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The Jewish Education Center of Cleveland 
2030 South Taylor Road · Cleveland Heights. Ohio 44118 

Phone (216) 371-0446 · Fax (216) 371-2523 

February 7, 1995 
7 Adar I, 5755 

To: Alan Hoffman 

From: Mark Gurvis 11'1J.-
Re: Cleveland's Bvaluation Efforts 

-----~~~-------------~--------~~---------------~--~ 
Thanks for agreeing to take up with your CIJB 
Steering Committee the question of how we in 
Cleveland can relate ouz evaluation and research 
efforts to CIJB and build upon your resources and 
expertise. Thie ~randllDl will outli ne the 
direction we ~xpect to pursue over the next 18-24 
months and identify possible areas of collaboration. 

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

1 ) Educator Survey - as a comparison between us and 
other comJ11unities which have not developed the range 
of programs and interventions we have thus far; as a 
guide to aurrent planning around personnel issues; 
and as a benc~k against which future efforts can 
be measured. 

2) Qualitative Program Bvaluation1 - a qualitative 
l ook at the extent to whiah the four major areas/ 
pr ograms of the CoDUl\ission on Jewish Continuity 
activity have met their goals. These include the 
Cleveland Fellows, In-Servi ce Bducation package, 
Project Curriculum Renewal, and Retreat Institute. 
Since there has been program modifi cations in eaoh 
area, we want to look back as best we can, as well 
as establish current baselines and ongoing 
mea~urement procedures to facilitate further 
evaluati on efforts. 

3) Oyerall Community Asseesment - a look at the 
extent to which the COJDQlQnity haa met the overall 
qoala set by the C0111111ission on J~wisb Continuity1 
how we look at th~ impact of the awn of the parts. 

At this point, based on our own thinki ng and our 



,, 

discussions with you, we a.re moving forward to 
explore with Roberta Goodman and Julie Taamivaara 
their taking on, as a team, leadership of the 
evaluation efforts in Cleveland. They will be 
coming to Cleveland February 1'9-20 to meet wi th us 
to work thiB out. 

A• we have discussed, CIJE assistance would be very 
helpful in a number o f areas: 

1) Supervision for Roberta and Julie - Adam baa 
reviewed with Jlle their strengths and weaknesses. We 
t hink we and our leadership would be more 
c omfortable looking t o this team for leadership if 
we knew that their was some form of supervisi on ot 
t heir work from the CIJB HBP team. I don ' t think 
t his requires on-si te presence from Adam and Ellen. 
B0"7ever, Roberta and Julie ought to be able to turn 
t o them on some regular basis to teat me.thodological 
a nd analytical approaches . Roberta and Julie are 
aw4re that we are exploring this as part of the 
r elationship, 

2 ) Updating the Educator Survey - Adam shared with 
me this week hie timetable for generating the new 
a nd improved Educator Survey. We will want to have 
t hat avail able as soon as possible so that we can 
determine whether we can use it as is, or with 
modificAtiona. 

3 ) Id§ntifioation of Other Reeearchers - We don't 
expect Roberta and Julie to handle all the research 
work themselves; they may not. have the t ime, 
expertise, or reeources to do it all. ~herefore, we 
will want to identify along the way other 
researchers who may be able to handle specific 
pieces of the overall efforts. CIJB's 
recODIJllendations would be very welcome. We have 
identified a local re•earch group from the Cleveland 
Child Guidance Center which may play some role, but 
we would be glad to look at other resources also. 

I look forward to hearing from you after your 
meetings on Thursday to aee bow we can proceed. 
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The Jewish Education C ter of Cleveland ~ :a./~ 
2030 South Taylor Road · Ctevela ~ Heights, Ohio 44118 

Phone (216) 371-0446 · F (216) 371-2523 

February 20, 1995 
20 Adar I, 5755 

To: 

From: 

Re: 

Alan Hoffmann 

Mark Gurvis t/}1/~ 
Follow~up on Cleveland E luation Efforts 

l ~~----~-----~----~~---------~-- -----~----~---~---
Based on my recent conversation with Adam and Ga.il, 
as wall as Roberta and Julie' s mcent visit with us, 
I want to sugges t the following jrelationshi p v is-a­
vis Cleveland's evaluation efforts: . 

l) Consulting role for Adam. S@iya.n - We would like 
t o have Adam serve as a consult!lllt to our evaluation 
efforts. In this role Adam -wouid be available to 
Roberta and Julie t o test methodological and 
analytical approaches and would jpreview milestone 
doc~ents within the process (pf oposa l drafts, 
proJect reports, etc •. . ). 

2) Coordination of Educator sukev - we plan t o 
look to the updated CIJE suz,,eyl as well as the 
i nstrument Julie and Roberta ha e created for 
Seattle, and work from both of hese to tailor ours. 
We will make every effort toke p the overall 
framework of our study such tha comparisons between 
ours and the other CIJE studies can be made. 

I under stand from Gail t hat y o s t aff is meeting on 
March 6 and that the question Cleveland's work 
will be on your agenda. Wear expecting a draft 
proposal from Roberta and Juli around March 8-9, 
and are scheduling a follow•up isi t for them on 
March 21-23. Si nce our Clevel d leader ship will 
not want to proceed down this 1ath further without 
the CIJE connection assured, I hope we c an talk 
after the March 6 meeti ng . 

Please feel free to call me to d i scuss this. 

cc: Chuck Ratner 
Rob Toren 
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Jewish Education 
Center of Cleveland 

2030 S. Taylor Road 
Cl~e/and Hrights, OH 44118 

216-371-0446 
Fax: 216-371-2523 

FAX TRANSMISSION COVER SHEET 

Date: March 15, I 995 

To: Adam Gamoren 

Fax: 608-265-5389 

Re: Evaluation & Surv~ Proposal 

Sauler: Rob Toren 

YOU SHOUW RECEIVE 9 PAGE(S), INCLUDING THIS COVER SI-IEET IF 
YOU DO N OT RECEIVE ALL THE PAGES, PLEASE CALL 216-371-0446. 

Mark Gurvis has asked that I forward to you a copy of the Robena Goodman-Julie 
Tammivaara proposal. They are coming to Cleveland next week and will presmt this 
proposal to our lay oversight co~ttcc (Evaluation and Research Subcommittee) on 
Thursday, March 23. It would be most helpful to us if you could read the proposal 
and provide comments for our deliberations. You can direct your comments and 
correspondences to me. Roberta and Julie have also provided us with a copy of the 
personnel survey they developed for the Seattle Jewish community. I am not faxing 
that to you at this point, but I certainly would be willing to do so if you think it 
would be helpful for your evaluation of their proposal. Overnight mail would be 
better than faxing, given the length (I 9 pages). 

Mark's schedule right now is somewhat Wlpredictablc due to some post-partum 
complications with his wife, seemingly and hopefully minor at this point but 
non~theless demanding. For your information, I am Director of Educational Planning 
and share with Mark major responsibility for overseeing our evaluation and research 
cfforu. 



Plan to Document and Evaluate Programs and Personnel for the 
Jewish Education Center of Cleveland 

Cleveland. Ohio 

Julie Tammivaara and Roberta Goodman 

The study we are proposing has two alms: to render a portrait of Jewish educators in 

Cleveland and to determine the extent to which certain indiv,dual programs are meeting 

communal goals With regard to the first aim. we propose to survey the entire Jewish 

educational community, that is, all teachers, specialists, and administrators m formal and 

informal Jewish educational settings. We will engage certain of these educators in focused 

conversations designed to obtafn both a deeper understanding of the issues addressed by the 

suNey and to provide us with contextual information that will assist us in accurately interpreting 

the survey data. The resulting portrait should be useful to the JECC both in locating their 

educators with respect to educators In other Jewish communities and in providing a beginning 

point against which future portraits may be compared. 

The second aim entails examining the effects of four communal programs designed to 

enhance certain segments of Cleveland's Jewish educational communi1y. Specifically, these 

programs Include· the Cleveland Fellows Program. the Day School Salary Enhancement 

Program. the Retreat Institute, and ProJect Curnculum Renewal. In examining the effect of these 

programs, we will focus not only on the effects of those most closely associated with the 

programs but also on how these programs and their participants have influenced the local 

cultures of the affected institutions The introduction of change. whether through material or 

personal means, in one part of an institution always has 1mplIcat1ons and ramifications for the 

whole system. We will focus. therefore. on points of linkage between the chosen communal 

programs and the institutions and parts of institutions that are affected by the programs. 

In examining the effects of the four programs, we will attend closely to the extent to 

which they support the JECC's three communal goals [1) to build the profession of Jewish 

education, [2J to enable all in the Jewish community to panicipate in informal Jewish education, 

and (3] to transform child-centere.d educational efforts to a family-centered focus 

The remainder of this proposal will address the relationship of the evaluation team to 

Cleveland, the areas of inquiry, method, budget. and timeline of activities. We understand that 

this proposal is intended to provide the authors and the readers with a point of departure for 

conversations that will occur later this month. 

Relationship 

There are many ways an evaluation team and members of a community can structure 

their professional relationship It is our understanding that the JECC is interested in developing 



of profile of its educators, determining the effects of four communal programs designed to further 

their three goals, and getting information about their Jewish educational structures that wlll be 

useful in making decisions about the educational community. In designing our approach to this 

study, then, we are taking these Qesires into account. 

We propose a relationship that allows us to wo~ collaboratively with representatives of 

the JECC so that key decisions the content and procedure of the evaluation can be jointly owned 

by the participants. Such a relationship will require periodic conversations both in person and by 

electronic means. We are building this element into the timelme and the budget. We want to 

make sure that two key evaluation questions remain in the forefront of the investigation and that 

the material we are collecting end the manner in which we prepare it harmonize with the 

community's needs 

The two questions central to the community in this effort-and, thus, to certain evaluation 

decisions-are: (11 what difference will this study make? and (2) what will you do when you have 

answers to the questions you are asking? By keeping these questions before (the community 

and the team] and maintaining a relationship that is jointly construed, the results of this study will 

be successful. 

A third pariner ,n this endeavor 1s our consultant, Dr Adam Gamoran, a person both 

familiar with Jewish educational communities through his work as a Jewish educator and as a 

member of the CIJE and as an accomplished scholar and researcher Our own training as 

researchers and evaluators permits us to be both close to the data and yet able to maintain a 

relatively dispassionate distance, the inclusion of Or. Gamoran provides an additional lens 

through which the data and its interpretation can be viewed 

Areas of Inquiry 

Surveys and interview protocols for the formal (preschool, day school, and religious 

school) teachers and principals are enclosed. These will be modified to suit the needs of the 

JECC. Additional surveys and interview protocols for informal educators will be developed 

In Table I. we have developed areas of inquiry relevant to the four communal programs 

we will be studying. 



Table I 

Area I I Cleveland Fellow• 
11 

Retreat I n.tfflute 
11 

Day School Salary 
11 

Curriculum 

I-·· 1 Program goals 7 1 Program goals? 1 Program goals? 1 Progr•m goal• ? 
2 Positions? 2. How synagogues 2 Why established? 2 How synagogues 
3. Local or nat ? & JCC mvolVed? involved? 

Rec:rultment 1 Who recruited? , How part1c1pants 1 Who el1g1ble? 1. How schools 
2 Local/nat1onal? chosen? 2 Which teachers? identified? 
3. What mcenhves 2 Who 1s liaison? 3 How new teachers 2 Who 
matter? 3. New retreats or recruited? approached? 

improving exist ? 4 Local or nation.? 

Faculty/ 1 Who? 1 Who? Not applicable 1 Who? 

personnel 
2 Expertise? 2. How selected? 2. How recruited? 
3, Time devoted? 3 Expertise? 3 . Expertise? 

CUrtlculum: 1. How.who 1 Model used? Not applicable ,. How grades/ 
development 

designed program? 2 Who had input? topics determ ined? 
2. Core curr ? 2. Process? 
3. Tracks? 3 Rolea of 
4 Specializations? participants? 

4. Curricular 
approach? 
5. T1meframe? 

Curriculum: , External 1 Variation by Not apphcable 1. How teachers 

implement. 
experiences? denommat,on or type prepared? 
2 Challenges? of setting? 2. How easy to use 

2 Who facilitates? 1n classroom? 
3 Time 3 Deviation? 
commitment? 4. Student 

response? 
5 How student 
experience different 
from other activity? 

Learners 1. Personal and 1. Retreat connected 1 D1ff reasons for 1 How prepared? 
prof impact? to ongomg curr ? turnover? 2. Effect on 
2 Feel prepared? 2 How prepared? 2 More pride? engagement? 
3 Mu,sing pieces? 3. How debriefed? 3 More involved? 3. Understand curr. 
4 Career desires? 4 Who part1c1pated? 4 Carear plans theory? 
5. Create roles., 5. Why? changed? 

Impact: 1. Effect on 1. Retreat exper 1 Effeet on others? 1. 0 1ff curr dev 
Institution 

receiving inst ? affect focus of 2 How culture and revision 
2 Who supervised., program? changed? process? 
3 How supeM sor 2. How received by 3 How financed? 2. Connect. to 
prepared? non-pan1cipants? goals? 

3 



Impact: 

communtty 

[ Evolution 

Financi~I 

Support 

1 Structural 
changes? 
2 New positions? 
3 More family 
oriented? 
4 Valued? 

1 What changes? 
2. What reasons? 

1 Who paying? 
2 Enough? 
3 Unanticipated 
expenses? 

... I c_o.1 _ _ _ _ __,] 1 What Is cost? 

RNntion/ 
Turnover 

1 Faculty retention? 
2 Student retention? 

1. Process of 
reflecting/revtsing? 
2. Focus? 

Table I: continued 

1 Lead to others 
wanting retreats? 
2 Family impact? 

1 W hat changes? 
2. Whatreasons? 

1 Who paying? 
2 Enough? 
3. Unanticipated 
expenses? 

1. What Is cost? 

Not apphcable 

1. Process of 
reflect1ng/rev1s1ng? 
2 Focus? 

1 Non-participants 
want increase? 
2 Communal 
commitment ok.ay? 

1 What changes? 
2 What reasons? 

1. Who paying? 
2 Enough? 
3 Unanticipated 
expenses? 

1 What ,s cost? 

1 Increased 
commitment to 
Jewish education? 

1 Process of 
reflecting/revising? 
2. Focus? 

1 School's status 
rai5ed? 
2. Interest by non­
participants., 

1. How has PCR 
changed over t1mie? 

1 Who paying? 
2. Enough? 
3. Unanticipated 
expenses? 

1 What Is cost? 

1. Increased 
commitment to 
Jewish education? 

1. Proe.ss of 
reflecting/revising? 
2. Focus? 

The table above is organized as a sketch to provide an overview. More specific and 

comprehensive questions will bE developed. 

Method 

In this section. we will discuss data collection strategies. participants, and 

methodological issues germane to this effort 

Data Collection Strategies 

The study will rely mainly on three data collection strategies: surveys, interviews, and 

archival information Our work with Baltimore and Milwaukee as field researchers for the CIJE 

and our work with Seat1fe as independent evaluation consultants has enabled us to develop a 

strategy for developing useful survey instruments for Jewish educational communities. There 

are certain aspects in the professional and personal lives of educators that are key in rendering a 

portrait. wherever they may reside These aspects--demograph1c characteristics, background 

and training. recruitment into the profession, continuing professional development, opportun1t1es 

available within the context of an institution or program, and professional autonomy--are included 

in our survey and provide points of comparison with educators in other Jewish communities who 

have participated in earlier surveys. It is our experience that individual communities benefit as 

well by adding items to a survey that are of particular interest to them In the case of Cleveland, 

we expect that sections dealing with educators· experiences with the four communal programs 

4 



under scrutiny here will be added. as well as other issues Cleveland may find pertinent to their 

needs. We are prepared to tailor our survey in a nnanner that wm both provide Cleveland with 

data that will enable them to make comparisons and to answer questions specific to their 

situation. 

While surveys have the advantage of tapping the perceptions of all (or a statistically 

significant sample] of a determined population, evaluators are limited in their ability to interpret 

results if they do not have a working understanding of the particular culture of the people 

involved. For this reason. we recommend that a sample of educators representing both formal 

and informal teachers and administrators and members the JECC agree to extended interviews 

designed to provide us with a meaningful framework with which the survey data may be 

interpreted. We expect to rely primarily on individual interviews, but can see the advantage of 

group interviews with persons belonging to a single category. for example. day school teachers, 

camp counselors. and focus jnterviews with persons belonging to different categories. for 

example, a group composed of a Cleveland Fellow. a school principal, a teacher. and a 

professor at the College. 

Finally, we will need access to certain archival data. that is. records, previous studies, 

reports--in sum, written or otherwise permanently recorded information. These are often helpful 

in developing a context for analysis as well as contributing to it. 

Participants 

We propose the following definition as a basis for identifying Jewish educators in 

Cleveland· all teachers. specialists. and administrators who directly or indirectly affect the 

progress of Jewish learners in Cleveland. This definition includes lay people. who by their gift of 

time and money support Jewish education in Cleveland. Learners will be defined as persons 

who participate in and benefit from the offerings of Jewish educators. 

Beyond the usual participants in a stu.dy such as ttus. we would like to include a sample 

of families who are active in Cleveland's Jewish educational community. Since education of 

families is a communal goal, we deem it important to understand the experiences of families and 

determine what paths they have taken in their involvement in Jewish education. 

Methodological Issues 

Many Jewish educators in Cleveland belong to more than one constituency as defined by 

the framework of this study. For example. a teacher may be employed by a religious school, but 

also work with a Cleveland Fellow and participate in retreats offered by the Retreat Institute. To 

avoid unduly involving such individuals in surveys and interviews. we will develop mechanisms 

to gather data on multiple aspects in a parsimonious manner. For our own use, we have 

developed a list and a table that can help us organize participants and programs: 

5 



Participating programs and institutions: 

Formal education: 
• Preschools 
• Religious Schools [16] 
• Day Schools (7) 
• Secondary Educational Institutions [1] 
• Higher Educational Institutions (31 

Informal education: 
• JCC 
• Youth organizations 
• Adult education 

Educational Support Agencies: 

• JECC 

Participating groups [categ1ories): 

Rabbis (35+] • 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Teachers [including professors, youth group advisors. camp counselors. etc.) 
Administrators [including principals, family education directors, etc.] 
Communal professionals 
Families [6-1Pl 

I 
Prograrnl 1 1 Personnel I Cleveland 

._ _ __ E=-v'-'a.;.;..lu.;.;..a;.;.:tc:...:lo:....:.n-=-----~- . . Fellows 
Retreat 
Institute 

Day School 
Sala 

Curriculum 
Pro.et 

~

Preschools Form- al mx: § § § § Religious Schools ,.. 
Day Schools 
Higher Education 

JCC 
Informal 

Early Childhood 
Youth 
Adult 
Family education 
Camps 

Synagogue 
Youth Groups 
Adult Education 
Family education 

Communal adult education 
Communal family education 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

I._JE_cc_s_up_po_rt_mg_------11 ,-.[ -x-1 I -
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X 

X 

X 

X 1-I -----II li---11--
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Tirnellne fo r Professional Lives or Jewish Educators Study 

Month 

February 1995 

March 1995 

April 1995 

10 

2S 

28 

May 1995 

June 1995 

July 1995 

August 1995 

15 

September 1995 

28 

November 1995 

22 

December 1995 

January 1996 

Activity 

Prf:hminary discussions with key JECC personnel and lay leaders 

Meet With d irectors of pro!Jrams (Cleveland Fellows, Retreat Institute, Project 
Curriculum Renewal, Day School Salary Enhancement) 

Meet with JECC personnel to delineate and r~fine focus or study 

Meet wrth educational directors regarding personnel study 

Discuss admimstrat1on and scheduling personnel survey with educational 
directors 

Submit first drafts of all surveys to JECC 

Receive feedback on surveys from JECC and selected leaders 

Submrt final draft of surveys 

Conduct interviews with formal, informal, and support educators 

Administer surveys to all educators 

Submit detailed plan for study of 1nd1v1dual programs, including timeline 

Continue interviews with educators 

Continue survey adm1n1strat1on 

Begin transcnptlon of taped interviews 

Continue transcnpt1on of taped interviews 

Enter survey data 

Generate frequencies from survey data 

Provide JECC with frequencies from survey 

Review fre-quencies with JECC staff, determine cross-tabulations 

Generate cross tabulations 

Provide JECC wrth cross tabulations 

W nte first draft of final report on personnel 

Submit first draft of personnel study to JECC 

JECC and selected leaders provide feedback on final report on personnel 

Submit final draft of report on personnel 



11;a. :l4-MAK-l ~~o l 4:Uo:44.45 
From: EU~1CE::"73443.3152@compuserve.com• 
To: ·Gamoran, Adam· <gamoran> 
CC: 

MAIL 

Subj: cleveland 

Dear Adam, 
Robena and I had a very intense and fruitful visit to Cleveland. We me 

t 
with all relevant JECC [BJEJ people-Sylvia Abrams, Marie Gurvis, Rob Toren, 
Nachama somebody-Ufsa and David Ariel of Cleveland College, Leslie somebody 
and Rob Spiva of the JCC, Irv Leonard, chair of the evaluation sub-committee and 
Sallie Wenheim, new president of federation both separately and with lay 
leaders, etc., etc. All are really interested in getting to the level of the 
targets of their programs, i.e., the learners. 

Cleveland has fairly detailed records on a number of things including 
educational background and professional development activities of teachers as 
well as what settings [and hpw many) each work in, and so on. Each of the 
programs also has been very well documented and evaluated by the programs 
themselves. These evaluations seem to be well thought out and candid. 

With this new information, we proposed something different-ffom m""=e- - 0 
....... e _......,:lit.__, .._" _ _____ "' --.:;;;...;~--'"---

proposal I sent you. We suggested a personnel study that perhaps did not 
i nclude much of the information they already have and did include additional 

things related to the programs they are interested in looking at. Ufsa and 
Sylvia are well placed to contribute to the personnel study and are very 
interested in it. I think this piece is relatively straightforward. 

For the other, related, piece, we suggested a study that begins not on 
the outside [the programs] but on the inside [the learners]. We suggested 
identifiying •good• classrooms of teachers who have participated at a greater or 
lesser extent in programs, observing those classrooms, and then intnesively 
interviewing both learners and teachers about how they were making sense of 
things. For the learners, how do they make sense of being Jewish a la Robena's 
faith development stuff. For the teachers, how do they make sense of their 
professional development and other learning from programs? That is, how do they 
integrate programmatic learning into their ongoing teaching lives? We know that 
the programs are more or less meeting their programmatic goals, but we do not 
know what happens when it is operationalized in the learning setting. 

This approach would not allow a lay leader to conclude exactly how much 
bang was being go,tten for each buck for each program, but we made some inroads 
into persuading them that this was not the important que.stion, not to mention 
vinually undoable given the interrelatedness of the prog'llms they are 
inter,ested in. I think we could tease out how sense is being made in the 
learning setting and discover contradictory uses, if such exist. With a 
detailed picture of at least a handful of classes or settings we could speak to 
some shifts or fine tuning that might be in order. 

We chose to sell it to both the JECC and the lay leaders as 
"groundbreaking• in that it was evaluation that would tie the programs to the 
learners or vice versa. This worked with Mark and Rob, but made the lay leaders 
nervous. While they do want to get to the inside, they are wary of anything 
new. I meant •groundbreaking• to refer not to the methodology but to the idea 
that we were proposing to do a more multi-layered evaluation than is usual. 
They think the methodology, however, they define that needs affirmation from a 
trusted member of the circle, i.e., someone from the CIJE. 

What I have given you is just a sketch and that is because this was just 
thought up while I was waiting for Robena at the airport on Tuesday morning. 
Mark and Rob like the idea and Chuck Ratner is especially open to this idea. We 
suggested that many program evaluations do not go to the learner in a meaningful 
way because the funders do not really want [subconsicouslyJ to know what is 
going on. In other words, it is a risk. Chuck stated very explicitly that the 
lay leaders should be open to finding that their money was spent for nought, 
even if it meant slowing the momentum of Jewish education temporarily. I do not 
expect that this will be the result, but his support is imponant . 

We walked into a fairly hostile environment all the way round [except fo 
r 
Mark and Rob) and I think we succeeded in opening most if not all of our 
contacts that we could pull this off. The politics are, of course, very 
complicated. There are both very strong supporters and detractors of the CIJE 
in the group so we had to walk a very fine line. 

I will be spending the best part of this next week putting all this into 
a proposal format and will send it to you as soon as it is finished. Rob wants 
to talk to you soon, as well. Give me a call for more info, if you want it. 
Julie 
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A PROPOSAL TO CONDUCT STUDY ON THE PROFESSIONAL LIVES OF JEWISH 
EDUCATORS 
AND EV ALU ATE FIVE COJC PROGRAMS IN CLEVELAND, OHIO 

Roberta Goodman and Julie Tammivaara 
April 1995 

Two purposes guide this proposal: [1] to present a plan to produce an interpretive 
profile of the professional lives of Jewish educators in Cleveland; and, [2] to suggest a way 
to determine the type and estimate the degree of impact of five communally-sponsored 
educational enhancement programs on their intended beneficiaries. These purposes are 
related but will be discussed separately in this proposal. The first part of the proposal 
discusses the surveys and interviews that will contribute to the portrait of the professional 
lives of educators; the second part deals with the evaluation of the COJC programs. 

I 
The Professional Lives of Educators: a profile and interpretation 

This piece of the study is designed to document the professional lives of Jewish 
educators in formal (preschool, religious school, day school, and higher education] settings 
and some informal [family education, retreat] settings to determine educatorsO current 
qualifications, patterns of recruitment into the field, attitudes, involvement in professional 
development activities, perceptions of their workplacesHincluding material remuneration 
and non-material rewards, patterns of professional interaction, job satisfaction and role 
relationships. The portrait drawn from these data will yield information helpful in 
establishing current patterns against which future portraits may be compared, as well as 
information useful in comparing ClevelandOs Jewish educators with Jewish educators in 
other communities. In addition, the resulting portrait will be helpful in determining 
communal planning priorities and informing policy decisions. 

Results of the CUE-conducted surveys in the three lead communities have 
resulted important policy decisions. Local leaders in Milwaukee decided to invest in their 
school faculties when they discovered through the survey that the teachers were a stable 
work force and committed to staying in Milwaukee. In Baltimore, the survey revealed that 
preschool teachers were less well prepared in the area of Jewish studies than in pedagogy, 
and this finding led, in part, to a decision by a local philanthropic fund to sponsor a 
teachers institute for preschool staffs. These are but two policy decisions that could have 
arisen from the analysis of the surveys and interviews focusing on the professional lives of 
Jewish educators in the lead communities. With its own study complete, ClevelandOs 
leadership can similarly use the data to infonn policy. 



Method 
We propose an approach consisting of a survey of the entire relevant population of 

Jewish educators in Cleveland and intensive interviews with a representative sample, of 
formal and informal educators and communal support personnel. 

The survey will provide Cleveland with a numerical profile of all educators. 
Specifically, it will provide information relating to: 

Demographic characteristics including gender, age, community or country of 
origin, how long they have taught in present community, how long they have 
participated in Jewish education, their denominational preference, and type of 
affiliation, where appropriate. 

Current job status, including number of positions, type of positions, hours, salary, 
and level and type of benefits; 

How respondents were recruited to their current position[s]; 

Level of preparation, including formal and informal studies in education and Jewish 
knowledge; 

Professional development, including number and type of experiences, perceived 
quality, and continuing educational needs; 

Level of satisfaction with regard to aspects of their roles as Jewish educators and 
educational leaders; and 

Level of commitment to working in Jewish education, including preferences 
regarding full-time positions and long-term goals. 

The project administrators will work closely with ClevelandOs JECC to determine specific 
additional areas that should be covered and to provide a rationale for each. In particular, 
we will work with the professional staff of the JECC to include items relevant to the COJC­
:sponsored professional enhancement programs. The resulting surveys [teacher, principal, 
informal educator] will be a revision of existing surveys and will yield information allowing 
comparison of ClevelandDs Jewish educators with those in the CUEDs three lead 
communities. 

The intensive interviews will provide contextual detail needed to understand 
individual biographies captured in the surveys and to validly interpret the survey data. The 
interviews will focus on detailed accounts of individualsD entry into Jewish education, 
experiences that promoted their maturity as professionals, the level and pattern of collegial 
relations, the extent and type of professional autonomy they enjoy, rewards experienced as 
Jewish educators, challenges of organizational configurations, connections between 
personal and professional Je.wish identification, and issues concerning professional 
development. 

The project administrators have developed interview protocols for both formal and 



informal educational directors and instructors. As with the swvey, they will consult with 
relevant personnel in Cleveland to establish an appropriate final version. 

Products 
The results of this study will provide Cleveland with a comprehensive data base 

and instruments appropriate for examining future cohorts of educators. Two written · 
documents will result from these studies. The first will be an in-depth presentation, 
including analyses and interpretations of data from the surveys and interviews; the second 
will be a shorter document highlighting major findings. Both will be written in a manner 
that will enable readers to develop policy implications. The project administrators will be 
available to orally present their findings to interested parties. 

II 
An Evaluation of COJC-Sponsored Programs to Enhance Jewish Education in 
Cleveland 

As Jewish philanthropists increase their commitment to Jewish education, they are 
increasingly concerned about the effectiveness of the programs for which their money is 
being given. Numerous lay leaders including Mr. Mort Mandel in Cleveland, Mr. David 
Hirschom in Baltimore, and Mr. Daniel Bader in Milwaukee have affirmed the importance 
not only of supporting the enhancement of the Jewish educational profession but of 
evaluating these efforts. In Baltjmore, Dr. Tammivaara, in collaboration with Dr. Leora 
Isaacs, conducted an evaluation of the first year of a Machon LDMorim program for 
congregational and day school educators sponsored by the Children of Harvey and Lyn 
Meyerhoff Philanthropic Fund. This evaluation resulted in a re-conceptualization of the 
undertaking. The program funders and staff took the results of the evaluation study 
seriously and re-configured the programOs second generation accordingly. This trend--to 
include serious evaluation as a component in a programOs development, preferably at the 
outset--is gaining momentum across the continent. 

What can we learn from program evaluations? A program is more than a set of 
goals and a staff devoted to reaching them. Any program ta1ces place in a particular 
context, that is, with funders who are more or less inclined to be directly involved in the 
programs they are funding, staff who are more or less qualified to carry out the mandates 
of the program, participants who are more or less prepared to hear and do what is being 
promoted in the program, settings that are more or less receptive to changes that are 
being advocated by a program, and a community that is more or less supportive of 
everyoneOs efforts on behalf of programs. Teaching and learning entail translation; that is, 
program staff interpret ideas as they involve themselves with learners and learners connect 
what they experience in a program with their own individual and institutional identities. It 
is sometimes surprising how ideas are adapted and transformed as they make their way 
from a conceptualization in a program proposal to the intended beneficiaries of the 
program. In addition to these features, how various constituencies relate together [or not] 
is critical to a programOs success. For example, a program may have as a goal the 
transformation of an educational institution. To reach this goal, it involves some of the 



schoolDs teachers in an intensive and long-term engagement with a set ofideas. If the 
program does not explicitly address issues of bringing about institutional change with the 
teachers, involve the power brokers of the school in the process, and attend to 
rel~tionships of participating teachers with those who are not directly participating in the 
program, then the program can fall short of its goals. The most effective way to determine 
how a program is doing and how it relates to collateral programs experienced by 
individuals and groups is to design an evaluation effort that not only draws on self­
assessments of those directly involved, but builds in a process whereby the effort as a 
whole can be delineated and judged. Only by taking such a !lbirdDs eye,r view can aU the 
pieces be identified and seen in relation one to the other. 

Many educational program evaluations adopt a !!top-down~ approach designed to 
evaluate programs from the perspective of the program ,designers and implementors. As 
valuable as these evaluations are, they do not inquire into how adult beneficiaries of 
programs make sense of what they have learned in their ongoing educational settings and 
how they integrate their learning with their day-to-day work as educators. Neither do these 
evaluations tap into the ways in which educatorsD students or pupils are making sense of 
the new ways their teachers are behaving professionally. We propose here an llinside-ou~ 
approach that is designed to take into account the full spectrum of five COJC-sponsored 
programs. If conventional evaluation designs can be depicted as pyramidal, the design we 
propose here consists of a series of concentric circles, with pupils in the center. Our 
study will draw on the points of view of program designers and managers, support 
personnel, participants, participantsD colleagues, and students. By exploring the whole 
range of constituencies a program is intended to affect and how they are related, a more 
accurate assessment can be madle and information critical to re-shaping and re-thinking 
programs can be derived. 

Where We Ar,e Now 
While ClevelandDs JECC has not established a I !baseline,~ per se, they do have a 

set of fine self studies by programmers in the five areas of interest: the Cleveland Fellows 
Program, Project Curriculum Renewal, Communal Day School Teacher Salary 
Enhancement .Program, the Retreat Institute, and Jewish Educator Services Program. In 
addition to these studies, the JECC has excellent longitudinal data on teacher placements, 
length of service, professional development activities in the Cleveland area, teacher 
rumover, and so forth. We have talked with program developers and staff and are 
convinced they are a committed and reflective group of educational. leaders, who are 
interested in succeeding in their efforts to ,enhance the profession of Jewish education. In 
this document, we propose to build on the data base Cleveland has developed and extend 
it to provide the leadership with a comprehensive picture of how these programs are doing, 
how they relate to one another, and how they are being realized by teachers and theiir adult 
and child students. Such a picture can reveal for the community leadership areas of 
redundancy, gaps, and unint,ended translations as well as areas of strength and success. 
This study will provide the JECC with an opportunity to reflect on the enterprise as a whole 
and plan for tb.e future with assurance. 

Method 



In collecting the information we will need to produce this evaluation, we will rely on 
three strategies: interviewing, observing, and assessing archival information. Interviewing 
consists of talking face-to-face or over the telephone with people. These conversations will 
all be recorded and transcribed. Observation entails being present in a setting to delineate 
who does what with whom where. Archival information refers to written or otherwise 
permanently inscribed material that forms part of a record of peopleOs lives. 

The five programs we have been asked to evaluate are not parallel in their 
structures or audiences. For most of the programs, learners are adults who in tum work 
with children. This is the case for the in-service program, the Retreat Institute, Project 
Curriculum Renewal, and, in most cases, the Cleveland Fellows Program. The 
Communal Day School Salary Enhancement Project has no l!learners,,J per se, but we 
have reason to believe that the implementation of this program has produced some 
important and interesting changes in the target faculty. Despite the differences among the 
programs, certain steps in developing an evaluation of them can be generalized. These 
are: 

1. Determining program goals and criteria for success at a level of specificity that will 
allow us to frame are field questions. We will need to interview program directors 
to discover their explicit initial and current goals for their programs. Furthermore, 
we need to get specific information regarding what constitutes success for them at 
the classroom or institutional level. Most of the program goals articulated in the 
self-studies are fairly general and many do not deal explicitly with what impact the 
program would expect to have on its beneficiaries beyond a general sense of 
II improvement. 1 At this point, directors have a good sense of what seems to work 
and not work from their perspective and most have made adjustments as the 
programs have unfolded. We would elicit from them what their specific aims are 
and what they speculate the effects should be in schools and classrooms. 

2. Identifying settings where programs have been implemented and settings that 
have not benefited from COJC-sponsored programs. We understand that there are 
some settings that have enthusiastically embraced one or more of the five 
programs and others that have ignored them. To begin to establish differences the 
program might have made, we need to know who is participating and who is not. 
Since self-selection is a factor, we would inquire as well into why some are open to 
these programs while other are not. The findings of this effort would have 
implications for participation of schools or settings in the future. 

3. Establishing our role as evaluators in the community. Since the kind of evaluation 
we intend to conduct is fairly invasive, we need the support and cooperation of 
those who will be participating in this effort. We have met many of the people 
central to running the respective programs, but we have not yet established a 
relationship with them nor have we done so with key people in the settings we will 
be examining. The success of a comprehensive evaluation effort depends on 
establishing good rapport with those we will be asking ti0 share their time and lives 
with us. 



4. Clarifying lay and professional JECC personnel goals for the programs they 
sponsor. Lay leaders and the JECC will be using the evaluation to assess the first 
cycle of the programs and plan for the second funding cycle. We want to ensure, 
therefore, that the information we intend to produce suits the needs of the sponsors 
and supporters of the programs. 

5. Identifying key informants for each program. The categories of persons we will 
want to interview and/or observe will vary with the program. For each program we 
want to both identify the kinds of.people we will wish to contact as well as specific 
people. Depending upon the program, we will make selections randomly or by 
recommendation. For example, if the unit of analysis is a school, we may include 
the educational director and a randomly selected set of teachers and pupils. If the 
unit of analysis is the educational system, we may select institutions based on 
information from program personnel and/or communal support personnel. In 
looking at multiple programs designed to influence many of the same people, we 
need to carefully develop the list of people we will want to talk with. We do not 
want to unduly impose upon a few people who have partaken of several programs. 

6. Developing appropriate interview and observation protocols. Since we want to 
capture the full range of people influenced by the COJC programs, and these 
programs serve different constituencies, interview and observation strategies will 
differ. It is important to carefully assess what we want to know from whom and 
how to best acquire inf onnation. 

7. Scheduling tasks and site visits. This evaluation effort is extensive and complex. It 
will require the project administrators to carefully orchestrate the tasks of 
information gathering, instrument and protocol development, site visit schedules, 
time to analyze, and time to write. 

Having laid the appropriate groundwork--talking with program directors to 
determine goals, identifying settings, establishing our role in the community, clarifying the 
needs of the JECC, identifying key informants, developing appropriate instrumentation, 
and scheduling our tasks and visits--we can begin formal data collection for this phase of 
the study. There are four constituencies possible for a given program: the program 
director and staff, the participants in the program, the people with whom the participants 
work in their professional capacities, e.g., students, and the institutions in which they work, 
including supervisors, colleagues, committees, and the like. In the following paragraphs, 
we will discuss in a general way how we would approach these constituencies using the 
three strategies noted above: interviewing, observing, and analyzing archival data. While 
these are discussed sequentially, they will often occur simultaneously during the project. 

Observation. While the final determination of our observation focus of classrooms 
[ and other settings, if needed] will be guided by conversations we have with program 
directors and their staff and the JECC, there are certain aspects of an ongoing setting that 
can always be captured in an observation. These include: structure and leadership, 
spatial relations, classification and quantification of verbal content, work flow and work 



stations, and status [Whyte, William F. 1984, Leaming from the Field]. 

1. Structure and leadership. Most human behavior is not random, but structured. To 
understand a setting, we need to discover the framework for the structure that 
exemplifies it. This is no small matter as many of the aspects of the educator 
enhancement programs allude to matters of structure. Structural analyses focus 
on who is doing what where. When pupils come together with a teacher, how are 
they grouped, what do they do, and where are they doing it? Does the teacher use 
a variety of groupings to achieve her aims, for example, large group, small groups, 
pairs? Does be or she always control the sequence of events and interactions or 
are they determined at least sometimes collaboratively? Does the teacher conduct 
classes only within the four walls of a classroom or are other spaces in and around 
the building used? What influences are brought to bear to change how individuals 
are organized? 

2. Spatial relations. In ethnographic parlance, the charting of spatial relations is 
called llmapmaking.,r While structure refers to a more formal, socially-defined 
framework, mapping spatial relations attempts to get at how members of a group 
organize themselves within a framework. Do certain pupils interact only with one 
another, leaving certain pupils out? How does the teacher deal with this 
phenomenon, if at all? Who remains seated most of the time? Who are prone to 
wander? How does the teacher characterize informal groupings and how are they 
characterized by the pupils themselves? 

3. Classification and quantification of verbal content. It is possible to characterize 
the verbal content of a classroom [for example] by developing a simple coding 
scheme. Such a scheme could indicate how much of the talk is formal content 
related, either Judaically or otherwise, how much is social, how much is related to 
discipline issues, and the like. For purposes of this study, we may be interested in 
each of these, but particularly how the teacher handles discussions of any type 
with respect to a Jewishly anchored context. We would also be interested in 
whether or how the teacher helps students make sense of the content by 
connecting their individual biographies with Jewish principles and whether and how 
the teacher interweaves outside the classroom experiences, such as retreats or 
shabbatonim, with what happens inside the classroom. 

4. Work flow, work stations, and status. For this aspect, we would be focusing on 
teachers before and after class. Do teachers rush to the synagogue just in time to 
meet their classes, or do they come early to interact with their colleagues and stay 
late to do the same? Where do they go when interrupted by a special event? Do 
they hang around idly or do they use this release time constructively? What 
accommodations has the institution made to encourage teachersO professional 
interaction? What happens during teacher meetings, if indeed, they are held 
periodically? 



As noted above, the three data collection strategies will not be conducted sequentially, but 
sometimes concurrently and recurrently. Observation can inform interviews and interviews 
can inform observations. While we will not be able to follow specific classrooms 
throughout an annual cycle, we will want to observe selected classrooms and schools 
several times during site visits. 

Interviews. Our interviews with educators for this phase of the project will focus 
on two areas: what they are trying to accomplish in their classrooms and how they have 
translated what they have learned in the COJC-sponsored programs and integrated this 
learning into their day-to-day work as Jewish educators. For those teachers who have not 
participated in one or more of these programs, of course, this latter focus will not be made. 
With them, we will attempt to ascertain what they bring to bear to make professional 
decisions. 

In addition to the educators, we are proposing to interview pupils to determine how 
they understand Jewish education in the context of their lives. More specifically, we are 
interested in: 
1. What attending a Jewish school or other educational activity means to them~ 

2. Why they are participating in Jewish education; 

3. What connections they are making between the content of their Jewish educational 
experiences and their lives; 

4. What connections they are making between the experience of Jewish education 
and their lives.; 

5. How they value and understand their teachers; 

6. To what extent do they feel ownership of the curriculum and experiences of Jewish 
education; 

7. How they define their Jewish educational peers, that is, the strength of community 
they have with them; and, 

8. What aspects of their personhood is tapped in the Jewish educational setting that 
is different from what they experience in secular settings. 

What we learn from teachers and pupils will be tied back to the goals and expectations of 
program designers and implementors. 

Archival information. Most institutions and programs inscribe in writing or record 
by audio or visual means things that are important to them. As a part of our data collection 
process, we will gather these materials and use them to inform our observations, 
interviews, and, ultimately our analysis. 



Design 
We envision this project as consisting of four phases: preparation, design, data 

collection, and analysis and interpretation. In the preparatory phase [Spring, 1995], we will 
interview program designers and implementors, Jewish educational support personnel, 
and selected lay leaders involved in the programs to determine their ideas about the goals 
of the five programs and wllat they would consider success. In addition, we will familiarize 
ourselves more carefully with the range of data Cleveland has already collected and 
analyzed regarding Jewish educational personnel. Next, we will fill out our growing library 
of materials on these programs and carefully review them. Finally, we will determine, with 
the assistance of the JECC, the extent to which various schools have participated in the 
programs so we can determine a sample for the study. 

During the second phase [Summer, 1995] we will develop the surveys and 
interview protocols relevant to the goals of the study. As noted earlier, there are some 
extant instruments and interview protocols relevant to this study. These will be adapted to 
the needs of Cleveland. Other instrumentation will be developed anew, particularly 
interview protocols for teachers and pupils. 

The third phase of the study entails intensive data collection. We will be spending 
much of the Fall of 1995 in Cleveland interviewing and observing teachers, educational 
directors, and pupils. In addition, the survey of all formal and some informal Jewish 
educational personnel will be administered. 

The fourth phase will occur in the Winter of 1996. During this time we will analyze 
the data and write the repolt;s for the community. This design will allow us to pr0duce the 
evaluation in time for the second four-year funding cycle. Finally, in the Spring of 1996, 
we will be available to orally present our findings to relevant audiences. 
Sample 

At this point, we propose to include the following categories and numbers of 
persons in the study: 
1. 50 educational directors and teachers for the professional lives study; 

2. Five JECC lay leaders; 

3. Two JECC st~ 

4. All program directors and staff; 

5. The educational directors or heads [ 6] of four religious schools and two day 
schools; 

6. Two grade five teachers [12] at each school*; 

7. Four to eight grade five pupils [24-48] at each school*;* 

8. 10 sets of parents who have been more and less involved in family education 
programs. 
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F•dt>r:itior , cnm~ural "CUC'ltion :igerciPs, 1nd irrleoer,dPnt synauoques and d-Jy 
!>Ch 00 l S . 

T~e Rr.oort reco'"rr,.n1~,. •nre!' brna:Hy rle+1nc'.f nriorit1,.s : 
ll Personnel "rco pas~1ng the r!'crui t!!I, rt, tr&1nin'.) Jno retention of 

,. t a ~ t Ir c r< e ,. ! o ir II i n t ~ i n Jew 1 ~ 11 co r l in u i t y ,, ct i v 1 t i "s , in c l u o i n '1 I' nab l i n g the 
c,mnun1ty tn re~i;<,n1 tc er,ergin(J PrD!ira'll arf'as; 

..,> 0 nr"n! ~n<' :a!'l1ly E'iur.atior, incrc .,sin,;i oarent,; ability to serve as 
Je .. ish role 10<1,.ls ,1n ,i a, p;tirtnt>r~ ·.iHh schocls in tlr Jewish education of 
tif!ir cHlurcn; 11nd 

--- ----- --
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,, t-eyono the clas~ronm l'011c,1tion inte'lr.:iting 3 var11>ty ()f int:>r11al 
e:lucd•ion progr,rr~ an-i !"'nvironmPnts into th,. 1>cuc;itional "XPeri1>nce of each 
c,i le:, . 
"variety o' straten,,.s, initid•1ves ilnrf progran-s w1>rP out in place to 
ac t ua l i 7 e t he s e t ~ r n ~ ~ r 1 or i ti e,; ; 

1) rt,,vPl,nc' f"ellnw<: ~n int,..nsive t-.io Y"ar Program mast 0 rs proyra11 in 
J 0 wish 1>Juc~tiO"' to µlace full-time erlucators in various Pducational 
s•ttinJs . Th" curriculum inclu~erl Pxtensiv• mentoring and supervision, 
traininq ilS feimHy rduc;itnr<:, intrrr'lshins in non - formal eciucation, and 
.;: qui rt ny sup,,rvirory sl<i I l<: . "ri or to lQ!!'\, there wPre four tul l - t ime 
e-fucational i,rcfessionals a'llonJ 1° svni:;lemer,t:iry Cconqregational) sc11ools . 
'resently, the•e are e;ght full - ti"'e educcJtiona l dirPctors ano eight 

f..1ll - time Cleveland f1>llows in +h., "l<.1me SPtting<: . 
'>) Pe•rPd• Tnstitut" rxrertis" in non-fo r mal eoucation was developed 

at th,,. Jewish Cerrr,uni•~ lPnter to 1,ork with schools , yot..th qrouos , and others 
t, rlevelor. b1>yr-nr1 th,. cl;iso;rnor, e:xpl'rienc<>s, n-cstly S1bbath r1>treats . The 
non-tornal " :lucational ,.xoeri,.nres were to he intPgrated with the formal 
cJrriculur, ot t"e P!lrtr"r schools . lhe hPtre~t Institutes pro1rarn 
uPvrlopr-ent µr-oress en~,g<'s er<urators from oart'ler institutions in intensive 
non-torral curric11lum ar,d staff O"v"lopment . 

'> r>roj Pct [urriculu,r k!'nr1,;"Jl l'3ny ot the coe,munity s schools 
ooerated witn out-oatPC or inl'f~ective curriculurr . A staff W3S assemolefl at 
t11e C"ntr;il erluca•i·rn~l o 'Je'1CY ro i.ork intensi11"lY with schools iri curri:ulum 
rPn•wal . lntPn<:ive s•a~t o"vf'lr>i:;ment hils O<>en an integral oart of the 
cJr ri culur,, renewal oroc<>s,;. 

I,> Tn-S,.rv1ce L rl1.c.itinn [l<'c,usc pre-s.,rvice education, by and large , 
d,es no• Pidst 4 or ~ost JPwish ~e,c'iers, th" i11ocrt;ince of in-sPrvice 
e:1ucation was S"en h i:::ir,mnunt . The C"ntr1l aqency for Jewish erlucation and 
t11e Clevelano (ollc:ie cf Jew1sn Stucii"S o,.v,>Lni::<>c a comorl'hPnsive strateyy 
t:ir in-,;ervicl' Pcunticn for te;,chers. lhis ~trateoy h~s inclurled a range of 
o,tio'ls, <'nco,,,pis~in-J cnl!-01y ,.orks*ioos, 4-session Mini-coursPs, 
semester- leriJth crursPs, "rofPssior'll ~rowth Plans <PGP> for Poucators , 
,nnntorinJ al"d coai:hino opr,ortuni ti eo;, ano inc 0 ntives for continue-1 study , 

"> l'ay C::chct>l 5-'ll'lrieo; c;dlaries for oiy school te;ichers were 
(,JPrceivl.'d as riangPr:>usly low, 1nhil:itinq th" schoolc: ability to '¾ttract and 
ratain high qu.1lity f;iculty . Arcorrlingly, th" co,,,munity imPle1rPnted a 
t,ur-ye,1r pl.,n ~c a-iJre.,s critical ,;alary J~Ps . 
Irie two pron-.s ,.,t the ~ronoo;erl f.tuoy ilr" interrPlatPd as the 111ajor priorities 
o f Pe rs on n e l , t , " il y "cu c 1 t i on " n rl t,. yo nrl t h,. c l ;i s s r o o m e rl u c a ti o n i n t e "s e c t 
c110 uverl.ip in nearly all of thr five strategies "mJmPrated above and 
oirPctly relate tn te,cher -ievelonrr.,nt . ilo-iiticnal proqram strat,,gies oeing 
ii,µternent<'d conrurrPntlY 1-tave not t"en incluc<>o ,,., the study in order to 
Limit tt,e scope cf th" researc11 ef1orts, ~nd because their connPction to 
pnrsonnrl issues is. lirrit,,o . 

::>l" of lnvPstirators al"O Coll.iliorators 
l1is stuoy reouir<'s r<'s,.arc~ers whc hav" : 1) expPrience 11nt1 training in both 
41alitdtive ono ou,1,tit.-.tiv,. Pvntuation metliocis: ,, expPriencp .:ind trai,ing 
i'I tn<> P<.1rticut.ir,; lf w"11is~ "0l1Ciltioni ano 3) 1tility to work in complex 
e'lviron~ents . Thry must work most clos•ly with the Pl~nning nepartment of 
tie J""CC. 
Tiree different, inrleoenol"nt ror1rrur'll anencies oarticipato in t'ie 
i11pler,entation "'f th!! fiv" int ervl'rt,ons, ~'lrking with 2S different, scnools , 
iiJep~nrent of "acn ottf"r ano o~ th"' co"lrrun1l aoencies. A diversity of 
c.,ncerns and Qu"Stion~ rierll'"Jte!: th"' Pv.iluJtinn, re1uirinq II trusting 
clllaboration b"twe!'n rP~•Jrct-ers, orogran, ,1ntl ,gl'ncy directors, anrl co11munal 
L3y ledrlersh10 . ~ccorcinrily, ouilt into this stu1y is ~ubstantial time to 
define protocol~ ~n:l critPriJ . 
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From: EUNICE::"73443.3l52@compuserve.com" 19-JUN-1995 23 :10:17.77 
To: Adam Gamoran <gamoran> 
Subj: Cleveland proposal 

A PROPOSAL TO CONDUCT A STUDY ON THE PROFESSION AL LIVES OF JEWISH 
EDUCATORS AND EV ALU ATE FIVE COJC PROGRAMS IN CLEVELAND, OHIO'---

Roberta Goodman and Julie Tammivaara 
June 1995 

I. Overview 

The Jewish Education Center of Cleveland [JECC] proposes to undertake a descriptive, 
analytical study of the Jewish educational personnel in Cleveland and five COJC-sponsored 
programs. The two main purposes are: 

1. To produce an interpretive profile of the professionaJ lives of Jewish educators in 
Cleveland, and 

2. To describe and analyze the impact of five communally sponsored educational 
interventions on their intended beneficiaries using both qualitative and quantitative research 
methods. 

Several research strategies will be employed to gather information to answer the following 
questions: 

1. Who is involved in Jewish education in Cleveland? More specifically, how were they 
recruited, what qualifications do they bring to their work, how are they continuing to develop 
professionally, what role do they play in designing educational experiences, what sources of 
satisfaction do they receive from their work, and what role do they see for themselves in the 
future? 

2. What is happening in Jewish education in Cleveland? The five COJC programs of interest 
here have varied histories. One [JESP] has been in existence for over 10 years, while another 
(the Cleveland Fellows Program] began as recently as four years ago. All have experienced 
changes in staff As programs have grown, goals also have changed. What is the nature of each 
program at present? What factors contributed to changes? How do programs define their 
current goals? How do they measure success? What do they see for themselves in the future? 
What clients do they serve in what ways? 

3. How well are things going? The five programs have developed goals, recruited clients, 
and delivered services. To what extent are the goals of each program being met? To what extent 
do the programs complement or conflict with one another? How are these programs perceived 
by the educational community? How do the five progr.ams relate to one another? How do they 
fit together in the larger context of ClevelandOs Jewish community? 



4. Are the COJC programs worth continuing and enhancing? Lay leaders are increasingly 
interested in knowing how the money they donate is being used and in participating in certain 
decisions regarding the programs they support. To make informed decisions, lay leaders need 
information regarding the efficacy of programs. To what extent do the goals and activities of 
these programs support the priorities of the community? How well are the programs meeting 
these goals? What remedies can be brought to bear to help programs better meet their own and 
the communityOs goals? 

The :study will consist of several parts, including: 

1. a quantitative survey of approximately 800 educators; 

2. interviews with approximately 30 educators, focusing on their classroom goals and how 
they have translated into practice what they have learned in various teaching development 
opportunities. Interviews with similar number of educational professionals, students, and families 
will focus on program goals, processes, relationships, and effects; 

3. observation of educational settings to examine how teachers are translating in-service and 
other development opportunities into their work; and 

4. archival analysis of the data base of the JECC containing longitudinal information on local 
educators and of the extensive documentation related to the programmatic interventions. 

Details of the methodology will be spelled out below. 

The goals of this proposed study are four-fold: [l] to produce a profile of congregational, 
day and preschool educators; [2] to produce a record of what each of the five COJC programs 
are accomplishing; [3] to assess the quality and coherence of the COJC programs in order that 
[4] decisions about the programs can be made. These goals will be reported in two major 
documents. 

Six phases comprise the study: planning, instrument development, data collection, data 
analysis, report writing, and oral presentations to the community. These six phases will occur 
over an eighteen- month period from February, 1995 until August, 1996. Throughout the project, 
we will work closely with appropriate personnel in Cleveland to ensure that the work we do is 
completely responsive to the community(]s needs. 

The request from the JECC is for $76,000, plus expenses. 

II. Background 

In December, 1988, ClevelandOs Joint Federation/Congregational Plenum Commission on 
Jewish Continuity issued a report culminating four years of intensive planning. Its 
recommendations were a result of the most ambitious attempt by a North American Jewish 
community to confront the challenges of Jewish continuity through a comprehensive educational 



plan. The process represented a significant partnership between the Federation, communal 
education agencies, and independent synagogues and day schools. 

The report recommended three broadly defined priorities: 
1. Personnel--encompassing the recruitment, training and retention of staff needed to 
maintain Jewish continuity activities to enable the community to respond to emerging program 
areas; 

2. Parent and Family Education-increasing parentslJ ability to serve as Jewish role models 
and partners with schools in the Jewish education of their children; and 

3. !!Beyond the Classroomil Education--integrating a variety of informal education programs 
and environments into the educational experience of each child. 
Many initiatives and programs were introduced into the system to reflect these priorities. Five of 
these are of interest to this study. They are: 

t Cleveland Fellows. An intensive two-year masters program in Jewish education was 
1 

established to place full-time educators in a variety of educational settings. The curriculum 
included extensive mentoring and supervision, training as family educators, internships in 
informal education, and development of supervisory skills. 

2-. Retreat Institute. Expertise in informal education was developed at the JCC to work with 
schools, youth groups, and others to develop !!beyond the classroom,I experiences. The informal 
educational experiences were to be integrated with the formal curriculum of the partner schools. 
The Retreat InstituteOs program development process engages educators from partner 
institutions in intensive informal curriculum and staff development. 

3. Project Curriculum Renewal. Many schoolDs operated with out-dated or ineffective 
curricula. A staff was assembled at the central educational agency to work intensively with 
schools in curriculum renewal. Staff development has been an integral part of this programDs 
process. 

~ 4. In-Service Education. Because most Jewish educators enter the field ill-prepared, in-
service education was seen as paramount. The JECC and the Cleveland College of Jewish 
Studies developed a comprehensive strategy for in-service education for teachers and principals. 
A range of options is available including one-day workshops, mini-courses consisting of four 
sessions, semester-length courses, individual professional development plans, and mentoring and 
coaching opportunities. Incentives for continued study were established to encourage educatorsO 
participation in in-service education. 

5. Day School Salaries. Day school salaries were dangerously low, inhibiting the schoolslJ 
ability to attract and retain high quality faculty. Accordingly, the community implemented a 
four-year plan to address critical salary gaps. Linked to salary increases were mandatory 
continuing education requirements for a]l faculty. Salaries were refigured to reflect appropriate 
incentives for continuing education and advanced degrees. 



The personnel profile and the evaluation of the five programs are interrelated, as the 
priorities of personnel, family education, and !!beyond the classroom~ education are addressed by 
most of the programs. 

ill. 

A. 

Method 

Participants 

All Judaica teachers and principals or heads of preschools, religious schools, and day 
schools will be invited to complete the Professional Lives of Jewish Educators Survey. A sample 
of teachers and principals will be invited to be interviewed regarding their professional lives as 
Jewish educators. Infonnation from the survey and the interviews will be inco:rporated in the 
profile. 

Assessment of the five programs [Cleveland Fellows, JESP, Project Curriculum Renewal, 
the Retreat Institute, and the Community Day School Enhancement Project] will involve all 
directors. and staff of these programs. Due to the size of the JESP program, a sample of 
instructors and coaches will be interviewed. For each program, a sample of clients will also be 
interviewed. More specifically, the following will be involved: 

1. Cleveland Fellows. Lifsa Schachter, Jeffrey Schein, Daniel Pekarsky, David Ariel all 
f\ available Cleveland Fellows, and at least ten families with whom the Cleveland Fellows have 

worked will be interviewed. In addition, congregational or program staff with whom the 
Cleveland Fellows have worked will be interviewed. 

2. JESP. Sylvia Abrams and Lifsa Schachter, a sample of instructors, and a sample of 10 
participants, including coaches and coachees will be interviewed. 

3. Project Curriculum Renewal. Nachama Moskowitz and a sample of teachers and 
principals who have been involved in the various PCR projects will be interviewed. 

4. Retreat Institute. Leslie Brenner, Rob Spira, and a sample of contact persons and retreat 
participants, including families, will be interviewed. 

5. Community Day School Salary Enhancement Project. Sylvia Abrams and Mark Gurvis, 
all school heads, and a sample of teachers at each participating day school will be interviewed. 

B. Strategies 

F-our distinct but complementary data collection strategies will be employed. They include 
the survey, interviews, observation, and analysis of written documents. These strategies will 
allow the evaluation team to achieve both breadth and depth; to be able to speak to both general 
trends and particular instances. The purpose and u sefulness of each of these strategies will be 
briefly discussed below. 

1. Surveys. If one is interested in describing the status quo of a large population, the survey 



is an appropriate technique. In the present study, we are interested in discovering what attracts 
individuals to the profession [recruitment]; what kinds of activities help them grow 
professionally; how they feel they are perceived and supported by those around them; what 
proportion hold formal Jewish studies and pedagogical degrees; how they perceive the work 
they do, the extent to which they interact with colleagues, supervisors, parents, and others; how 
powerful they feel they are in their schools and the community; and the extent to which and how 
valuable is their participation in COJC programs. Information on these facets are most readily 
obtained on a large population through a survey. With this descriptive information in hand, 
education professionals can gain a sense of who their current Jewish educaitional personnel are. 
In the future, the survey can be r,epeated and comparisons made as one measure of progress. 

2. Interviews. As useful as surveys are in gathering information on a large group people, 
they are often difficult to interpret as each respondent makes sense of items in his or her own way. 
People in educational communities often share meanings creating patterns in responses, but 
outsiders, that is, people not intimately involved as active educators, cannot accurately int erpret 
these patterns without a narrative frame. Interviews with a carefully selected sample of the larger 
population enable researchers to flesh out the skeleton of survey information. For example, in the 
CIJE study of Jewish educators in three communities, we discover ed that preschool teachers in 
one community ha.id significantly more formal pedagogical training than their peers in 
congregational or day schools. At the same time, they worked longer hours and earned less per 
hour than their peers. Through our interviews we were able to determine that state requirements 
for licensing day care and preschool employees were high in this community relative to standards 
in other states. We were able to conclude that state standards had a positive effect on teacher 
preparation, at least in terms of formal training. 

Interviews are also an effective means of getting at insidersD understandings of issues. It 
is not surprising that agency professionals and program directors dance to different music than 
practitioners. Through interviews with both, we can construct these alternative understandings 
and judge the extent to which they are complementary. Face-to-face conversations have other 
advantages. No human group speaks with a single voice. Within a profession, even within a 
school~ there will be multiple c,onstructions of professional realities. Interviews enable us to 
access these different interpretations and determine whether they are normal and healthy or, 
perhaps, functionally divisive. 

The families served by the Cleveland Fellows, the Retreat Institute, and the schools also 
construct perspectives about Jewish educational opportunities. Interviews with these clients of 
the COJC programs will help us understand how they make sense of these efforts to help them 
live more intensively Jewish lives. We will explore with them their beliefs, practices and 
commitments. What is their perception of their childrenDs Jewish education, what has been 
particularly meaningful for the children and for themselves? What is missing in their Jewish lives, 
both generally and educationally. For example~ do they see a good fit between their participation 
in these programs and their ongoing, everyday lives? If they have a good experience, are there 
communal supports for extending their growth as Jews? What specific Retreat Institute 
experiences have touched their lives? How have the Cleveland Fellows helped them live more 
Jewishly? 



3. Observation. Surveys can help us describe a population and interviews can help reveal 
how people think about their work and their lives, but to understand the quality of actually lived 
human experiences, one must observe them as they are happening. Whether one is educating 
within the four walls of a classroom or outside it, teachers participate to create an environment for 
learning. Through observation, we can discover in a holistic manner the quality of educational 
experiences and ultimately shed light on what Jewish educators need to know to teach effectively. 

We do not presume that there is only one path to good teaching or one model for a good 
school. In effective schools, however, we expect that faculty and staff exhibit a caring attitude ). 
toward one another, their pupils, and visitors to the school. Children are fruitfully engaged in 
~g. We will attempt to assess the extent to which programmatic interventions manifest 
themselves in the schools. 

We mentioned earlier that little is known about the connection between the preparation 
and continuing education of teachers, whether inside or outside the classroom. Our observations 
will enable us to not only assess this connection, but be able to suggest directions for teacher 
recruitment and preparation grounded in actual experience. 

4. Analysis of documents. The fourth strategy we propose entails the analysis of written or 
otherwise recorded documents related to the educational settings and the COJC programs. This 
analysis is helpful in at least two ways. First, it gives us entree into the important history of 
programs. Second, documents tell us how program personnel see themselves in relation to the 
communities they are serving. While it might be argued that history is not of immediate interest, 
we believe that educational programs are dynamic and changing and, at best, changes are 
grounded in important needs of clientele. To what extent, for example, are changes the product 
of personal ambitions as opposed to the general and specific needs ofClevelandDs Jewish 
community? 

The documents we will analyze include the self studies produced by program directors and 
staff, as well as JECC reports and school and program descriptions of their services. 

Our proposed use of multiple strategies, while expensive both in time and money, is 
crucial to answer the questions we understand are being asked. These strategies each have 
possibilities and limitations. By bringing each to bear on the important issues of concern to this 
study, we will be able to produce a potent and accurate account of Jewish education in 
Cleveland. 

As the study proceeds, working hypotheses will be developed and explored as necessary. 
We will interview or observe on a particular topic until a point of satiation has occurred~ that is, 
we are not discovering anything new. For this reason, precise numbers regarding participants 
cannot be established at this time. Within any group, we will ensure that a balance of participants 
are included, whether it be denomination, school or setting type, length of service, or gender. 
Hypotheses wiU be affirmed to the extent that data from multiple sources obtained through 
multiple strategies converge. Decisions as to when this point is reached will rest with the 
evaluators in cooperation with representatives of the JECC, but their decisions will be fully 
documented. 



C. Relationship with the JECC 

Throughout the evaluation project, from planning through oral presentation of results, the 
team will work closely with Mark Gurvis and Rob Toren to ensure the goals of the team and the 
goals of the JECC are compatible. All instruments will be submitted to them and they, in tum 
will seek advice from appropriate community representatives and consultants for approval. 

IV. Implications 

As noted earlier, this study will produce reports that contain descriptions, analytic 
accounts, and policy recommendations for ClevelandOs Jewish educational community. The 
implications, of this evaluation study are several. To our knowledge, this will be the first study of 
a Jewish educational community that fully takes into account the multiple perspectives of various 
stakeholders including lay leaders, agency professionals, program directors, educational directors, 
teachers, youth and their families. It will also be the first study of a large Jewish educational 
community that assesses not only its parts but how and to what extent the parts fit together into a 
whole. In these respects, Cleveland can lay claim to leadership in the area of Jewish educational 
evaluation. Second, the data from the survey portion of the study will enable ClevelandOs 
educational community to compare itself with other leading Jewish communities. Third, the 
results of the study can be used to engage community members in important policy conversations 
about school and programmatic strengths, areas that need improvement, and next steps in a 
manner that will be useful for long-range planning. Cleveland will have both an overall picture of 
its Jewish education system and explicit and accurate information on specific programs. On the 
basis of these, policy makers can determine whether discovered gaps should be fiUed, 
redundancies eliminated, and so, on. With this comprehensive view, decision-mak.ers can 
determine more clearly the place of family education in the general scheme as well as determine 
whether educational programs are adequately connected to the flow of congregational life. 

The results of this study can also be used to enhance ClevelandOs public relations. It can 
be used as the basis for mobilizing support for Jewish education and broaden the base of 
participation in Jewish education. Articles in Jewish journals and oral presentations at the GA 
and the Network for Research in Jewish Education based on the study can serve to enhance 
ClevelandOs status and be used as a basis for recruiting educational personnel. Finally, the results 
can be used as a baseline to monitor progress in the future and ensure better coordination of 
communally-funded programs. 

V. Budget and Timeline 

Phase 
Tasks 
Cost 
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Fro I'!: 
1 :> : 
er : 
S..ib J : 

EUf'dCr : · "r>~•oren.,1.,ot . cori" l~ - .luL-l'J"l~ 0 7 :<:J:,,,, _ c;8 
yamnran 

!ii' : Rf : l11trs t T al'liriv11Jr.i cro ••• 

0Pa r ",oam , 
T~ankc; fo r your r rsPonsP . ve<i , 1t wa,; ver 't imi;ortant fo r our i::u r ooses to 
n~v,., cl~.i r er , sim"ll' r ,H,o 1or,. ;icceo;sitle 1·rooc<ial for our lay Le1dPrship . 

•n<1, t"ankfullv , w• we r e success'ul in 91in1nJ a stronqer level of supoort 
t r om thPm . 
T,e r e i,; n ,;erarate ~-~"nr.e iJuJ!)et :iporov,.a . It ' <; or,.tty mucl) what WP haa 
d(lr,.etl to previl'u~ly . It t"'tal<: !.,:>K , 1r:rl i~ cil,idl'd in t o trave l ling 
e•penser. , println11 coc;tc; , e~c . 
Troe concern I h, v,. is no r ,. 1ener i c to tlie evaluation ente r prise , PSPec i a ll y 
t'le qual i ta t ive kin"' . it the enu cf th" dJy , "" can ' t talk int,. r v i e w o r 
oosrrve everyonn . r I sor~,. neopl e onn ' t Li k,. th" rec;ults , tliey can i nd 
prot,a>,ly will p'l i nt firoers · " ycu only t~l~e-i tc X nu111:'e r ot p~oole " o r 

' Loo'< at t',e P"OrlP ycu • dlK"cJ tn ••• 'lo wonrler vou ')Ot that •" lie havP t r ied 
to inrlica t e t"a • this fv.iluation ,ill give us an it.,ortrnt cicture 1 nd tnat 
n, t hi n J w i l I en v e us t ~,. rl e '1 n 1 t 1 v e p i ct u r ~. h n "'e v" r , w h P n lay pe o P l P a r P 

s:ienoin'} whH t'1ey thirk is ar. r xorbita'lt amour.t nf mon~y, no rtatter wna t you 
or I !iave sai '1 , they want tn hel i e11f> th~t they ,Jre •J,:ttin'l PVl' r yt'iing . -''lY 
a:lvice here woulc or welcnmi:-. Tnar~. you a91in for your tin1e . ! ' ll keep you 
µ:is tee . 
JJl i e Jnd kotJorfJ wHl he suuriittir:o to us the first dr11ft o t the su rv ey 
i'lst r u~l"nt at t"e O"!,irn 1ng of f.ucn.st . I ' ll want you to look at i t f or us . 
Jc hnve qiven ~urs~lv£<; 1ll of A1q;11st to comol,.tP thr survl'y i'lstrument 

;>ren.iration , so tt.a1 we Jre r"Jrly to 110 t;y '>er::te~bcr . lie ho;,1- to hi v r 
comp l P.t"cJ tf,e su r ve,- o r nc,.s<; hy iic- l'<ovPn:ber . 
K:>::> 
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f-ro m: 
T:i: 
c::: 
Subj : 

Et G Lt. • : ~ M'U" A •J 
Hf'!lT0° 
<: I> H'lH "" 
LatPst rrnposal 

l" - J v L - 1 yQ '.'I 11 : , 6: J 1 • 16 

T n e re i ,:; no s ; rr r l !' an ,:; ~ P r to th,, I" rot> l e"1 o f o" t i r i t i v P re s e :i r c h . 
rASedrct, is inol'erl suhJPct to tre limintions yo1. describPO, but 
res Parct has its ow, set ot Limit;itions, sucn a,; lack of denth . 
oalance of quantitative ano qudlitative an.il)'sis in the p r ooosal 

Qu al i t at , v e 
Quant itative 
I think the 
is approoriate . 

A·rivin ~ at il mor" 1efin1t 1ve conclusion woulri 'ie oiff i cult , but not imoossible 
1f on e l"teoa'l th" ana lysi s at thP sa"'le tirre thP oroJect (s) t>Pgan . It ' s too late 
l:>r that, out even if that llac1 hel'n cone it woulo havP bePn a r eal challenye to 
e r e.it" a controlll'd ex~PrimPnt in the conte~t you ' rP working in. 

1, "1Y opinion t "e aoprcac'l you're t'lkinq is r"a-.cnahlP, but it's ~ssent ial to 
uidPrs t.ine ~nrl .1pr, r11 ciate the limit111tions . 

I will l"te happy to r ev ii>w t~e su rvey instrume"lts in August . I have re a:I the 
;,~attle survey anr4 nro ~i o"O many ccn,ments to Jul i ., and Qoberta , which I ' m sure 
tiey ' ll take in•o acco1.nt as thPy ~repare tor Clevelario . I hope they will 
tollow thP revi~erl CIJc survey ;is closely .is is app r op r iate t or Cleveland . 
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Fro 111 : 
To : 
t: : 
SJ b j : 

Jul i e , 

S<'(": :(; •1-rm,N "'I-Jl 1L-l'1',',j 1 0: 21, :3~ . ~,. 
JI.IL TE. 
G,t.MnR IIN 
survey 01.rst, onnai r ,, 

l receiver! the 'cllnwino l'le~sa~P frorr kot lor,.r, :inri sent the resoonse oelow : 

From: 
f:, : 
Cr• .. 
SJb j: 

El'l'dCc: ·"P5To ren,.aol . con" c:7 - JL,L-191l~ 111:1\6:3? . ~3 
ciamor an 

survey r1 raft 

L)p a r l\d ;im, 
WP a r e rfuP to r"tPive the first craft of thP sur""Y nrKt we"k., .\ugust 1 . At 
t, a t po i n t , w P intend to have s r v" r a l pr of es s i on a l s h e re in C l eve la n d re vi e w 
it , mostly school dirC'ctors dS well as some of our lead SPnior Pducators . 1,/e 
wilt thPn work with Rotl'rtd and Julie to revi~e, based on those r<>actions . 

)o you want to rPview thP initial rjr,ft or t~e r"visl'O draft or both? In 
a,y casP , wP wa'lt to ccmplete the revision oroc.,ss by the brginning of 
S•µte111bPr in or"er to t" "in •n,, field" throu<1h01Jt <;ei;tt>mber, Cctober and the 
first half of 1\01,r>moer . Ve ttavr tc i::,retty much write off nearly a whole 
month b r c II u c;e o • th• Jew, sh ho l i a a 'Is • 
t<:,o 
*~*~**0~6~*~*~~~~~*~~~~·~~ 

From AG to "ST : 
I woulo LikP to rrview th" firs• d raft . 

O,e t 'iing I hOP" you • l l takP into account in revising the survey is the 
UPnPfit of usin q nuPStions that have heon used Plsewherl' pr~viously . In 
lie casl' of the er'ucatcr -;urvr>y, to the eKtent ycu usP the quPstions tha: 
were emrloyed ,., Pdl t irror., , Milw,iut<Pe , and ~tlant:i, you will be able to 
ma ke comparison,; to these citiec; . In a,Joition , i.P know a Lot about the 
properties of tliose Questions, 11nrf thllt 1s 1 hiq help to interpretation . 

l"I Li qht of the ar!v;,ntaoes ot comoarahil ity, I urqe you to resist clianyi ng 
t ie kPy quest ions unl PSS th,,rP are very st ronn re:isons for doi nq so Ce . g ,, 
tie question do.,sn•t make Sl'nse 'an your context> • 

It woulr' be nelntOJl to have at hano our "Manval for the C!J"' 5tudy of 
t.iucators , " wh 1 ch 1"lcl1..t1e,; thP C'OUCiltor survey q1,;ostionnair!' . Do you have 
it? If not I i.1ill havE 1t <;ent to you . PlPac;e SPe especially thP list of 
d"lchor itPms, which I t>oOP vouwill 1Jse . 
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From: 
T:, : 
er . 
SJb j: 

d'l';IU' : ·"rsroren~aol . com" ,7 - Jul. - 1')Q~ lQ:l,4:2~ . 49 
!.lilmor an 

HP: survey ~ra ft 

l)ra r ~oam , 
(:,mparahility i<i very i'"port.int tn nur leilO"rship . C.levelano has invested 
significantly,,, teacher Poucation , espi-cially since the Continu i ty 
(:,mmission nrocPss :,eoa'1 in ll'lisf . 14e wo1Jlo tlOP" th1t (Levelano would t>e 
s:,m,,wtiat ah,,ad "f the cthrr cOmf'lunit1es in th" level of professionalization 
of Jewi c;h tPachino . 1-lenc" , the if'lportance for us of corrparabi Lit y . If we ' re 
not, thPn I woulo hopP that wP 11ould come ilway w1th some specific policy 
rec om mend o t i o n s • 
I do want to ma•e clear what T l"eant by revi sinq th<> survey . I was soeaking 
of thl' roherta ,nc! Juli., ' s first rl r att . I re~lly don ' t know precisely how it 
will relate to the CIJE su r vey . I a.,, nnly anticip1tinq tnat there will oe 
som" revisions ,if their ora ' t . HotPrta ano Julie know the importince of 
c:>mparatility and they ~eem to he qu 1te r<>!inonsive. Their exoerience with 
CTJ" was onP of the tactors ,n hiring them as our evalu;_itors . On the othe r 
hand, wP want t c rrake s1JrP th:it 1.1' qet 1s r ich "Picture as possihle . fhere 
is sone concern arrori9 cur profe<:sicnal leaoPrship that the (!Jt sturly mi ssed 
some im0ort11nt "uances . fomp:iratility is one value but it is not the only 
c,e . ho-.1Pver , :it this point , l SPe no reason i.li)' wo> won 't or can 't include 
tnose anchor it""S listPd in tt\P C!Jf. m:inuill . Juli,. and Roberta 1lso nave 
t'lat r1JE manual an~ w1l l i ncorrorate tliosf? items. It is our hope that you r 
r eal'!ing of thP ~urvry 1nstrumrnt w,tt c~ll our attention to any iter,is 11issiny 
or rni s- st at ed • 
Y~s, r no havr thr fl J~ M'lnu.il , t hcugh with the 1,orr!, "oraft," written on ,t, 
if T rer.1er-bPr ctJrrect l) . 
Tiank y(')u again fnr yn~r respon~ ivene<:s . V~u shou l rl be rPcPiving a copy oi 
tie su rvey next 1,Pe~ . 
r<1b 
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From: 
To : 
CC : 
Subj: 

EUNICE:: "RSToren@aol. corn" 27-JUL- 1995 10: 06 ! 32. 53 
gamoran 

survey draft 

Dear Adam, 
We are due to receive the first draft of the survey next week, August 1 . At 
that point, we intend to have several professionals here in Cleveland review 
it, mostly school directors as well as some of our lead senior educators . We 
will then work with Roberta and Julie to revise, based on those reactions. 

Do you want to review the initial draft or the revised draft or both? In 
any case, we want to complete the revision process by the beginning of 
September in order to be "in the field" throughout September, October and the 
first half of November. We have to pretty much write off nearly a whole 
month because of the Jewish holidays . 
Rob 



From: 
To: 
CC: 
Subj: 

EUNICE: : '' RSToren@aol.com" 27-JUL-1995 19: 44 : 23 . 49 
gamoran 

Re: survey draft 

Dear Adam, 
Comparability is very important to our leadership . Cleveland has invested 
significantly in teacher education, especially since the Continuity 
Commission process began in 1986 . We would hope that Cleveland would be 
somewhat ahead of the other communities in the level of professionalization 
of Jewish teaching. Hence, the importance for us of comparability. If we're 
not, then I would hope that we would come away with some specific policy 
recommendations. 

I do want to make clear what I meant by revising the survey. I was speaking 
of the Roberta and Julie's first draft . I really don't know precisely how it 
will relate to the CIJE survey. I am only anticipating that there will be 
some revisions of their draft. Roberta and Julie know the importance of 
comparability and they seem to be quite responsive . Their experience with 
CIJE was one of the factors in hiring them as our evaluators. On the other 
hand, we want to make sure that we get as rich a picture as possible . There 
is some concern among our professional leadership that the CIJE study .missed 
some important nuances. Comparability is one value but it is not the only 
one. However, at this point, I see no reason why we won't or can't include 
those anchor items listed in the CIJE manual. Julie and Roberta also have 
that CIJE manual and will incorporate those items. It is our hope that your 
reading of the survey instrument will call our attention to any items missing 
or mis-stated. 

Yes, I do have the CIJE Manual, though with the word, "draft," written on it, 
if I remember correctly. 

Thank you again for your responsiveness . You should be receiving a copy of 
the survey next week . 
Rob 

****************** 
From: Adam Garnoran 
To : Rob Toren 
CC: Julie Tammivaara 
Date : 8/14/95 

Rob, 

I've had a chance to review the draft Cleveland survey, and I have 
a number of comments. 

Overall I think it is well done. In terms of presentation, it is 
excellent. The questions are laid out clearly, in a way that is easy 
on the eyes. There is lots of white space. The directions are clear. 
These details are far from trivial -- they are essential for success. 

Substantively, the questions are well-formulated and the properties of 
most are known from prior research, which is an important consideration 
in survey research . On the whole, I think the instrument will provide the 
information you are seeking, but I am concerned about a few items: 

1 . Most important, I think question #23 is misguided. Instead of asking 
"Would you describe yourself as having a career in Jewish education?" 
this question forces the respondent to choose among career, job, and 
volunteer activity as a description of his/her work in Jewish education. 
There are two problems with this change. First, I think the forced choice 
between job and career is inappropriate. Most of us think of our work 
as both. Second, we have found the original item to be extremely useful 
in understanding the way teachers think of their work. The high proportion 



of teachers who answered "yes" was a surprising but valuable finding, since 
it signalled teachers' commitment to their work. Moreover, we found that 
teachers who responded "yes" reported substantially more in-service workshops 
than teachers who said "no" to the careers question, even among teachers 
with similar pre-service training. I think the original career perception 
question provides a useful yardstick for measuring the degree of commitment 
and the potential for professionalism in a school or community, and I'd be 
disappointed if we could not see how Cleveland compares to Atlanta, Baltimore, 
and Milwaukee on this measuring rod. 

2. I'm not sure why it is useful to refer to "positions" rather than 
schools in questions 1-8, 10-13, and 18-20. This may be confusing in some 
spots . In question 3, for example, I'm concerned that respondents may list 
their different jobs within a school in different lines, even though as I 
understand it, they would generally be supposed to list various roles 
within a school (e.g. Sunday teacher, Hebrew teacher) in a single line . 
Similarly, in question 4, if a teacher changed from teaching third grade 
to fourth grade, would that be a new position? Usually, contracts are 
renewed each year. If I've been teaching in a school for five years, but 
this is my first year teaching fourth grade, how many years would I write 
for the first position in question 4? If the correct response is "l" 
rather than "5", is that really the information you are seeking in 
question 4? Also, in question 7, does a position have an "orientation"? 
I think an orientation corresponds to a school, not a position. 

I don't see what is gained by referring to positions instead of schools, 
so I recommend going back to schools as in the CIJE survey. 

Perhaps you are trying to distinguish between teaching and administrative 
roles within a school. If so, that could be addressed with a separate 
question: "If you are an administrator, how many years have you worked as 
an administrator in each school?" 

3 . Question 21 (work satisfaction) has three response categories (very 
satistfied, somewhat satisfied, not satisfied). Under this structure, 
respondents tend t o gravitate towards the middle category, and I don't 
think you will get much out of the question. (I.e., almost everyone will 
answer "somewhat satisfied.) I recommend restoring the four categories of 
the CIJE survey (very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, somewhat 
dissatisfied, very dissatisfied). This will distinguish better between 
satisfaction and dissatisfaction. (I have no objection to the addition of 
a "not applicable" category.) 

4. After question 30 (number of required workshops attended), another 
question is needed: "How many workshops or mini-courses, college courses 
at CCJS, or coaching sessions did you actually attend, whether required or 
not? Please answer each item. If none, please write "0" . " We failed to 
ask this in the original CIJE teacher survey, and it was a major omission. 
It is included in the new CIJE survey (CIJE question 30). 

5. Those are my most salient concerns . I'd also like to bring to your 
attention a number of more minor points. 

a . In question 12, it might be helpful to give an example, e.g. "For 
example, if you teach fourth grade, do you know what fifth graders are 
expected to know or be prepared to do? Etc . " 

b . Question 17 (salary) asks for total earnings from all jobs as a 
Jewish educator. Wouldn't it be more helpful to know about earnings 
each school (or position, if it's necessary to focus on positions)? 
if earnings were tied to schools (or positions) would you be able to 
match earnings to the different schools (or positions) and time 

from 
Only 



allocations in question 3. 
school and a supplementary 
each? (We have found that 
virtually everything; it's 
this context) . 

For example if a respondent teaches in a day 
school, wouldn't you want to know earnings from 
asking about the first two schools covers 
not necessary to go out to the fourth school in 

c . Question 18 (benefits) asks only about the first position. I 
recommend adding another question to describe benefits from the second 
school (or position). 

d. On question 34 (listing of workshops), I'm concerned about the level 
of specificity required. Can teachers remember the topics of all their 
workshops over the past two years? ·A similar question was used in 
Seattle, so Julie and Roberta will know whether it worked or not. 

e. On question 42 (Hebrew facility), I don't object to distinguishing 
between reading for pronunciation and reading for understanding (although 
we do not do so in the CIJE survey), but part c needs to be clear that 
it refers to "reading for pronunciation" not just pronunciation. 

f . On question 44, some teachers have objected to a question about 
conversion, so in the current version of our survey we simply ask 
respondents whether or not they are Jewish (see CIJE question 39). 

g. Questions 52, part g, and 53, part h, after "Other" should add 
[specify] to be consistent with other items (e.g. question 51). 

h. A minor change from the CIJE survey is that question 52 asks about 
Jewish schooling "during the high school years" instead of "after age 13". 
This change leaves a gap between question 51 (pre-bar mitzvah) and 
question 52 (post-bar mitzavah). What about eighth grade? You may want 
to consider going back to "after you were 13 (and before college)" for 
question 52, as in CIJE survey question 46. 

i. Question 62, under Bache llo r s degr ees, s hou l d read BA, BS instead of 
BA, AS. 

j. Question 66 (plans for the future) contains somewhat different 
response categories than the CIJE survey. I don't think this is a major 
issue since the most important information -- whether the respondent plans 
to leave the field -- is still present. But you might take a look at 
the responses in the CIJE item (question 62) and make sure you're getting 
whatever else you need . I noticed that the Cleveland item does not 
include a category for planning to move to an education position in a 
non-Jewish setting. 

j. On p.20, in the boxed instructions at the bottom, I assume this should 
read "If you work in a Jewish day school" (i.e., "work" instead of 
"teach"), since I think administrators are supposed to answer this too . 

k. CIJE anchor item 38 (adequacy of opportunities for professional 
growth) has been omitted. It has been replaced by a variety of other 
questions, including 43 (adequacy of support for curriculum) and 32-33 
(helpfulness of workshops and colleagues). However, I don't see an item 
covering perceived adequacy of opportunities for degrees and 
certification . You may want to consider adding a question on that, if 
it's something you'd like to know . 

I hope these comments are helpful. Let me know if there's anything I can 
clarify. I look forward to seeing the next version. 

Adam. 



From: 
To: 

EUNICE : :"RSToren@aol . com" 27-JUL-1995 10:06:32.53 
gamoran 

CC: 
Subj: survey draft 

Dear Adam, 
We are due to receive the first draft of the survey next week, August 1 . At 
that point, we intend to have several professionals here in Cleveland review 
it, mostly school directors as we,11 as some of our lead senior educators. We 
will then work with Roberta and Julie to revise, based on those reactions. 

Do you want to review the initial draft or the revised draft or both? In 
any case, we want to complete the revision process by the beginning of 
September in order to be "in the field" throughout September, October and the 
first half of November. We have to pretty much write off nearly a whole 
month because of the Jewish holidays. 
Rob 
* ************************* 

From AG to RST, 8/27/95: 
I would like to review the first draft. 

One thing I hope you'll take into account in revising the survey is the 
benefit of using questions that have been used elsewhere previously . In 
the case of the educator survey, to the extent you use the questions that 
were employed in Baltimore, Milwaukee, and Atlanta, you will be able to 
make comparisons to those cities. In addition, we know a lot about the 
properties of those questions, and that is a big help to interpretation . 

In light of the advantages of comparability, I urge you to resist changing 
the key questions unless there are very strong reasons for doing so (e .g. , 
the question doesn't make sense in your context). 

It would be helpful to have at hand our 
Educators," which includes the educator 
it? If not I will have it sent to you. 
anchor items, which I hope you will use. 

"Manual for the CIJE Study of 
survey questionnaire. Do you have 
Please see especially the list of 



Just remembered I was supposed to write the fol lowing not e: 

Alan, 

As I mentioned in our last conference call , I've had a lot of 
contact with Cleveland lately . I've reviewed and commented on 
t wo versions of Julie and Roberta's proposal . Th e l atest 
version has two components: 

(1) Survey and i nterviews with formal and informal educators . 
This is basically our module, or a version of i t . I've 
pointed out that simply using the same ques t ionnaire for 
informal educators may be problemat ic; it is not clear what 
the important questions are for informal educators , or what the 
target population of informal educators is. 

(2) Quali t ative evaluati on of the f i ve COJC programs (Cleveland 
Fellows, Retreat Institute, Project Curriculum Renewal, J ewish Edu cat or 
Services Program, Day School Salary Enhancement) . The evaluations 
will indicate the ext ent to which these programs are perceived t o 
be meeting their goals . The study includes interviews wi t h pro gram 
directors, teachers, students, parents, and community leaders, as wel l 
as p r ogram observations. 

In general I thin k t he proposal i s solid. In addition to questi ons 
about informal educators, I've commented that the p r oposed observations 
don't have a good focus yet, b ut this will come out of t he work t hat 
is to precede it . Al so, I ' v e tried t o explain what the qual itative 
evaluation can and cannot do . I said: 

[The proposed study] is a good vehicle for showing i n what ways 
t he programs a re meeting their specific objectives, an d whe re t he 
programs are f alling short . l think that ' s what is n eeded h ere. 
This approach wi ll not document whether fifth graders are 
learning more than they used to, because we don't know how much 
the fifth graders were learning b efore the programs s t arted. But 
it will show t he connections between what the teachers are 
experiencing i n the v arious professional training and servi ces 
programs, and what students encounter in their classr ooms and 
informal sett i ngs . 

Adam 

To : 
Subj : 

EUNICE : :"RSToren@aol . com" (July 14, 1995) 
RE: l a t est Tammi vaar a proposal 

What I assume is the latest proposal arrived via e -mail on June 19. By 
tha t time I was out of town so I couldn' t respond right away. I t h ough t 
it looked fine - - it was consistent with earlier versions but simplified 
and more access i ble, and I assume that was i t s purpose. Wha t i t d o es not 
d o is expl ain pre cis ely how one would judge whether the goals o f t h e 
projects are bein g met. As I've mentioned before, it is important that 
your lay leaders {particularly the funders) understand t he natur e of the 
evidence a n d the methods with which it will be asse ssed, so t her e will be 
no false expectat ions. 

I was surprised to see the budget listed as s ala r i e s p l u s u ndetermined 
expenses. Won't you need pre-approval for expenses? I hope J&R will 
have a budget, and that they won' t need separate pre-approval each time 
t hey need to buy a pencil. 

Adam 



Here are my comments on the next- to-final draft of the Cleveland surveys . 
They pertain to the teacher and administrator forms: 

1) You may have noticed that the rows on item 21 (satisfaction) 
are not properly aligned. Since there is plenty of space on the 
page, I suggest adding extra space between rows when you correct 
the alignment . 

2) Question 23 states, "Do you view your work in Jewish education as 
a career?" Thi s is subtly different than than the CIJE question, 
"Would you descr ibe yourself as having a career in Jewish education?" 
Is there a substantive reason for this change? If so, I'd be i n t erest ed 
in hearing about it. If not, I recommend using the CIJE version since 
it's been used before. 

3) Question 34a will provide what I previously saw as missing information 
on the number of workshops educators actually attended (as opposed to 
what was requir ed) . However, it is much harder to code and I worry about 
resp ondants failing to list some workshops if they can't remember the 
topics. If this question worked well in Seat t le, then it shoul d be ok . 
If not, I'd use the simpler, more direc t question, "In t otal , how many 
workshops did you act ually attend duri ng the last t wo years, whet her 
required or not? (I f none, write 0)" 

(Note: In the Lead Communities , we faile d to ask this question, and t hat 
was a major weakness. It is in our rev ised survey . ) 

4) Question 41 (Hebrew p roficiency), part c, says "Pr on ouncing or decoding 
words." Sure ly thi s is supposed to be "reading for p r on,Jnci ation" (as 
opposed to understanding in part b. Yo u don't just want to know wh e t her 
respondants can pron ounce Hebrew words. 

5) I'll mention again that in the Lea d Communiti es, some respondents 
were offended by t h e dist incti on between born Jews and c onverts in 
question 43, so in our revised surve y we onl y ask respondants whether 
they are Jewish. 

6) Question 52 asks "In which J ewish activities did you participat e du ring 
your college years? " and question 53 asks about exper i e n ces "after 
college". I ' m concerned about "college y ears" since not everyone goes 
to college at age 18 . Is this supposed to be the same t ime period for 
everyone, or is it l i t erally the time r esponants were in college, 
regardl ess of age? Also , it may be confusing fo r someone who did not 
attend college, but d id at tend a yeshiva o r a retreat , etc. What were 
the college years? Age 18 - 22? Do I check only "never a t.tended college" 
or do I also check "retreat• etc . , since I went on retreats at that age? 

Also, in quest.ion 53, "Intensive Israel experience" is vague. How about 
"Lived in Israel for three months or more" 

7) I have no objection to question 68 (commitment ) in that i t doesn' t 
harm anything else in the survey . However, I think it is a poor question . 
Fir st, options a and bare highly compatibl e, and it may be d i fficul t 
to choose among them. (a asks about long- term, with an i mplied contrast 
to short-term, and basks about part- time and full - time . ) Second, i n option 
c, the issue of short- t erm/long- term is mixed in with income level s . What if 
it is short- term work, but the main source of income? Or long-term work, but 
a supplement to income? Whichever of these is dominant will capture the 
response, but the responses lend themselves to misinterpretation . 

8) Finally, here's one that just pertains to the administrator form : 
Do the response categories for income go high enough on question 18? 
In the CIJE survey , we've raised the top categ ory to $80 ,00 0 or mo r e . 
In some cities, administrator salaries get pretty high . I don't know 
what the situation is in Cleveland. 



Rob, 

I've had a chance to review the draft Cleveland survey, and I have 
a number of comments. 

Overall I think it is well done . In terms of presentation, it is 
excellent. The questions are laid out clearl y, in a way that is easy 
on the eyes. There is lots of white space . The directions are clear . 
These details are far from trivial -- they are essential for success. 

Substantively, the questions are well - formulated and the properties of 
most are known from prior research, which is an important consideration 
in survey research. On the whole, I think the instrument will provide the 
information you are seeking, but I am concerned about a few items : 

1 . Most important, I think question #23 is misguided . Instead of asking 
"Would you describe yourself as having a career in Jewish education?" 
this question forces the respondent to choose among career, job, and 
volunteer activity as a description of his/her work in Jewish education. 
There are two problems with t his change. First, I think the forced choice 
between job and career is inappropriate. Most of us think of our work 
as both. Second , we have found the original item to be extremely useful 
in understanding the way teachers think of their work. The high proportion 
of teachers who answered "yes• was a surprising but valuable finding, since 
it signalled teachers ' commitment to their work. Moreover, we found that 
teachers who responded "yes" reported substantially more in-service workshops 
than teachers who said •no" to the careers question, even among teachers 
with similar pre-service training. I think the original career perception 
question provides a useful yardstick for measuring the degree of commitment 
and the potential for professionalism in a school or community, and I'd be 
disappointed if we could not see how Cleveland compares to Atlanta, Baltimore, 
and Milwaukee on this measuring rod. 

2 . I'm not sure why it is useful to refer to "positions" rather than 
schools in questions 1-8, 10-13, and 18-20. This may be confusing in some 
spots . In question 3, for example, I'm concerned that respondents may list 
their different jobs within a school in different lines, even though as I 
understand it, they would generally be supposed to list various roles 
within a school (e.g. Sunday teacher, Hebrew teacher) in a single line. 
Similarly, in question 4, if a teacher changed from teaching third grade 
to fourth grade, would that be a new position? Usually, contracts are 
renewed each year. If I've been teaching in a school for five years, but 
this is my first year teaching fourth grade, how many years would I write 
for the first position in question 4? If the correct response is "l" 
rather than "5", is that really the information you are seeking in 
question 4? Also, in question 7, does a position have an "orientation"? 
I think an orientation corresponds to a school, not a position. 

I don't see what is gained by referring to positions instead of schools, 
so I recommend going back to schools as in the CIJE survey . 

Perhaps you are trying to distinguish between teaching and administrative 
roles within a school. If so, that could be addressed with a separate 
question : "If you are an administrator, how many years have you worked as 
an administrator in each school?" 

3. Question 21 (work satisfaction) has three response categories (very 
satistfied, somewhat satisfied, not satisfied). Under this structure, 
respondents tend to gravitate towards the middle category, and I don't 
think you will get much out of the question. (I.e., almost everyone will 
answer •somewhat satisfied.) I recommend restoring the four categories of 
the CIJE surve y (very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, somewhat 
dissatisfied, very dissatisfied). This will distinguish better between 
satisfaction and dissatisfaction. (I have no objection to the addition of 



a "not applicable" category.) 

4. After question 30 (number of required workshops attended), another 
question is needed : "How many workshops or mini-courses, college courses 
at CCJS, or coaching sessions did you actually attend, whether required or 
not? Please answer each item . If none, please write "0" . " We failed to 
ask this in the original CIJE teacher survey, and it was a major omission. 
It is included in the new CIJE survey (CIJE question 30). 

5 . Those are my most salient concerns . I'd also like to bring to your 
attention a number of more minor points . 

a . In question 12, it might be helpful to give an example, e.g. "For 
example, if you teach fourth grade, do you know what fifth graders are 
expected to know or be prepared to do? Etc." 

b. Question 17 (salary) asks for total earnings from all jobs as a 
Jewish educator. Wouldn't it be more helpful to know about earnings from 
each school (or position, if it's necessary to focus on positions)? Only 
if earnings were tied to schools (or positions) would you be able to 
match earnings to the different schools (or positions) and time 
allocations in question 3. For example if a respondent teaches in a day 
school and a supplementary school, wouldn't you want to know earnings from 
each? (We have found that asking about the first two schools covers 
virtually everything; it's not necessary to go out to the fourth school in 
this con text) . 

c. Question 18 (benefits) asks only about the first position. I 
recommend adding another question to describe benefits from the second 
school (or position). 

d. On question 34 (listing of workshops), I'm concerned about the level 
of specificity required. Can teachers remember the topics of all their 
workshops over the past two years? A similar question was used in 
Seattle, so Julie and Roberta will know whether it worked or not . 

e . On question 42 (Hebrew facility), I don't object to distinguishing 
between reading for pronunciation and reading for understanding (although 
we do not do so in the CIJE survey), but part c needs to be clear that 
it refers to "reading for pronunciation• not just pronunciation . 

f . On question 44, some teachers have objected to a question about 
conversion, so in the current version of our survey we simply ask 
respondents whether or not they are Jewish (see CIJE question 39). 

g. Questions 52, part g, and 53, part h, after "Other" should add 
[specify) to be consistent with other items (e .g. question 51) . 

h. A minor change from the CIJE survey is that question 52 asks about 
Jewish schooling "during the high school years" instead of "after age 13". 
This change leaves a gap between question 51 (pre-bar mitzvah) and 
question 52 (post-bar mitzavah). What about eighth grade? You may want 
to consider going back to "after you were 13 (and before college)" for 
question 52, as in CIJE survey question 46. 

i. Question 62, under Bachellors degrees, should read BA, BS instead of 
BA, AS. 

j . Question 66 (plans for the future) contains somewhat different 
response categories than the CIJE survey . I don't think this is a major 
issue since the most important information - - whether the respondent plans 
to leave the field -- is still present. But you might take a look at 
the responses in the CIJE item (question 62) and make sure you're getting 
whatever else you need. I noticed that the Cleveland item does not 



include a category for planning to move to an education position in a 
non-Jewish setting. 

j. On p.20, in the boxed instructions at the bottom, I assume this should 
read "If you work in a Jewish day school" (i .e., "work" instead of 
"teach"}, since I think administrators are supposed to answer this too. 

k. CIJE anchor item 38 (adequacy of opportunities for professional 
growth} has been omitted. It has been replaced by a variety of other 
questions, including 43 (adequacy of support for curriculum) and 32- 33 
(helpfulness of workshops and colleagues). However, I don't see an item 
covering perceived adequacy of opportunities for degrees and 
certification. You may want to consider adding a question on that, if 
it's something you'd like to know. 

I hope these comments are helpful. Let me know if there's anything I can 
clarify. I look forward to seeing the next version . 

Adam 



From: 
To: 
CC: 
Subj: 

EUNICE :: "RSToren@aol.com" 24-AUG-1995 14 : 52:00.06 
GAMORAN 

Re: comments 

Dear Adam, 
I am sorry I have been tardy in responding, but I have been on family 
vacation the last few weeks. 

I did receive them and Mark and I and others are discussing the main bone of 
contention between you and Julie. As I said before, we do want to balance 
issues of comparability with our concern to get the best information 
possible. I do agree with you that job and career intersect and overlap but 
they also diverge. My job is educational planner at the JECC but my career 
is broadly in Jewish education. When we get to part- timers, the question 
gets more complicated . For example, we have many people who teach in 
supplementary settings who are doctors, lawyers, engineers, etc., and do not 
view Jewish education as their career. On the other hand, they do not look 
upon themselves as volunteers either. In manyt cases, it's a job. As Julie 
shared with me, many respondents in the CIJE survey found this question 
difficult to answer when given the choice of career vs. volunteer: "as 
opposed to what?" they would ask. I can understand this difficulty. More 
importantly, in terms of policy decision, is it valid to claim that 80% of 
Jewish educators view Jewish education as a career when we don't give them 
another category to choose from? Many people in supplementary and pre-school 
settings don't consider their work either to be career or volunteer but as 
part-time jobs, or temporary work until children leave home, etc. Julie 
indicated that her question in the Seattle survey yielded a 50% career 
response, with the rest distributed among volunteer and job . And, that the 
vast majority of the "career" responders were in day school settings. This 
makes sense to me . The figure of 80% that CIJE uses is surprising to most 
people possibly because it is not entirely valid, but understandable given 
the way the question is asked . 

I'd appreciate your comments to these thoughts as we finali ze the survey 
instrument. 

B'shalom, 
Rob Toren 



From: SSCB::GAMORAN 24 - AUG-1995 22:41:11.02 
To: EUNICE: : • RSToren@aol.com" 
CC: GAMORAN 
Subj: Re: comments 

Answer this for me: Do you consider your work in Jewish education to be 
a job, or a career? Choose only one. Now think of a teacher trying to 
answer the same question . 

I'm in NY now, but will be back in my office on Monday . I'd be happy 
to discuss this further with you . 

P . S. The CIJE survey found around 60% of teachers said •yes" to the 
careers question, not 80%. Was Seattle higher or lower than that? 
How can you tell? 



From: 
To : 
CC: 
Subj: 

SSCB : : GAMORAN 
SSCB: : GAMORAN 
GAMORAN 
Re: comments 

27-AUG-1995 11:29:33.84 

Now that I'm home I can be a bit more precise about the careers question . 
The CIJE question is, "Would you describe yourself as having a career in 
Jewish education?" The response categories are "yes" and "no". The 
respondent does not need to choose between career and volunteer work. 
I think forcing a choice between career, job, and volunteer activity is 
a lot more confusing than just asking about a career, yes or no . 

In the Lead Communities, 59% of teachers said yes, 
themselves as having a career in Jewish education. 
who work full-time in Jewish education, 69% see it 
among part-timers, 56% view it as a career. 

they would describe 
(Not 80%!) Of those 

as their career, and 

We think this question effectively distinguishes among teachers who are 
more and less committed to their work in Jewish education. Interestingly, 
teachers who answered "yes" to the careers question reported that they 
were required to attend a greater number of in- service workshops . This 
suggests that higher standards for professional development are possible 
with career-oriented teachers. 



From : 
To: 
CC: 
Subj : 

EUNICE: : "RSToren@aol.com" 28-AUG-1995 07:48:42.28 
gamoran 
73443 . 3152@compuserve.com 
Re: comments 

I'm probably missing something here, but when you ask me to choose between 
career or job in how I view my work in Jewish education, it's quite simple 
for me . I view it as a career. I will be functioning as a rabbi these 
coming high holidays--that's a job for me. However, if you ask me to choose 
"career" or "job" for my present position at the JECC, I would answer job . 
Career means to me something long-term, tied to my professional identity . 
Job is narrower, sometimes a subset of career but not always, as in the case 

of a lawyer who teaches in a Sunday school. 
The more I think about this question, the less I am convinced of its value 
from either Julie's or your perspective. What kind of information are we 
looking for here? If we're looking for long- term commitment or intensity of 
present commitment, let's ask a question to get at that . Per haps we should 
present a choice of four statements, asking the respondent to choose whi ch 
most closely expresses their view of their work in Jewish education. A 
question such as: I view my work in Jewish education as a) a long-term 
career commitment; b) a part-time job that may perhaps turn into a full - time 
career under different personal /professional circumstances; c) as part- time 
work to supplement my income and I would probably not continue when 
circumstances allow; d) Even though I am paid (or actually, I am not paid), 
money is insignificant. I view it as basically volunteer work that I pursue 
out of commitment for synagogue, love of Judaism, etc. The question for us 
is what are the policy implications of such data. It would be erroneous to 
conclude that just because people define themselves as basically part-time 
jobbers they are not interested in in-service or continuing education. We 
have plenty of data here collected over the past 6-7 years telling us that 
part-timers are very interested in in-service. Not in pursuing masters 
degrees by and large, bu t workshops, conferences, even intensive on-going 
coaching has had substantial appeal to this group. This survey hopefully 
will give us a deeper, richer and broader sense of the data we already have. 

I look forward to pursuing this with you. 
Rob 



From: 
To: 
CC: 
Subj : 

EUNICE :: "RSToren@aol . com" 30-AUG-1995 07:59:59 . 48 
gamoran 

more survey thoughts 

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



From: 
To: 
CC: 
Subj: 

SSCB : : GAMORAN 
ROBTOR 
GAMORAN 

l-SEP-1995 16:02 : 27.28 

careers/ satisfaction/ positions 

I . CAREERS ISSUE 

The main purpose of the careers question is to see whether it makes sense to 
invest in our existing teaching force . We infer that teac hers who say they 
have a career in Jewish education are more likely to accept and to profit from 
higher standards for profess ional growth. This holds for part-time as well as 
full-time teachers. Our analyses support the inference, in that career-minded 
teachers report higher standards for quantity of workshops . The careers 
question does not stand by itself -- we also use the question about plans to 
stay in Jewish educa tion for the same purpose . The plans quest i on is 
short-term oriented; the careers question has a longer-term focus. 

It is inadvisable to ask something as seemingly straightforward as "are you 
committed to Jewish education . " Everyone would say yes to that . 

Your four-part question {below) mixes three separate issues: commitment, 
part-time/full-time, and money. Instead of mixing the issues, it is better 
to address them separately. Otherwise, one's attitudes towards one issue may 
affect the way one's response appears on another. In the example be low, 
"supplement my income" might trigger a response {yes or no) regardless of one's 
plans for the future. 

Note also that in the example below, response {a) is NOT incompatible with any 
of the others. Similarly, in the Tammivaara/Goodrnan draft, the "career• 
response was not incompatible with "job" or even •volunteer activity.• 

The careers question could be strengthened, e.g., by adding " long-term" or 
"committed to" . I would not advise that. First is the comparability issue . 
Second, I think the present question distinguishes among respondents in a useful 
way . What's important , I would argue, is not to distinguish the highly 
committed from the moderatly committed, but to distinguish the committed from 
the uncommitted -- in short, to distinguish those who are making a career in 
Jewish ed from thos e who aren ' t. 

RT's proposed question : 
I view my work in Jewish educati on as 

a) a long-term career commitment; 
b) a part-time job that may perhaps turn into a full-time 

career under different personal / professional circumstances: 
c) as part-time work to supplement my income and I would 

probably not continue when circumstances allow; 
d) Even though I am paid (or actually, I am not paid), money 

is insignificant. I view it as basically volunteer work 
that I pursue out of commitment for synagogue, love of 
Judaism, etc . 

II. SATISFACTION QUESTION 

Including response categories such as "somewhat satisfied" and "somewhat 
dissatisfied" is a fai rly common way of getting respondents to tip one 
way or the other . Presumably, "somewhat satisfied" index es more satisfie.d 
than dissatisfied, and "somewhat dissatisfied" indexes more dissatisfied than 
satisfied . I don't know of a ny r esearch that tests t his presumption, however. 

If you reframed the response categories as a scale of 1-4, it would be important 
to clearly label the scale as "very satisfied" on one end and "very 
dissatisfied" on the other. If that change were made, I would try to match 
the responses to the 4-category responses from the LC's . The impact of the 
change in response categories is unknown, but it is at least arguable that it 
wouldn't make much d ifference. I would advise against using 3 or 5 categories 



(not counting "not applicable") both for comparability and because responses 
will gravitate towards the middle. 

III. POSITIONS VS . SCHOOLS 

What did you decide about asking respondents to reflect on their positions 
versus their schools? 



From: 
To: 
CC: 
Subj: 

Adam: 

EUNICE : : "RSToren@aol . com" 1-SEP- 1995 17:38:07.10 
GAMORAN 

Re: careers / satisfaction / positions 

As usual, you have given me / us much to think about. I'll get back to you 
next week. I am going to forward your comments to Julie, assuming you 
haven't done so already. If she gets them twice, no matter. 
We should have a new draft for you by the end of next week, and a separate 
survey for administrators the following week. We hope to be out in the field 
by the beginning of October, with completion by mid-November. 
Rob 



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

From: 
To: 
C:: 
Subj : 

SSCR : :GA~OR.\N 
ROB TOR 
JUL JE, GM'O~A ~ 
surveys 

19- SFP-1995 09 : 35 : 45 . 29 

Here are my comrrents on the next - tc-final draft cf the Cleveland surveys . 
Tney perta i n to the teacher and adrrinistrator forms.: 

l> You may have noticec that the rcws on item 21 <satis f action) 
are not properly aligned . <;ince there is plenty of space on the 
page, 1 suggest addin g extra space between r ows when you correct 
t~e al i gnment • 

2) !iluestion 23 states , " Do you vie1. your work in Jewish education as 
a career? " Thi s is sut:tly diftrrent than than the CIJE question, 
" lloul d you describe yo 1.. rself as having a caree r in Jewish education? " 
Is there a substantive reason for this change? Jf so, I'd be interested 
i'l hearing about it . If not , I recommeno using the CIJE version since 
it ' s been used befo re . 

3 l /:lu es t i o n 3 4 a w il l p r o II i o e w ha t I p r ev i o us l y s aw a s m i s s i n g i n f o rm at i on 
on the number of workshops educato rs actually attenrled (as opposed to 
wnat was reouireo> . However, it is much harder to code and I worry about 
responoants failing t ,o list some wcrkshops if t hey can't remember the 
topics . If this cues tion worked wel L in Seatt le, then it should be ok. 
If not , I ' d use the sinpler, more cirect question, "In total, how many 
w:>rkshops did you actually atteno cu ring the Last two years, whether 
r!qui red o r not'> (If r one , write C>" 

<~ ote: In the LPan Cornrrunities , we faileo to ask this quest ion, and that 
was a 11',ajor weakness . It is in our r evised su rvey.) 

4> Ouest i on 41 <HPbrew p roficiency>, part c, says " Pronouncing or decoding 
words ." Surely this is supposed to be "reading tor pronunciation" (as 
o,posed to understand irg in part b . You don ' t j1..st want to know whether 
rPsoondants can oronounce Hebrew woros . 

5) I'll mention again that in the Lead Communi ti es, some respondents 
were offended by the distinction between born Je 1. s and converts in 
question 43, so i n ou r revised survey we only ask respondants whether 
they a r e Jewish • 

6> Question 52 asks "Ir which Jewish activities aid you participate during 
your college years? " a r d question 53 asks about experiences "after 
cJLlege" . I ' m concerned about "college years" since not everyone goes 
o college at aoe 111 . Is this supposed to be the same time period for 
eve r yone , or is it Literally the time resoonants were in college , 
regardless of aqe1 Also, it may be confusing for someone who aid not 
attend college , but die attend a yeshiva or a r et r e-at , etc . What were 
the college years? Age l R- 72? Do I check only "never attended coll ege" 
or do I a Lso check "retreat " etc ., since I went on retreats at that age? 

Also, in quest i on 53 , "Intensive Israel experience" is vague . How about 
" Lived in Israel for three months er more" 

7J Y have no objection to question 68 (commitment> in that it ooesn't 
harm anyth ing else in the survey . However , I think it is a poor quest ion . 
First, options a and bare hiqhly compatible , ano it may be difficult 
to choose among then . Ca asks about long- term, 1oith an implieo contrast 
to short - term , a nd o asks about pa r t - time ano fuU-time . ) ',econd, in option 
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c, the issue ot short -t erm/long - term is mixf'O in with income levels . \/hat if 
it is short-terrr work, but the main source ot income? Cr long-term work, but 
a supplf'ment to income7 Whi che11e1" of these is oominant will capture the 
resoonse, but the r esocnses lend tnemse lves to misinterpretation . 

8) einally , he r ,- • s one tha t just pertains to the administrator form : 
D:> the response categories for income go high enough on question 18? 
r, the CIJE survey, we ' ve r a i sed tl'e top category to $80,000 or more . 
l'I some cities , administrator salaries get pr,ett>' high . I don ' t know 
w~at the s i tua t ion is in Clevela n d -
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Fro r, : 
To: 

cc : 
Subj : 

EUN TC F : :"7410 4 . 33J5@compus er11e ,. com" 22 - SEP- 1995 10: 24 : 25 . 4 4 
Adam Gamoran <samoran>, El ten Gold ring <goldr1eba)ctr11ax . 11anderbi l t . edu>, 
myself <?4104 . l335Scompuserve.com> 

on Chanqes to the Manual 

A:la m an'1 E't le n , 

Updating you on the Harual : 

It was g ive n to the NY office CDeb r a) to distribute . l ' II' sending an e-mail today 
with re mindPr s to the IIY staff as to the next steps (wilt cc you) . 

I ' ll send you both 3 revised copy, when I return to Atlanta on Wednesday . Clf 
t'lat• s okay wit h you . > 

I maoe all the fi nal changes with two exceptions: 

1 . Th rough out the Int r cduca tion ano the two Guides, I changed 
a1minist rative/ superviso ry personnel to educational leaders <and, sometines, 
kept the forme r in oa r entheses ) . HCWE.VER, I oic 1101 make this change in the 
s.Jrvey o r in the interview protocols . 

2 . T added a line or ho in the Guid e to the Eoucators Survey <Section El about : 
c:,ntacting Rill Robinson in order to seno their data to the CIJE . HOWEVER, I 
di d 11101 acid my address (or repeat rry phone numbe r ) there because my living 
arrangements may change (even if l stay in Atlanta) . It seems that the ltast 
nJmber of pages my ,dd r ess and phone numbers apoear on, the easier it will be to 
uodate thP '1anual. hLSC , I d i d NOT write that they should send us their $urveys 
or r eports. To the ,e!lt of my knowledg e, we <CIJI:> had never discussed or 
decided that they should do this, ano there was no rationale in the Hanual for 
why they should co it . 

BIT , I ' m sure t hat we -ill be able to make these small changes before it is 
finalhed - because Cgiven that we made several substantial changes that the NY 
staff has not s,.en tet> l'm su r e the NY staff .,.ill have some changes . For 
examp l e : the aodress ot the CIJF in NY does not a ppear anywhere on the Manual . 

That's it with th!'l1an~al , 
Bi l l 
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From : 
T:> : 
cc: 
Subj : 

EUN TCF: :" sc lu kiis t udent s . wi sc . eau" 25 - SEP - 1995 15: 25 : 10 . 70 
gamoran 

l i s t Qf act I v i t i e s 

Here ' s the lih of activities that I have been irvolvea in: 

U1iv. of MN :C 

Uni v of 

ciation (member) 
C membe r> 

tions Chair , Sc*1o rship Chair 
nal Leadership H nor Soc i ety) 
member of 1st v olin section> 

logy Honor S/J c i ety/ membeT') 
(intern ana 

<P r esident/organizati~ 

stuaent organization of 
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From: 
To : 

EUN TC I: : : "RSToreniilaol . com" 27-SEP-1905 011:01 : 29 . 56 
GAl10R AN 

CC: 
Subj : Rf' : questionnaires 

A::la m: 
Very simple . 
quest ion and 
tney cti d not 

As they we re filling out the question , they stopped at the 
didn ' t knew . They knew what they were getting , sometimes, but 
know what was available in contrast to what they were receiving . 

A,other question : Administrators (2-- it was not an extensive field test -- two 
a1min1strators plus 6 t eachers) receive a set salary and they can decide what 
benefits they want out of that salary. So what is technically available to 
them is more than what ' s available to me. On the other hand, it seems to me 
tnat this is not the same as my job where I r eceive famHy health coverage 
r!gardless of my salary . llhat is t he oi tference bet ween son'eone who receives 
a salary with no benefits ano purchases them on his/he r own , and these 
ajminstrators who are r eally paying tor their be11et1ts out of their salary? 

rhey do have the opticn ot taking the whole thing as salary . Also, what if 
t,ese administrator kinds of salaries are baseo on a 20~ of base salary 
mark-up which is what agencies usually calculate as the cost ot benefits? 

I . e. , if one synagogue really makes available an extra SlOK for a S50K 
s11lary fo r benefits , even though the 9oin9 rate for these positions locally 
is ~5 OK? 
0'1e final note about the Question. The questionnaire took minimal Ly 3S 
minut es , and often more time . After 40 minutes, people got fatigued . They 
f:>und it tedi ous to fill out . (I ' o be curious about what the research shows 
in terms of people's ti me tolf'ranc e in f H ling out ques it onnai res. I know 
tne F Ederation is doing a telephone oe mographic survey this Spring and 
they' ve had to cut back from a '5 minute sur vey oone in 1987 to a 25 minute 
survey due to people's intolerance for l onge r surveys.> So Julie and I 
w:irlced on cutting d:iwn . This question took a lot of time to fill out, mostly 
bPcause people didn ' t know the ansi.er to what was available as opposed to 
what they r eceive . So we changed to what they are actually receiving. That 
they knew . 
Can l assu me that you are in basic agreement with the finalizeo version, that 
you have no further coaments other than the Question about benefits? .It 
w:iuld not require a t remenoous amo1.nt of work to do some last minute 
tinkering though Julie woulct p r obably not agree . These things are a lot of 
WO r k. 

Siana Tova, 
Rob 
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From: 
To: 
CC : 
Subj : 

SSCB : : GAMORAN 
ROBTOR 
JULIE, GAMORAN 
surveys 

19-SEP-1995 09:35 : 45 . 29 

Here are my comments on the next-to-final draft of the Cleveland surveys. 
They pertain to the teacher and administrator forms: 

1) You may have noticed that the rows on item 21 (satisfaction) 
are not properly aligned . Since there is plenty of space on the 
page, I suggest adding extra space between rows when you correct 
the alignment . 

2) Question 23 states, "Do you view your work in Jewish education as 
a career?" This is subtly different than than the CIJE question, 
"Would you describe yourself as having a career in Jewish education?" 
Is there a substantive reason for this change? If so, I'd be interested 
in hearing about it . If not, I recommend using the CIJE version since 
it's been used before . 

3) Question 34a will provide what I previously saw as missing information 
on the number of workshops educators actually attended (as opposed to 
what was required). However, it is much harder to code and I worry about 
respondants failing to list some workshops if they can't remember the 
topics . If this question worked well in Seattle, then it should be ok . 
If not, I'd use the simpler, more direct question, "In total, how many 
workshops did you actually attend during the last two years, whether 
required or not? (If none, write 0)" 

(Note: In the Lead Communities, we failed to ask this question, and that 
was a major weakness. It is in our revised survey . ) 

4) Question 41 (Hebrew proficiency) , part c, says "Pronouncing or decoding 
words . " Surely this is supposed to be "reading for p r onunciation" (as 
opposed to understanding in part b. You don' t just want to know whether 
respondants can pronounce Hebrew words. 

5) I' l l mention again that in the Lead Communities, some respondents 
were offended by the distinction between born Jews and converts in 
question 43, so in our revised survey we only ask respondants whether 
they are Jewish. 

6) Question 52 asks "In which Jewish activities did you participate during 
your college years?" and question 53 asks about experiences "after 
college". I'm concerned about •college years" since not everyone goes 
to college at age 18. Is this supposed to be the same time period for 
everyone, or is it literally the time responants were in college, 
regardless of age? Also, it may be confusing for someone who did not 
attend college, but did attend a yeshiva or a retreat, etc. What were 
the college years? Age 18-22? Do I check only "never attended college" 
or do I also check "retreat" etc., since I went on r ·etreats at that age? 

Also, in question 53, "Intensive Israel experience" is vague. How about 
"Lived in Israel for three months or more" 

7) I have no objection to question 68 (commitment) in that it doesn't 
harm anything else in the survey. However, I think it is a poor question. 
First, options a and bare highly compatible, and it may be difficult 
to choose among them . (a asks about long-term, with an implied contrast 
to short-term, and basks about part- time and full-time.) Second, in option 
c, the issue of short-term/long-term is mixed in with income levels. What if 
it is short- term work, but the main source of income? Or long- term work, but 
a supplement to income? Whichever of these is dominant will capture the 
response, but the responses lend themselves to misinterpretation. 

8) Finally, here's one that just pertains to the administrator form : 



Do the response categories for income go high enough on question 18? 
In the CIJE survey, we've raised the top category to $80,000 or more . 
In some cities, administrator salaries get pretty high. I don't know 
what the situation is in Cleveland. 



From : 
To: 

EUNICE::"RSToren@aol.com" 27-SEP-1995 08:01 : 29.56 
GAMORAN 

CC : 
Subj: Re: questionnaires 

Adam : 
Very simple. 
question and 
they did not 

As they were filling out the question, they stopped at the 
didn't know. They knew what they were getting, sometimes, but 
know what was available in contrast to what they were receiving. 

Another question: Administrators (2- - it was not an extensive field test-- two 
administrators plus 6 teachers) receive a set salary and they can decide what 
benefits they want out of that salary . So what is technically available to 
them is more than what's available to me. On the other hand, it seems to me 
that this is not the same as my job where I receive family health coverage 
regardless of my salary. What is the difference between someone who receives 
a salary with no benefits and purchases them on his/her own, and these 
adminstrators who are really paying for th~ir benefits out of their salary? 

They do have the option of taking the whole thing as salary . Also, what if 
these administrator kinds of salaries are based on a 20% of base salary 
mark-up which is what agencies usually calculate as the cost of benefits? 

I . e . , if one synagogue really makes available an extra $10K for a $SOK 
salary for benefits, even though the going rate for these positions locally 
is $SOK? 
One final note about the question. The questionnaire took minimally 35 
minutes, and often more time. After 40 minutes, people got fatigued. They 
found it t ·edious to fill out. (I'd be curious about what the research shows 
in terms of people's time tolerance in filling out quesitonnaires. I know 
the FEderation is doing a telephone demographic survey this Spring and 
they've had to cut back from a 35 minute survey done in 1987 to a 25 minute 
survey due to people's intolerance for longer surveys.) so Julie and I 
worked on cutting down. This question took a lot of time to fill out, mostly 
because people didn't know the answer to what was available as opposed to 
what they receive. So we changed to what they are ac t ually receiving. That 
they knew. 
Can I assume that you are in basic agreement with the finalized version, that 
you have no further comments other than the question about benefits? It 
would not require a tremendous amount of work to do some last minute 
tinkering though Julie would probably not agree. These things are a lot of 
work . 

Shana Tova, 
Rob 



From : 
To : 
CC : 
Subj : 

SSCB : :GAMORAN 27-SEP-1995 10:26:19.56 
EUNICE : :"74104.3335@compuserve.com" 
EUNICE : : "goldrieb@ctrvax . Vanderbilt . Edu", GAMORAN 
RE : the Manual for The CIJE Study of Educators 

I've received and e x amined the final version of the Cleveland surveys . For 
the most part they are back to our items -- they ask about schools (rather 
than positions) and they use our careers question. At the final stage, they've 
made one major change: They ask teachers what benefits they receive and do not 
receive, but not what's available. They made this change because they found, 
by administering the next-to-final version to six teachers as a pilot, that 
teachers did not know what was available to them. Instead, they have added 
a question for administrators, asking what benefits are available to teachers 
in their school . 

I think I will not give them a hard time about this. I find it hard to believe 
that teachers would not know whether health and pensi on benefi ts were 
available, but it's easy to imagine that they woul d not know about ma ny of the 
other benefits on our list . There may be some bias towards overstating the 
benefits by administrators, but I don't think this would be too severe, 
especially for the benefits that really matter. 

Comments? 

Adam 



From: 
To: 
CC: 
Subj: 

Adam: 

EUNICE : :"RSToren@aol.com• 28-SEP-1995 08 : 04:46 .60 
gamoran 
73443.3152@compuserve.com 
survey administration 

I'm still anxious to hear about your final o.k. on the survey. 
Question : We are having difficulty with a few schools, getting them to 
commit to having teachers fill out survey questionnaires in faculty meeting 
settings. They want to have their teachers fill them out and mail them in. 

The administrative technicalities aside--i . e., that we can insure that all 
teachers fill them out and at the same time preserve anonyrnity--are there any 
other implications? Does it matter that most teachers in the area are 
filling them out in faculty meetings and smaller groups are not? Does it 
skew the data in any way? Does it matter if teachers can't ask the 
inevitable questions when filling out the survey at home? Will teachers take 
it more seriously when they're completing them in faculty meetings contexts 
as opposed to at home, in front of the TV, while their own kids are bouncing 
off the walls , the dog is barking, etc.? How forceful should we be in 
"insisting• on faculty meetings, as opposed to the take- home, mail-in 
procedure? Julie and I have been discussing this, but I was curious about 
your thoughts on this. You must have had this experience in the Lead 
Communities. 
B' shalom, 
Rob 



From: 
To: 
CC: 
Subj : 

EUNICE: :"GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.Vanderbilt.Edu" 28-SEP-1995 12:31:37.68 
GA.MORAN 

Re: comments?? 

I'm really worried about "whole" schools that do not administer 
survey's in faculty meetings. If the response rate for the school is so 
low, then it could be "left" out completely. Obvious, Rob will have 
to see, but if the school cannot "give up" a 1/2 of a faculty meeting, than 
what type of message is this giving to the teachers about the importance of 
this and therefore how motivated will they be to actually fill it out 
at home. If this process is used to fill out at home, then 
I suggest the surveys need to be coded so that follow-ups surveys 
can be mailed to non-respondents . 

Hard to tell how this will impact the data, obviously, it makes 
a lot better setting to interact with these types of issues while at 
work, in addition, if the longer questions about which workshops they 
actually attended, how many hours, etc, I would think it would up 
the response rate of individual questions which are long and difficult to 
answer to have them in a "capative" setting. I don't know 
on the political side what it would do to pressure the schools into 
having facutly meetings for this, Rob will have to weigh the costs and 
benefits and decide . He should keep real specific response rates on 
the different types of administration at any rate. 

I was a bit bothered that they took off the question about benefits 
availability, because as we know, there is a big difference between 
available and receive. If principals report this data then we can only 
talk about the number of schools that offer benefits {assuming they offer 
the same benefits to all teachers, which is not necessarily the case .. ) 
also if you have missing data from principals, you lose a lot of info 
on this question. 



From: 
To : 
CC: 

Subj: 

Adam, 

EUNICE : : "74104.3335@compuserve.com " 28-SEP-1995 17 : 48:14.80 
"INTERNET:GAMORAN@ssc.wisc . edu" <GAMORAN> 
Ellen Goldring <goldrieb@ctrvax . vanderbilt.edu>, 
myself <74104.3335@compuserve.com> 
comments?? 

My opinion is that it is important that teachers fill it out at faculty 
meetings. I do NOT think it will create substantial changes in their responses 
if they fill it out at home, BUT I think it will substantially increase the 
response rate, and INCREASE THE NUMBER OF MISSING ITEMS ON THE RETURNED SURVEYS. 
Rob can call the teachers (or synagogues with teachers) who have not returned 
the questionnaire, but he can't control for incomplete surveys being returned. 
It is a VERY long survey, not always perfectly clear, and requires some 
considerable thought at times. 

I wonder what these schools are doing at their faculty meetings that are so 
important? Or, do they not even have regular faculty meetings (thus, they have 
to ask teachers to stay late or come early)? 

Thus, I recommend that Rob push a little more to get their cooperation. 
Ultimately, I expect some schools will give it to their teachers to take home, 
but he should try to keep this number as small as possible . 

Bill 



From: 
To : 
CC : 
Subj : 

SSCB : : GAMORAN 
ROBTOR 
JULIE, GAMORAN 
survey 

2-OCT-1995 16:00:03 . 94 

Just noticed that on questions 44 and 46 (Jewish ed before/after age 13) 
you combined "school in Israel" and "Israel experience" into one response 
category. Doing this will make it impossible to code these items in a 
way that is comparable to the CIJE survey. This is because in our summary 
indicators, we collapse "day school", "yeshiva" and "school in Israel". 
You can see why -- each of these is a 5-day/week Jewish education setting. 
But adding in Israel experience -- which could be a 3-week family trip or 
a 6-week trip for a teenager -- will make this coding impossible. 

Substantively, I also think combining "school in Israel" and "Israel exper" 
is a mistake. There is a huge difference between what these two mean for a 
person's childhood Jewish education. I recommend dropping "Israel exper," 
or making it a separate category! 



From: 
To: 
CC : 
Subj: 

IN%"RSToren@aol .com" 11-0CT-1995 1 9: 11 :36.49 
IN%"gamoran@ssc . wisc . edu" 

survey 

Return-path: <RSToren@aol.com> 
Received: from eunice . ssc.wisc . edu by ssc . wisc.edu (PMDF V5 . 0-4 #6 454) 
id <01HWBJEY94RK02J20B@ssc.wisc.edu> for gamoran@ssc.wisc . edu; Wed , 
11 Oct 1995 16:19 : 03 -0600 (CST) 

Received: from emout06 . mail.aol.com by eunice . ssc.wisc.edu ; i d AA1 2 827 ; 
5.65 / 43; Wed, 1 1 Oct 1995 16:19:27 -05 00 

Received : by emout06.mail.aol . com (8.6. 1 2 / 8 . 6 . 12) 
id RAA15344 for gamoran@ssc . wisc.edu; Wed, 11 Oc t 1 995 17:17:19 - 04 00 

Date; Wed, 11 Qct 1995 17:17 : 19 - 0 400 
From : RSToren@aol.com 
Subject: survey 
To: gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu 
Message-id : <9510111717l8_ l21568289@emout0 6.mai l . aol.com> 
Content-transfer-encoding : 7BIT 

Dear Adam : 
I received your e - ma il and phone message . Thanks a g a i n for all your hel p . I 
appreciate your words of commiseration a s to the complexi ty of the process. 
You have certainly not been a nudge; au contr aire, your comments, along wi t h 
the many other read ers a nd supportive c r iti cs, have helped i mproved t h i s 
survey significantly. At least, we believe and hope s o . 

Rob 
**** 
Julie, 

Thanks very much f or sending the crosstabulati ons from t he Cl evel and 
surveys . In and o f themse lve s , they look fine. I have no particular 
comments now,. except to note that I'm interested in information on 
availabily of benefits, which I do not find, and that it 's interesting 
to note that in pre-schools, a higher proport ion of teachers than 
directors think of their work in Jewish education as a career . I will 
want to comment more on the results when they are placed in the context 
of a written report . At this time I wa nt to share some thou ghts a bou t 
how you are planning to use the crosstabs. 

From our experience in the Lead Communities, we learned tha t i t i s 
very difficult to make effective use of raw data such as t h i s wi t h 
educators as well a s laymen . You may recall that in Milwau kee we 
first shared a data r eport with the Lead Community Commission, and 
it was not until s everal months l a ter that we p r esente d the results i n 
the context of a p o licy-oriented r e port . This p rocess t urned out t o 
be flawed, and was the source o f much s ubsequent frustration. The vast 
amount o f data made it difficult for the Milwaukee committ ee t o identify 
the most essential findings. Ofte n t hey f ocused on rel atively mino r and 
unnecessarily complicated issues, at the expense of mo re impo rtant and 
relatively straightforward issues. When we finally wrote the pol i c y­
oriented report, we were abl e to direct r e ade rs' attention to the most 
sal ient issues. 

Another concern is that in my experience, i t i s typical ly possible to 
attract the attention of busy people onl y once . I t i s i mportant t o 
maximize the value of that one opportunity. For that reason, we f ound 
it most effective to present results to a broad audi ence only i n t h e 
more pol icy-oriented report, not a s raw dat a. 

After our experience in Milwaukee, we proceeded in a different manner 
in Baltimore and Atlanta. We submi t t ed raw data s u c h as yo u have s ent 
me only to a smal l group of three or four advisors. This group was 
very hel pful in identifyi ng key issues t hat needed to be addressed in our 
report, and important questions t hat needed t o be ans wer ed . Wi t h the 



help of this feedback, we wrote our reports, which were subsequently 
revised in response to additional feedback. Then the results were made 
available to the larger public . 

Based on our experience, I recommend following this process in Cleveland. 
If it is too late for that (i . e., the crosstabs have already been distributed 
to the four groups you described), I hope you'll take my concerns into 
account at your meetings . I urge you to ask them to hold off on interpreting 
and responding to the findings at this point, pending a report which you will 
submit. Their role at this time could be to help identify key questions 
which you will address in that report . 

One further point : Based on my conversations with lay leaders in Cleveland, 
I know that one interest they have is in comparing the results from Cleveland 
with aggregate results from Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee. Most of the 
crosstabs you presented cannot currently be compared to the Lead Community 
findings because they are presented as raw frequencies instead of in the 
composites we created, or in slightly different forms of aggregation . I'm 
thinking especially of the data on background and training of teachers . You 
may wish to use the Policy Brief or the 3-communi ty teacher report (which you 
should have received not long ago, still in draft form) as models for data 
compilation to answer the questions of comparability. Also, Bill Robinson 
has compiled a set of coding instructions which describe our composite 
variables (e.g . , "trained in education," etc.) which we would be happy to 
share with you. 

Hag sameach, 

Adam 




