacity for evaluation in No rth 
American communities: A three-tiered seminar on 
evaluation 

2. Prepare a proposal for an Evaluation Institute 
organized by CIJE 

3. If the Evaluation Institute is approved and a staff 
person is hired to coordinate it, work with the staff 
person to plan and develop curriculum 

III. Evaluating CIJE Initiatives 

A. Evaluation of Teacher- Educator Institute (Cummings 
project) 

1. Prepar e a proposal for evaluation of the Teacher­
Educator Inst i t u t e 

2. Implement t he evaluat ion if t he proposal is approved 

IV. Planning for the Future 

A. Informal education MEF staff will work on 
conceptualization for pol icy research on infor mal education 

1. Consult with CI J E staff 

2. Consult with other experts on informal education 

B. Community consultations currently we are providing 
ongoing advice to At lanta and Cl e v eland 

c. Possible semina r on CIJE: What have we learne d 
from three years of MEF? 

about mobilizing communities 
about creating and working as a change agent 
about conducting MEF in communities 

The purpose of the seminar would be to take a step back 
and assess where we have been and what we have learned 
over the last three years. It is intended for staff and 
close advisors. One product of the seminar would be a 
summary document about what we have learned, for our 
internal use and for orienting new advisory committee 
members. A research paper might also result from the 
seminar, but we are not sure about that. 
Running this seminar would take a substantial investment 
of planning time from MEF staff 



V. Pr oducts 

A. Research Capacity 

1. Research paper : "Teachers in Jewish Schools" (analysis of 
s urvey data from three communities): IN PROGRESS, DRAFT 
EXPECTED AUGUST 31 

2. Policy Brief -- TO BE DECIDED 

3 . Reports on the characteristics of educational leaders 

a. 3- city report : DRAFT COMPLETED, COMMENTS RECEIVED, 
REVISION IN PROGRESS, FINAL VERSION EXPECTED AUGUST 15 

b . one for each community: DRAFT OF FIRST COMMUNITY 
EXPECTED AUGUST 15 

4 . Research p aper s 

a . Lever s for incr easing professional g rowth 
activitie s: DRAFT COMPLETED AND PRESENTED AT RESEARCH 
CONFERENCE, COMMENTS RECEIVED , REVISION IN PROGRESS, 
FINAL VERSI ON EXPECTED OCTOBER 31 

b . Teacher power : IN PROGRESS, DRAFT EXPECTED AUGUST 31 

c. Quality of inservice exper iences: IN PROGRESS, DRAFT 
EXPECTED SEPTEMBER 30 

B. Evaluation Capaci ty 

1. Module f or Studying Educators in a Jewish Community: 
COMPLETED 

2. Proposal for Evaluation Institute: COMPLETED 

C. Evaluation of CIJE Initiatives 

1. Proposal for evaluation of Teacher-Educator Institute: 
COMPLETED 

2. (Assuming proposal is approved) Memo on aims and 
selection procedures in Teacher- Educator Insitute: AUGUST 

3 . (Assuming proposal is approved) Interview protocol for 
participants in Teacher- Educator Institute (and other 
community members ) : AUGUST 

4. (Assuming proposal is approved) Report on the current 
state of professional growth opportunities for teachers in 
selected communities : SEPTEMBER - DECEMBER 
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D. CONTENT AND PROGRAM 

The resources of both the Best Practices and Goals Projects will, in 1995, be primarily 
redi.rected to the CJJE efforts in Building the Profession and Community Mobiliz.ation. Thus: 

Best Practices will: 
• be designed around those best practices of in-service cducati on with the preparation of 

shorter occasional papers on these practices 
• be developed on the Jewish Community Center (in cooperation with JCCA) emphasizing 

the personnel aspects of these outstanding practices 
·• create one-day short consultations on aspects of in-service training as these emerge in the 

community personnel action plans 
• make presentations to lay leaders as part ofCIJE Community Mobiliwtion effortS 
• create two seminars for educators on Best Practices in local communities. 

The Goals Project 
• The Goals Project will, following the July 1994 seminar in Israel, engage with several 

"prototype-institutions" in order to show how increased awareness, attention and seriousness 

13 

about goals has to be tied to investment in educators. This will also serve as a limited 
laboratory for CIJE to learn about how 10 develop a goals process. Seminars will take place in 
Milwaukee, Cleveland and Baltimore and in Atla11ta CJJE will engage with a group oflay 
lead,crs planning to create a new community high school. An inte!llSive goals project will not 

commence anywhere until additional capacity has been developed through training"eoaches". 

• CUE will concentrate on developing "coaches"/resource people fur.9 communities in order 
to seed Goals Projects in select communities. This will involve identify ing and cultivating a 
cadre of resource-people to work in this project. This should take the highest priority of our 
work in the Goals Project. 

• • • 

cije/wkplan95/janl2.95 

1995 WORKPLAN: UPDATE AND NOTES 
SEPTEMBER-DECEMBER 

D. CONTENT AND PROGRAM 

The resources of both the Best Practices and Goals Projects will, in 1995, be primarily 
redirected to the CIJE efforts in Building the Profession and Community Mobilization. Thus: 

Best Practices will: 
• be designed around those best practices of in-service education with the preparation of 
shorter occasional papers on these practices. During the/all of 1995, we will convene a 
meeting of experts in the area of professional development (inservice education) in 
Jewish education to develop criteria and choose sites to write up for the planned volume. 
77,e volume itself will appear in 1996. 
• be developed on the Jewish Community Center (in cooperation with JCCA) 
emphasizing the personnel aspects of these outstanding practices. As pla1111ed this volume 
will be published in the late/all- early winter (1996). 
• create one-day short consultations on aspects of in-service training as these emerge in 
the community personnel action plans. Certain aspects of this item have been included in 
our work 011 the Teacher Educator institute (in the B11ilding the Profession domain.) 
• make presentations to lay leaders as part of CIJE Community Mobiliz.ation efforts. 171/s 
has taken place lo some exlenl al the 1995 CAJE conference. However, a comprehensive 
plan for implementing these presentations needs to be developed during 1995. 
• create two :seminars for educators on Best Practices in local communities. Some aspects 
of this item may be included in the TEI program. We have also done this at national 
conferences (i11stead of local communities) which are a/fended by local educators 
(e.g. JEA. CAJE). 

The Goals Project 
• The Goals Project will, following the July 1994 seminar in Israel, engage with several 
"proiotype-institutions" in order to show how increased awareness, attention and 
seriousness about goals bas to be tied to investment in educators. This will also serve as 
a limited laboratory for CIJE to learn about bow to develop a goals process. Seminars 
will take place in Milwaukee, Cleveland and Baltimore and in Atlanta ClJE will engage 
with a group of lay leaders planning to create a new community high school. The items 
above have taken place i11 Milwa11kee, Cleveland and Atlanta. A seminar is planned/or 
Baltimore in October. 111 addition two Items have been added: a consu/tat/011 0 11 goals in 
JCC camps planned/or November 111 Washington DC (via the JCCA) and CIJE's 
ongoing co/lSl/lting to the Wexner Heritage Foundation which w/11 culminate In a retreat 
for Wexner alumni In December. 
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V. Products 

A. Ruurch Capacity 

l. Research paper: ' Teachera in Jewish Schools" (analysla of survey dalll from three 
coltlDllllUtlOI): DR.APT EXPECTED NOVBMBBR IS 

:Z. Pollay Brief - TO BE DEODED 

3. Reports on the ch&racteristlcs of educational ieadet'II 

a. 3-clty report.: COMPLBTBD (PBNDINO MINOR EDITORIAL REVISIONS) 

b. ono for each COIDl!lllnlty: A'll.ANTA RBPORT COMPLBTBD; MILWAUKEE 
AND BALTIMORB REPORTS TO BB COMPLBI'BD BY SBPT. 23 

4 . Research papen 

a. Leven for lncreaslne proft\\Sional an,w61 activitle&: DRAFT COMPLETED AND 
PRESBNTBD AT RESBARCH CONFBRBNCB, COMMBNTS RBCBTVlID, 
RBVISION IN PROGRESS, PINAL VERSION EXPECTED OCI'OBBR 31 

b. Teacher power: IN PROGRESS, DRAPT WAS EXPBCI'ED AUGUST 31, 
SHOULD ARIIJVE ANY DAY 

c, Quality of lnsetvico ~iences: IN Pll.OGRESS, DRAFT EXPECTED 
SBPTBMBER 30 

B. Evaluation Capacity 

1. Manual for StudylJii Educators In a Jew!Jb Communtty: COMPLETED (PENDINO 
MINOR EDITORIAL AND FORMATI1NO CHANGES) 

2. Propoaal for Evaluation lllatll.uia: COMPLETED 

C. Evaluation of CUB Inltl8tlves 

I. Proposal for evaluation of Teacher-llduc:ator ln&dtutc: COMPLBTBD 

2. Memo on alms and aelcct\on proccduru la Teachor-llducator lnsltut&: OCTOBER 

3. lntcrview protocol for participants in Teacher-Educator Institute (and other oommunity 
memben): NOVBMBBlt 

4. Repon on tho CUITCDt ,111e of profcllslonal ,rowth opportunities for t.eachen in &elected 
r.ammnnltles: DP.CBMBBR 
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Ill. Evaluating CIJE Initiatives 

A. Evaluation of Teacher-Educator Institute (Cummings project) 

1. Prepare a proposal for evaluation of the Teacher-Educator lnstitut.c 

2. Im-plemenl the evaluation if U1e proposal is awroved 

JV. Planning for the Future 

A. Informal education - conceptualization 

1. Consult with CUE staff 

2. Consult with other experts on informal education 

B. Community consultations -- currently we are providing ongoing advice to Atlanta 
and Cleveland 

C. Preparation for possible seminar on CUE: What have we learned from three years 
ofMEF1 
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C. MONITORING, EVALUATION AND FEEDBACK 

The workplan for monitoring, evaluation and feedback has been developed in consultation with 
the advisory committee and reflecis the completion of some work in progress and some new 
directions for this project. 

The main areas of work for 1995 that are proposed are: 

1. Analysis and Dissemination of Community Data on Educators and Survey Methods 
This includes: 
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• Further analysis of Educators' Survey data in the CIJE laboratory communities including 
further Policy Briefs on: Salaries and Benefits; Career Plans and Opportunities and Teacher 
Preferences for Professional Development; Educational Leaders 

•Full Integrated Report across all three communities 
•Development ofa "moduJe" for studying educators in additional communities which 

involves refining the survey instruments and interview protocols and making them available 
to other communities by writing descriptions of the procedures. 

2. Monitoring and Evaluation of CJJE-initiated Projects 
ln CJJE selected communities, MEF will: 

• Guide communities to monitor and evaluate Personnel Action Plans 
• Monitor and evaluate Goals Project activities 
• AnaJysis of changing structures of Jewish education in North America (Ackerman) 

3. Conceptualizing a Method for Studying informal Education and Educators 
A process of consultation witb experts and thinking to result in a design by the end of 1995 for 
implementation in 1996 

4. Leading Educational Indicators 
In place of monitoring day-to-day process in the Lead Communities, the MEF Advisory 
Committee bas suggested the development of Leading Educational Indicators to monitor change 
in North American communities. 

• Jn 1995 to hold by June Ille first discussion with consultanis on establishing some "Leading 
Indicators" and to begin gathering data on those indicators in the second half of the year. 

5. Towards a Research Capacity 
In the second half of 1995 develop a plan for creating a research agenda for North America . 

cije/wkplan95/jan 12.95 
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Outline of MEP and Related CIJB Work, 1995 
Revised July 24, 1995 
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This document provides an update of our 1995 Work Plan, based on the earlier revision of 
March 8, 1995. The end of the document contains a list of products with notes on their 
current state of completion u of July 24, 1995. 

J. Building a Research Capacity In North America 

A. Conducting high-quality research 

1. Writing the full integrated report on teachers in the lead communities 

2. Writing reports on educational leaders in the Lead Communilie.~ (in each 
Lead Community, and combined) 

3. Possibly additional policy briefs -- to be decided 

4. R~ch papers on teacher power, teacher in-service, and levers for change 
in extent of ln-seivlce 

n, BuUding an Evaluation Capacity in North America 

A. The CUE Manual for the Study of Educators 

l. Produce via dc.1k-top publishing a module for ~tudying Jewish 
educators in a community 

a. Survey instrument 
b. Interview protocol 
c. Instructions for both 
d. List of anchor items to be used in a national data base 
e. Codebook for entering and coding data using SPSS (commercially 
available statistical software) 

B. Dissemination of the module 

I. Prepare a proposal for an Evaluation Institute orsanized by CJJB 

2. If the Evaluation tnstitutc is approved and a staff person is hired to 
coordinate it, work with the b"taff person to plan and develop curriculum 
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University of Wisconsin-Madison 

DEP A RTMENT OF SOCIOL OGY 
SOCIAi- SC I E N CE BUII-CING 
1 180 OBSERVATORY ORIVIE 

June 14, 1996 

To: Karen Barth 
From: Adam Gamoran 

MADISON , WISCONSIN 53706 

MEMORANDUM 

TO CAI-I- WRITER DIRECT 

PHONE (608) '26"?- '{~ 

Re: Background materials on the Monitoring, Evaluation, and Feedback (MEF) project 

I was pleased to learn that you have agreed to assume the leadership of CIJE. Alan has 
asked me to provide you with 'background materials on the CUE's Monitoring, Evaluation, 
and Feedback project, which I have directed with Ellen Gold.ring since 1992. You will have 
received from Josie a mountain of the various documents we've produced, and in addition I 
am sending a series of (more or less) annual work plans and progress reports. These should 
give you a good sense of the evolution of our project, from its earliest conception as the 
evaluators of lead communities, to the current view of the project as encompassing research 
and evaluation in Jewish education, one of the four domains of CIJE. 

Please let me know if I can answer any questions. Ellen and I would very much like to meet 
with you after the summer to provide a "briefing" on CIJE from the perspective of our 
project. 

I look forward to meeting you. 



CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT -- NOT YET SUBMITTED TO BLAUSTEIN FOUNDATION 
-- UNDER CONSIDERATION BY ADB --

Research and Evaluation at the 
Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education: 

A Pr oposal to the Blaustein Foundation 
August 1, 1996 - July 31, 1999 

Through the generous support of t he Blaustein Foundation, 

the Council for Initiatives i n Jewish Education (CIJE) has 

carried out three years of monitoring, evaluation, and feedback. 

We propose to fol low up that work with a r ich agenda for 

research, evaluation, and capacity- building over the next three 

years. Our plans build on the findings and lessons we have 

learned during our first three years. They move s trongly in the 

direction of enhancing the capacity for evaluation of Jewish 

education within local communities. CIJE will serve as a 

cat alyst for change by creating a new context and curriculum for 

teaching the skills and knowledge of evaluation in Jewish 

education, and by promoting a culture in which learning from 

evaluation is valued . 

The Impact of Monitoring, Feedback, and Evaluation, 1993-1996 

From the outset, the CIJE monitoring , e valuation, and 

feedback (MEF) project addressed three main questions: (1 ) What 

is the nature and extent of mobilization of h uman and financial 

resources to reform Jewish education in the CIJE Lead Communities 

(Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee)? (2) What characterizes the 

professional l ives of educ ators in the Lead Communities? (3) 

What are the visions or goals for improving Jewish education in 

the communities? Community- based field researchers provided 
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information in response to these questions, gathering data from 

observation, interviews, and questionnaires. A series of reports 

based on these data has galvanized support for changes in Jewish 

education and has led to important new initiatives in the 

participating communities and nationally. Reports through July 

1995 were described in our last progress report; new reports 

include the fully integrated report on teachers in Jewish schools 

of all three commu nitie s, a nd a s t udy of educat ional leaders in 

the three communi t ies wh ich was r e cently pr e s e nt ed at the annual 

meeting of the American Educationa l Research Association . All 

eighteen products a r e list ed i n t he Appendix . 

Initiatives in Bu ilding t he Profession 

Many ongoing efforts of CIJE and i t s collaborating 

communities are r esponses to our research and evaluation. Our 

reports juxtaposed the s t ability and commitment o f Jewish 

educators alongside t heir lack of preparat ion and weak 

professional growth. Examp les of loc al i n i t iatives that are 

responding to these f indings includ e a distance education 

collaborative between the Milwaukee Jewish community and the 

Cleveland College of Jewish studies, and upgraded benefits 

packages for full- time Jewish educators in Baltimore. Examples 

of national initiatives include the Harvard- CIJE Leadership 

Seminars and the CIJE Teacher- Educator Institute . Local and 

national initiatives are working in concert to create systemic 

reform in Jewish communities, because the Lead Communities are 

major participants in the CIJE national programs . For example, 
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Atl anta has sent a large group of principals to the Leadership 

Seminars , and its central agency staff along with a suppl ementary 

school director are enrolled in the Teacher-Educator Institute. 

As a resul t , new ideas for professional development of educators 

are blossoming in Atlanta, and our ongoing evaluation will 

document the changes t hat are occurring. 

Resources for Evaluation 

Our data- gathering efforts required us to develop new 

instruments, which have now been revised and compiled in a Manual 

for the CIJE Study of Educators. The main components of this 

manual are a questionnaire for educators, and interview protocols 

for teachers and educational leaders. In addition , coding 

i nst ruct ions have been developed to accompany the questionnaire . 

The manual is avai lable for use in other communities, and 

Seattle, Cleveland, and Chicago have already carried out studies 

of their educators using our instruments. Several other 

communit ies are currently contemplating studies based on our 

Manual for the CIJE Study of Educators. Ultimately, data 

collected in these communities will become part of a North 

American data base on Jewish education, a valuable resource for 

future policy research. 

Experiences in working with Lead Communities taught us 

lessons that have shaped our current work and our plans for the 

fut ure . Most important, we learned that a significant barrier to 

eval uation wi t hin local communities is the lack of capacity t o 

carry out the work . Even where funds are available, knowledge of 
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how to evaluate programs and the will to initi ative program 

evaluation are in short supply . Just as our Manual for the CIJE 

Study of Educators is stimulating s crutiny of personnel, the CIJE 

Manual for Program Evaluation in Jewish Education, currently 

under development, will provide guidance for program evaluation . 

Building for the Future of Research and Evaluation 
in Jewish Education 

our experience shows that for the Manual for Evaluation to 

have a real impact, it will be necessary to create a context in 

which procedures described can be used by trained professionals 

who hav e insight into t he workings of American Jewish life, and 

whose work is supported by knowledgeable lay people . We need to 

develop not only knowledge and skills, but appreciation a mong our 

lay people and educators that evaluation can be a force for 

positive change. To meet these goals, CIJE is prop osing to 

est ablish an Evaluation Institute as the centerpiece of our new 

initiativ es in the area of evaluation. In the long run, the 

Evaluation Institute will lay the groundwork for a National 

Center for Resea r ch and Evaluation in Jewi s h Educat i on. 

We are proposing work in two areas: the Evaluation 

Institute, and ongoing monitoring of CIJE projects . 

Evaluation Institute 

A guiding principle of CIJE has been that initiatives in 

Jewish education need to be accompanied by evaluation. In this 

conte xt, evaluation has three basic purposes: (1) to assist 

efforts to i mplement ongoing programs more effectively; (2) to 

determine, after an appropriate period of time, whether a program 
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is sufficiently successful to warrant further effort and 

resources ; and (3) to provide knowledge about what works and how, 

so that successful p r ogr ams can be replicated in new places. 

CIJE has tried to foster an "evaluation- minded" approach t o 

educational impr ovement i n its Lead Communities . In this effort 

we have seen some success. Federation staff at leas t pay lip 

ser vice to the need to evaluate any new programs that are under 

consideration. More concretely, budgets for evaluation are being 

included i n new programs. Most import ant , key s t a ff and lay 

leaders in all three communities recogn ize the value of basing 

decisions on substant ive information ; a s a case in point, they 

are using the findings o f t he CIJE Study of Educators as a basis 

for decision- making. 

Our experience in t h e Lead Communitie s has made it clear 

that as in other a r eas, community agencies lack t he capacity to 

carr y o u t external evaluations of programs. One t heory, put 

for t h by a CIJE boar d member, i s t hat agency staf f simply do not 

know what t o do. Another t heory, sugges ted by MEF researchers, 

is that agency staf f avo id e valuat i on f or the usu a l reasons: (1 ) 

They are too busy running programs to carry out evaluation; (2) 

Evaluation often brings conflict, and avoiding conflict is a high 

priority for agency staff . Yet a third barrier to evaluation, 

experienced in Clevel and , is that it is difficult to find 

qualified personnel to carry out an evaluation that is 

knowledgeable, informative, and fair. 

The proposed CI JE Evaluation Institute would address each of 
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these problems. It would provide knowledge and motivation for 

evaluation by sharing expertise with a carefully chosen set of 

individuals from the communities with which CIJE is working. 

Design. The Evaluation Institute would consist of three 

separate but related ongoing seminars: 

Seminar I: The Purpose and Possibilities of Evaluation 

This seminar is i ntended for a federation professional and a 
lay leader from each community. Its purpose is to help 
these leaders understand the need for evaluation, as well 
its limits and possibilities . Participation in this seminar 
will provide local leadership with the " champions'' for 
evaluation that will help ensure its role in 
decision-making. 

Seminar II: Evaluation in the Context of Jewish Education 

This seminar is intended to create an ''evaluation expert" in 
each community. Participants should be trained in social 
science research at the Ph.D. level , and experienced in 
research on education, communities, public agencies, or 
related areas . The purpose of this seminar is to provide a 
forum for discussing specifically evaluation in Jewish 
education. Through this seminar, participants will become a 
source of expertise upon which their respective communities 
can draw. 

There are t wo important reasons for including such local 
experts in the evaluation institute. First, and most 
essential, by engaging such experts in a long-term, ongoing 
relationship, communities can ensure cont inuit y in their 
evaluation and feedback efforts, instead of one-sho t 
projects that typically characterize evaluation when it does 
occur. Second, by entering into a relationship with a local 
expert, organized Jewish communities can exhibit their 
commitment to take evaluation seriously. 

Seminar III:Nuts and Bolts of Evaluation in Jewish Education 

This seminar is intended for the persons who will actually 
be carrying out the evaluation of programs in Jewish 
education. It will cover such topics as instruments, 
procedures, coding, analysis, and writing reports . 

Participants in the three seminars would also meet together. 

Evaluation research must be tailored to the political and 



cultural context in which it is to be c onducted and interpreted. 

The best way to achieve this is to bring together those who 

" know" the context and those who "know" about evaluation. The 

CIJE Evaluation Institute could facilitate a learning process 

among the federation lay and professionals and the evaluation 

experts in which they teach o ne another in a structure d and 

supportive context . 

Content . Each of t he t h ree seminar s will have some what 

different content, but overall the s eminars wi l l d r aw on three 

bodies of knowledge : (a) The field of evaluation , its diverse 

methodologies and a ims, challenges and possibi l ities; (b) 

understanding of Jewish c ommunities in North Amer i c a ; a nd ( c ) 

materials developed by CI JE out of o ur e xperiences in Lead 

Communities, especially the Manual for the CIJE Study o f 

Educators and the CIJE Manual for Program Evaluat i on in J ewish 

Education. 

Staff . The Evaluation I nstitute will be directed by a 

national leader i n t he f iel d of evaluat ion . The f aculty will b e 

broad- based, inclu d ing e xperts on J e wish community , e valua tion 

methodologies, and Jewish educational researc hers. 

Ongoing Monitoring of CIJE Projec t s : 
The Teacher- Educator Institute 

While the Evaluation Institute builds capacity for program 
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evaluation in local communities, it is important to assess 

ongoing CIJE projects. A ma jor f ocus of effort i n th is are a wi l l 

be a three- year evaluation of the Teacher- Educator Institute, 
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which is already underway. As explained in A Time to Act, 

short-term and long-term evaluations are necessary so that 

effective programs can be documented and knowledge abou t them 

disseminated throughout North America. The CIJE Teacher- Educator 

Institute is a major new initiative in the area of building the 

profession, and its evaluation is a major focus of work in the 

area of research and evaluation. 

The CIJE Teacher-Educator Institute (TEI) is a three-year 

project to create a cadre of outstanding teacher-trainers for 

supplementary Jewish education . The project brings together 

teams of educational leaders from communities across North 

America, including school directors a nd central agency personnel. 

These outstanding leaders will form a net work of 

teacher-educators who share a vision of teaching and learning, 

and who support one another in developing new models of 

professional development. Ultimately, participants in TEI will 

stimulate enhanced professional development for the educators of 

their schools and communities. 

Evaluation of TEI will focus on a wide range of outcomes for 

communities and schools. At the communal level, we will examine 

changes in the extent and quality o f opportunities for 

professional development. Within t wo communities, we will carry 

out intensive case studies of changes in the contexts, 

activities, and beliefs about professional development. In 

schools, we will evaluate opportunities for teachers' 

professional development compared to the standards articulated by 
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TEI. For individual TEI participants, we will study how their 

understanding of professional development has changed as a result 

of their participation in TEI. These outcomes will be assessed 

with surveys, interviews , and observations . 

study of Professional Development Programs . To assess 

changes in programs, we will compare programs that currently 

exist to programs established in response to TEI . Data from the 

CIJE Lead Communities d ocumented two ma j or l imita tions of 

professional development pr ograms for J ewis h educators : (1) They 

are infrequent , averaging l ess than one - s ixt h of the amount of 

professional development t hat is standard among public- school 

educators in some states ; and ( 2 ) their quality is inadequate to 

meet the challenges o f Jewi s h educa tion, in t hat they are 

fragmented, isolated , and not part of a c ohe r ent program of 

professional growth. In cont r ast, TEI i ntends to foster new 

understandings of professional development among key 

teacher- educators, and t hus bring about changes i n the extent and 

quality of professional dev e lopme nt i n participating communities. 

Programs consistent with TEI's approach will focus on targeted 

populations, empower participants to learn from their own 

practice, establish bridges to classrooms, and strengthen 

relations within and a mong institutions . 

To assess baseline conditions (i . e . , the status of 

professional development when TEI began), we recently distributed 

a Professional Development Program survey to central agency staff 
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and supplementary school principals in participating communities . 

Combining this new data with information previously gathered from 

t h e Lead Communities will yield a rich portrait of professional 

development programs early in the TEI process . The surveys will 

be re-administered two years hence to monitor changes in the 

extent and nature of professional development progr ams in five 

targeted communities. 

In addition to the surveys, we plan to intervie w TEI 

par ticipants from five s elected communities to monitor changes in 

their t hinking and practices of professional development . This 

analysis will uncover the mechanisms through which changes in 

professional development opportunities occur. The interviews 

will reveal how TEI participants understand their roles as 

t eacher-educators, how those roles may change, and how 

participants are working to create more meaningful and empowering 

professional growth for educators in their schools and 

communities. 

Intensive case Studies. The potent ial success of TEI lies 

not only in its e xpected impact on programs for professional 

development (e.g. , workshops, seminars) , but on the elaboration 

of the mult iple ways in which professional growth may occur. For 

example, informal interactions between principals and teachers 

can be an impor tant source of professional growth . In addition, 

TEI participants and those affected by TEI participants in local 

communities may become more adept at learning from their 

professional practices . To examine these changes, we need more 
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in- depth analyses than will be possible using our surveys and 

interviews with TEI participants . Consequently, we will carry 

out case studies in two selected communities of changes in the 

extent and qualit y of professional growth, not limited to for mal 

programs . The two communities chosen are those in which TEI 

participants include both central agency staff and supplementary 

school directors, working in teams. These partnerships offer the 

necessary support through which positive changes are most likely 

to occur . 

The case studies will draw on interviews with TEI 

participants, other supplementary school directors, and 

supplementary teachers . We will also carry out observations in 

selected schools to identify changes in professional development 

that occur in concert with TEI. 

Data collection is set to begin this spring a nd will 

continue for another two years. Reports from this evaluation 

effort will (1) provide feedback to TEI planners a nd leaders 

about the effectiveness of the program and (2) provide 

information to local and national Jewish audiences who may want 

to implement similar programs. 

Towards a Nati o na l Center for 
Research and Evaluation i n J ewis h Education 

A goal of the CIJE, first articulated in A Time to Act, is 

the building of a capability for research and evaluation of 

Jewish education in North America . With the generous support of 

the Blaustein Foundation, CIJE has taken important first steps in 

that direction. If further support allows us to establish the 
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program described in this proposal, we will be rea dy by 1999 to 

move onto a new level of capacity: Building a real infrastructure 

for high- quality research and evaluation in Jewish education. A 

cadre of community evaluators will be working; CIJE's national 

research and monitoring will be well established; a national 

database on the personnel of Jewish communities will be available 

and growing; and increasing q ua lity and quantity of research and 

evaluation on Jewish education will be underway. By that time, 

knowledge and manpower for a f ully functioning national center 

will be available, and CI JE ' s next task will be to serve as the 

catalyst for establishing such a center . This is our v ision. 



Appendix: List of Available Products 

National Distribution 

1 . Gamoran, Adam, Ellen B. Goldring, Roberta L. Goodman, Bill 
Robinson, and Julie Tammivaara. (1994). :e_oJicy Brief; 
~ground and Training of Teachers in Jewish Schools. 
Presented at the General Assembly of the Council of Jewish 
Federations, Denver. 

2 . Gamoran , Adam, Ellen B. Goldring, Bill Robinson, Roberta L. 
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Goodman, and Julie Tammivaara. (1995). Ba.c~g.J:.OJJod and. 
T__r..aining of Teachers in Jewi~b Schools : Current Status and 
Levers for Change. Presented at the annual conference of 
the Network for Research in Jewish Education, Stapford, CA. fJ.,J1~ 
Currently under journal review . .Acca.p~ -f;:,r ?.,b{,c~.M ·"" ~Ls•c;.-S c • 

3. Goldring , Ellen B., Adam Gamoran, and Bill Robinson . (i995). 
Educational Leaders in Jewish Schools : A Study of Three 
Communiti es. 

4 . Gamoran, Adam, Ellen B. Goldring, Roberta L. Goodman, Bill 
Robinson, and Julie Tammivaara. (1996). Manual for the 
CIJE Study of Educators. Version 2.0. 

5 . Gamoran, Adam, Ellen B. Goldring, Bill Robinson, Julie 
Tammivaara, and Roberta L. Goodman. (1996). Teachers in 
Jewish Schools: A Study of Three Communities. 

6. Goldring, Ellen B., Adam Gamoran, and Bill Robinson . (1996). 
Educational Leaderc;_in-J:ewish Schools. Presented at the 
Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research 
Association, New York. 

7. Professional Development Program Sllrv_ey. (1996) . Instrument 
for use in evaluation of the CIJE Teacher- Educator 
Institute. 

8. Robinson, Bill . (1996) . Coding Instructions for the CIJE 
Educators Survey. 

9 . The CIJE Manual for Evaluation in Jewish Education (in 
preparation). 

Local Distribution 

10. Goodman, Roberta L. (1993). The Professional Lives of 
Jewish Educators in Milwaukee. 

11. Rottenberg, Claire . ( 1993) . The Professional Life of the 
Jewish Educator : Atlanta. 



12. Tammivaara, Julie. (1994) . Professional Lives of Jewish 
Educators in Baltimore . 

13. Gamoran, Adam, Ellen B. Goldring, and Roberta L. Goodman . 
(1994) . The Teaching Force of Milwaukee's Jewish Schools. 

14. Gamoran, Adam, Ellen B. Goldring, and Julie Tammi vaara. 
(1994). The Teaching Force of Baltimore's Jewish Schools. 
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15. Gamoran, Adam, Ellen B. Goldring, and Bill Robinson. (19 94). 
The Teaching Force of Atlanta's Jewish Schools. 

16. Goldring, Ellen B., Adam Gamoran, and Bill Robinson . 
(1995). Educational Leaders in Baltimore's Jewish Schools. 

1 7 . Goldring, Ellen B., Adam Gamoran , and Bill Robinson. 
(1995). Educat ional Leaders in At lant a ' s Jewish Schools. 

18. Goldring, Ellen B. , Ada m Gamoran, and Bil l Robinson. 
(1995). Educational Leaders in Milwaukee ' s J ewish Sc hools . 

(Note: Several reports on communit y mobilization were also 
prepared for CIJE internal use . In one case , an evaluation 
report on a local project was p r epar ed for a community.) 




