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From: "Goldring, Ellen B" <ellen.b.goldring@vanderbitt.edu>

Sender: goldrieb@vanderbiit.edu

To: Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu>

cc: Bena Medjuck <bmedjuck@mandelny.org>, gail Dorph <GZDorph@mandelny.org>
Subject: Re: DRAFT MEMO TO ANNETTE - COMMENTS WELCOME

Date: Mon, 21 Jun 1889 11:38:13 -0700 (Pacific Daylight Time)

Priority: NORMAL

X-Mailer; Simeon for Win32 Version 4.1.1 Build (17)

X-Authentication: none

Adam,

A few comments on the memo:

1) Do you want to mention about Bethamie's paper, the need
to learn from other domains, how the complexities of

identity that she highlights have been dealt with

empirically

2) I'm not sure what you mean by the sentence,"participants
stressed the importance of examining the Jewish content of
Jewish institutions” (this is not a goals/content project)

and | cannot recall what was said about this in the meeting
or how this differs from the next statement about outcomes.
I would also give an exmaple about outcomes, such as
Hebrew.

3)Do you want to be so explicit about not finding a
replacement for Bill? Why not just say, we expect to have
made progress and report about it by our August meeting

On Sun, 20 Jun 1999 16:32:39 -0500 (CDT)} Adam Gamoran
<gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu> wrote:

> DRAFT

>

> Dear Annette,

>

> I'm writing to update you on the progress we've made with the Indicators

> project. The main focus since our meeting in February has been on Ellen and
> Bethamie's background papers on institutional quality and Jewish identity,

> respectively. | had a chance to review drafts of the papers in May.

> Subsequently the papers were revised and we distributed them (still as

> drafts) to members of our Professors Group for consuitation.

>

> Copies of the papers were also sent to you in late May. If you have any

> comments on the papers, we could incorporate them into another revision if
> we receijve them by July 15. In any case, we ook forward to discussing the
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> papers and their implications for our work when we meet in August.
>

> CONSULTATIONS ON BACKGROUND PAPERS

-

> We held two meetings with our Professors Group about the papers. The first
> took place at the seminar in Los Angeles on June 4, and the second was held
> by conference cali on June 15 with David Kaplan and Barbara Schneider, two
> members of the group who were unable to attend the seminar.

-

> Discussion at the June 4 seminar was wide ranging, but we obtained several
> helpful suggestions. Overall, participants found both papers informative,

> useful, and interesting, and the conversations were quite spirited. On the

> topic of identity, participants noted the lack of a developmental

> perspective in work on identity, an issue that may be particularly important

> for Jewish identity among diaspora Jews whose identities seem to shift and

> flux as they pass through different life stages. Interestingly, Bethamie's

> forthcoming work on "Connections and Journeys” may help address this issue,
> albeit retrospectively. Another important comment, though outside the realm
> of Bethamie's paper, is that we need a clearer articulation of the relation

> between Jewish education and Jewish identity. A fourth point is that more

> work needs to be done to pnoritize among the many recommendations discussed
> at the end of the paper. Bethamie's proposals are compelling and many are
> creative, but given that we cannot do everything we need more guidance on

> prioritizing.

-

> |n discussing the paper on institutions, participants stressed both the

> importance of examining the Jewish content of Jewish institutions, and the

> difficulty of doing so. This issue will need careful consideration in the

> future. Another important concern is to link potential outcomes indicators

> as closely as possible to the activities and content of the institutions.

> Participants found Ellen's recommendations for approaching the study of

> institutions quite reasonable, given the complexities invoived.

-

> The conference call with David Kaplan and Barbara Schneider focused on the
> methodological implications of the papers. Both readers found the papers

> "excellent, informative, sound, and of very high quality." Their enthusiasm

> for the papers' contents led them to offer many suggestions about how data

> on indicators could be collected, if the instruments for indicators were

> designed as recommended in the papers. They would like to see an indicators
> project that:

-

> — is longitudinal for individuals as well as monitoring a system over time

> - places individuais in their institutional and community contexts

>

> While this is an exciting agenda, | cautioned that it is too ambitious for

> the present time. Consequently we discussed ways of beginning more

> modestly, perhaps by proceeding at two separate levels {(individual across

> the country, and institutions within selected communities) without an

> empincal linkage between the two. This would allow us to use the NJPS and
> its possible supplement for national data on individuals, and to obtain
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> limited data on institutions within communities as suggested by Ellen. This
> more modest approach would have obvious limitations, in that it would not
> follow individuals over time, and would not link individuals to their

> particular institutions. However, it would satisfy the primary purpose of

> the indicators project (at least as | envision it), which is to provide data

> on current status and on changes over time for selected key elements of
> Jewish education.

>

> The next step for these papers is to commission outside reviews from

> individuals with expertise in the Judaic worlds that are addressed by the

> papers (i.e., an expert on Jewish educational institutions, and an expert on
> Jewish identity). We expect to send each paper to one expert who will

> provide a written review. Ultimately, the papers will help quide our

> decisions as we plan the future of this project.

>

> OTHER ACTIVITIES

>

> So far we have not found a new research assistant to replace Bill Robinson,
> 0 we have not yet moved ahead on the analysis of secular data. However, we
> have three possible eads we are pursuing and | expect we will have made

> progress on this task by our August meeting.

>

> We have had preiiminary discussions about a supplement to the NJPS which
> could serve as an oppportunity to implement what we develop in the

> indicators project. We are closely involved in the design of the instrument

> for the main NJPS survey, and it looks like many of our items will be

> incorportated. If that occurs, then we may propose to use the supplement to
> explore the institutional and community contexts in which the individuals

> are embedded (as perceived by the individuals).

=

> [ ially, Barbara Schneider has raised the possibility of using instruments

> trom her national study of adolescent development, along with items designed
> for the indicators project, in a sample of Chicago day schools. I'm not

> sure if anything will come of this idea but we are discussing it.

g

> I'd welcome any response you may have to these activities, and look forward
> to further discussions in August.

>

> Best,
-

> Adam
-

Elien Goldring

Professor, Educational Leadership
Peabody College - Box 514
Vanderbiit University

Nashville, TN 37203
615-322-8000

Printed for Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu> 6/21/99



Goldring, Ellen B. 11:38 .... DRAFT MEMO TO ANNETTE -- COMMENTS WELCOM  Page 4 of 4

Email: ellen.goldring@Vanderbilt. Edu
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From: Gail Dorph <gzdorph@mandelny.org>
To: "Adam Gamoran (E-mail}" <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu>,
"Ellen Goldring (E-mail)" <ellen.b.goldring@vanderbiit.edu>
Subject: FW: DRAFT MEMO TO ANNETTE - COMMENTS WELCOME
Date: Mon, 21 Jun 19389 14:29:45 -0400
X-MIME-Autoconverted: from quoted-printable to 8bit by ssc.wisc.edu id NAA12456

--—-Original Message—--

From: Adam Gamoran [SMTP.gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu)

Sent. Sunday, June 20, 1999 5:33 PM

To:  Goldring, Ellen 8; gail Dorph

Cc: Bena Medjuck

Subject: DRAFT MEMO TO ANNETTE-COMMENTS WELCOME

DRAFT
Dear Annette,

I'm writing to update you on the progress we've made with the Indicators project. The main
focus since our meeting in February has been on Ellen and Bethamie's background papers
on institutional quality and Jewish identity, respectively. | had a chance to review drafts of
the papers in May. Subsequently the papers were revised and we distributed them (still as
drafts) to members of our Professors Group for consultation.

Copies of the papers were also sent to you in late May. If you have any comments on the
papers, we could incorporate them into another revision if we receive them by July 15. In
any case, we look forward to discussing the papers and their implications for our work when
we meet in August.

CONSULTATIONS ON BACKGROUND PAPERS

We held two meetings with our Professors Group about the papers. The first took place at
the seminar in Los Angeles on June 4, and the second was held by conference call on June
15 with David Kaplan and Barbara Schneider, two members of the group who were unable
to attend the seminar.

Discussion at the June 4 seminar was wide ranging, but we obtained several helpful
suggestions. Overall, participants found both papers informative, useful, and interesting,
and the conversations were quite spirted. On the topic of identity, participants noted the
lack of a developmental perspective in work on identity, an issue that may be particularly
important for Jewish identity among diaspora Jews whose identities seem to shift and flux
as they pass through different life stages. Interestingly, Bethamie's forthcoming work on
"Connections and Journeys” may help address this issue, albeit retrospectively. Another
important comment, though outside the realm of Bethamie's paper, is that we need a
clearer articulation of the relation between Jewish education and Jewish identity. A fourth
point is that more work needs to be done to prioritize among the many recommendations
discussed at the end of the paper. Bethamie's proposals are compelling and many are
creative, but given that we cannot do everything we need more guidance on prioritizing.

In discussing the paper on institutions, participants stressed both the importance of
examining the Jewish content of Jewish institutions, and the difficuity of doing so. This
issue will need careful consideration in the future, Another important concern is to link
potential outcomes indicators as closely as possible to the activities and content of the
institutions. Participants found Ellen's recommendations for approaching the study of
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institutions quite reasonable, given the complexities involved. (I MIGHT ADD THAT THEY
APPRECIATED THE COMPLEXITY OF HER SUGGESTIONS FOR DEALING WITH
ISSUES. THAT IS, IM AFRAID THAT YOU HAVE SAID A LITTLE TOO LITTLE BECAUSE
YOU TAKE FOR GRANTED THAT HER REPORT WAS BOTH THOROUGH AND
COMPLEX. SO | THINK YOU SHOULD ADD SOMETHING ABOUT HOW HER REPORT
DEALS WITH THE SIGNIFICANT [SSUES IN THE FIELD FROM YOUR PERSPECTIVE
AND HER ATTENTION TO BOTH QUALITATIVE AND QUANTITATIVE STRATEGIES IN
DEALING WITH LARGER QUESTIONS WAS GREATLY APPRECIATED BY AUDIENCE)
The conference call with David Kaplan and Barbara Schneider focused on the
methodological implications of the papers. Both readers found the papers "excellent,
informative, sound, and of very high quality." Their enthusiasm for the papers' contents led
them to offer many suggestions about how data on indicators could be collected, if the
instruments for indicators were designed as recommended in the papers. They would like
to see an indicators project that:

* is longitudinal for individuals as well as monitoring a system over time

* places individuals in their institutional and community contexts

While this is an exciting agenda, | cautioned that it is too ar  itious for the present time.
Consequently we discussed ways of beginning more modestly, perhaps by proceeding at
two separate levels (individual across the country, and institutions within selected
communities) without an empirical linkage between the two. This would allow us to use the
NJPS and its possible supplement for national data on individuals, and to obtain limited
data on institutions within communities as suggested by Ellen. This more modest approach
would have obvious limitations, in that it would not follow individuals over time, and would
not fink individuals to their particular institutions. However, it would satisfy the primary
purpose of the indicators project (at least as | envision it), which is to provide data on
current status and on changes over time for selected key elements of Jewish education,
The next step for these papers is to commission outside reviews from individuals with
expertise in the Judaic worids that are addressed by the papers (i.e., an expert on Jewish
educational institutions, and an expert on Jewish identity). We expect to send each paper
to one expert who will provide a written review. Ultimately, the papers will help guide our
decisions as we plan the future of this project.

OTHER ACTIVITIES

So far we have not found a new research assistant to replace Bill Robinson, so we have not
yet moved ahead on the analysis of secular data. However, we have three possible leads
we are pursuing and | expect we will have made progress on this task by our August
meeting.

We have had preliminary discussions about a supplement to the NJPS which could serve
as an oppportunity to implement what we develop in the indicators project. We are closely
involved in the design of the instrument for the main NJPS survey, and it looks like many of
our items wiil be incorportated. If that occurs, then we may propose to use the supplement
to explore the institutional and community contexts in which the individuals are embedded
(as perceived by the individuals).

Finally, Barbara Schneider has raised the possibility of using instruments from her national
study of adolescent development, along with items designed for the indicators project, in a
sample of Chicago day schools. I'm not sure if anything will come of this idea but we are
discussing it.

I'd welcome any response you may have to these activities, and look forward to further
discussions in August.

Best,
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Adam
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Date: Tue, 6 Jul 1999 04:53:32 +0300 (IDT)
From: Paul Ritterband <uap@soc.haifa.ac.il>
To: Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu>
Subject: Re: Jewish identity

Dear Adam, The arrangement that you suggest is fine. Please send the paer
to e at the University

Department of Sociclogy and Anthropology
University of Haifa
Haifa, Israel

| look forward to receiving, reading and commenting on the paper.
Best wishes, Paul

On Mon, 5 Jul 1999, Adam Gamoran wrote:

> Paul,

>

> The fee of $750 is fine but | will need to call it 1 1/2 days of work, is
> that ok? That is a constraint | am under.

-

> Adam
-

> P.S. If this is ok, where should | send the paper?

>

>

> At 07:20 PM 7/5/1999 +0300, you wrote:

> >Dear Adam, My exerience is that | like to chew the piece over a few times
> >but that is my peculiarity. | would likely take more than one day but |

> >will live with one day. The $500 is a problem. It is way below what | get

> >for consulting. Let's comprimise at $750 for the day. | am new to you so

> >you should get a new ‘customer's’ substantial discount.

> »Best, Paul
>

> >

> >0n Mon, 5 Jul 1999, Adam Gamoran wrote:

> >

> >> Paul,

> >

> >> | don't have the paper with me, but it is about 30 pages long. In my

> >> experience, one day's work is a genercus estimate of how long it takes to
> >> review a paper, hence the offer of $500 (the Mandel Foundation's per diem).
> >> Regarding how far to go, of course this depends on how much there is to
> >> say, but in my experience it usually takes about 3-4 pages to write the

> >> review, Does this seem appropriate?

- el

> >> Adam
-

Printed for Adam Gamoran <gamoran/@ssc.wisc.edu> 7/9/99
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e =]

> >

> >> At 12:52 AM 7/4/1999 +0300, you wrote:

-2 ]

> »> >Dear Adam, Thanks for your note. In principle | would be very glad to do

> >> >the job which you described. The issue is very iportant to me both

> >> >personally and professionally. We would have to work out some different
> >> >terms however. | don't know how long Bethamie's paper is, nor do | know
> >> >hnow just how

> >> >far you want to go with the issue. | suggest we come together on a per

> »> >diem

> >> >rate with a ceiling that we both find acceptable. What do you think? Best,
>>> >Paul

=

=

> >>>0n Thu, 1 Jul 1989, Adam Gamoran wrote:

b= e e 4

> >> >> Dear Paul,

>

> >> >> I'm writing to ask for your help with a project at the Mandel

> Foundation,

> >> >> which | believe Bethamie Horowitz has mentioned to you. One of our
> >> >> long-term goals is to establish a system of indicators for Jewish

> education

> >> >> in North America. The indicators would reflect both "inputs,” such as
> »>> »>> funding, teacher training, and so on, and "outputs,” such as

> participation,

> >> >> dentity, and Jewish literacy. To help us develop appropriate

> indicators

> >> >> of Jewish identity, we commisioned Bethamie to write a review paper in
> >> >> which she has examined both the secular and the Jewish social science
> »> >> |iteratures on the measurement of identity, and concluded with

> »> >> recommendations for how we should proceed.

> 2 D>

> >> >> [f you are willing, | would like to ask you to review Bethamie's

> paper for

> >»>> >> us. In addition to your general reactions, | would ask for responses to
> >> >> some specific questions, such as whether the paper addresses the

> relevant

> >> >> [iteratures thoroughly, whether its recommendations are sound, and
> how you

> >> >> would advise us to prioritize among the recommendations. We would
> pay an

> >> >> honorarium of $500 for this service. | would ask for your written

> review

> »> >»> by August 1, 1999.

> D >

> »> >> Please let me know whether you are able to perform this service for
>us. If

> »> »> g0, please tell me where to send the paper and I'll get it out to you

Printed for Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu™ 719/99
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> right

> >> >> gway.

>

> >> >> Sincerely,

> 2 2>

> >> >> Adam Gamoran

> >> >> Department of Sociology

> >> »>> University of Wisconsin, Madison

> >> >> gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu
- e i

> 5> >
>>> >
> 55>
> >>
> >
> >
> >
>
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Critique of the Report of Dr. Bethamie Horowitz
Professor Paul Ritterband
University of Haifa
July 25, 1999

The text that follows is organized around the three qgquestions
that are posed in the letter of July 8, 1999, written to me by
Professor Adam Gamoran.
1. Does the paper address the relevant literature thoroughly?

The literature on Jewish identity is wvast, chaotic, non-
cumulative and of enormously mixed guality. It has become a
catch-all for a wide variety of "somethings" that we all would
like to understand. In a recent paper, 1 exXpressed my
dissatisfaction with state of affairs by writing that I would
abandon the term [for its lack of clarity and consistency] and

use a much more primitive term namely "Jewishness." In her
paper for the Mandel Foundation, Bethamie Horowitz has gone a
long way in bringing order and clarity to the literatures that
use the term. I intentionally write plural "literatures"
because the term has different meanings in the several
disciplines that use it.

The Horowitz report has gone further than any work with
which I am familiar in making sense out of the material and
turning the literature into a subject or subjects. Organizing
the material by discipline, she is able to go through the very
different meanings that the terms Jewish identity and Jewish
identification have in the several contexts in which they are
analyzed and discussed.

The terms were adopted by several disciplines, each of

which has its own take on their meaning, thus each discipline

1



tells its own story about Jewish identity and identification.
At its core, "identity" is a social psychological concept and
is distinct from identification. By and large, the
spociologists dealing with Jewishness study identification
rather than identity. This is a distincticon that is often
blurred. Psychologically based theory assumes that we all have
multiple identities which correspond on the subjective level
with our objective social positions or statuses. Both terms,
identity and identification, gained currency as Jewishness
[=¥iddishkayt] was secularized and transformed and became what
it is today. I don't know where and when the +term was
invented, though I would 1like to know for the purpose of
clarifying usage. By the 1930s at the very latest, significant
behavioral scientists were engaged in the study of Jewish
identity. Rurt Lewin, the eminent social psychologist
published important work in the area over sixty vyears ago. The
same or similar issues were raised by the group organized by
YIVC in Vilna to study the +transformation of Jewish youth as
Jewish tradition collided with modernity. The Vilna group had
recruited Edward Sapir and even Sigmund Freud.

Some years back, Professor Victor Sanua wrote valuable
state-of-the-art pieces on the Jewish identity literature from
the perspective of psychology. Intermittently, The American
Jewish Committee particularly, as well as other communal
agencies published their own state-of-the-art
articles/pamphlets on various aspects of the Jewishness of
American Jews, dealing in whole or part with the "subject" of

Jewish identity. As I remember Sanua's work, the emphasis was



on extensive coverage. As a result, in addition to citing
serious, high quality research, he reported on the production
of tens of not quite memorable Master's theses. That was the
task which he had set for himself. Horowitz' task was quite
different. She has dealt largely with the major relatively
recent scheolarly literature. 8She has filtered out the less
relevant and less significant literature. The one area which
has been slighted 1is anthropology. There are some scholars
and publications that deserve inclusion. Among them are the
following:

Furman, Frida EKerner

Bevond Yiddishkeit

SUNY, Albany, 1987

Prell, Riv-Ellen

Praver and mmunit

Wayne, Detroit, 1989

Zenner, Walter P.

Persistence and Flexibility

SUNY, Albany, 1988

Shokeid, Moshe

A _Ga na ue

Columbia, New York, 1985

Heilman, Samuel C.

Defend. ; ~*_the Faith
Schocken, new York, 1992

A very small but intriguing body of work 1is beginning to
emerge in economics as well, following the human capital
orientation formulated by the Nobel Ilaureate Gary Becker.
Carmel Chiswick at the University of Illinois [Chicago] gave a
very interesting paper [not yet published] using the human
capital perspective to explain the changing agenda of American
Jews.

With the one reservation noted, I would answer the

3



Foundation's question in the affirmative. She addresses the
relevant literature thoroughly. Egually Oor even more
important, she addresses that literature with great
understanding and writes about it with great clarity.

2. Are the recommendations sound?

Given the growing freedom of American Jews to be or not
to be a Jew, it is increasingly important that the community
reach Jews on the motivational level. The chances that parents
will automatically enroll their children in a Jewish school as
a consequence of social inertia, 1i.e., fulfilling other
people's expectations, are fewer and fewer. Being Jewish,
behaving Jewish, thinking Jewish, feeling Jewish, are
increasingly subject to individual will. The American Jewish
community is more and more a community of assent rather than a
community of descent. For the scientific investigator, this
new set of circumstances means that our research instruments
and models be constructed such that the motivational element
can be analytically abstracted from empirical behavior.

To enhance our understanding of the voluntary society and
the burden that it places on individual will, consider the
American Jewish community that was emerging between 1880 and
1914. The Jewish masses of the period were immigrants or the
sons and daughters of immigrants. They were struggling to
establish themselves in America. Communal solidarity was built
upon the on the stark fact that Jews needed Jews. There was no
commercial credit for their nevwly established small
businesses. In addition to the wusual problems of small
businessmen whom banks did not want to deal with, the Jews

faced discrimination from the credit agencies, particularly

Sy



Dun and Bradstreet, who never missed the opportunity to defame
the Jewish businessman as one of "those people,” "Hebrews"”
whose business ethics and credit-worthiness were beneath
contempt. Jews had to establish their own credit agencies and
they did so with the opening of the Hebrew Free Loan
Societies, or they borrowed from Landsman and/or relatives.
They had little time or mental space to consider their
individual, subjective Jewish identity. Jews needed Jews for
who else would be for them. Consider the contrast with the
contemporary situation where Jews frequently may well be the
loan officers in the banks and who decide on the 1line of
credit solely or mostly so on grounds of sound, rational
business principles. For the contemporary Jew, Jewishness is
frquently voluntary, individualistic. In the earlier period,
sclidarity was more likely to be a given rather than a
communal problematic. Few Jews could afford to turm their
backs on the Jewish community.

The methodological implications of this set of
circumstances are obvious. Information gathered on the use of
Jewish communal services would be more central to the task of
examining the way Jewishness works it way through the
individual and residing in large part in the space reserved
for his connection with the Jewish community in the earlier
period I reported on. Now, given vastly different
circumstances, we need different indicators.

All of this means that people who bear responsibility for

Jewish communal surveys, which are unfortunately frequently



called called population or demographic surveys, should be
encouraged to include subjective-motivational-identity items
in their questionnaires and interview guides.

My sense is that the community is not gaining that much
from the surveys that are now being c¢onducted -though as a
practicing sociologist I am happy to have the data the surveys
produce. We have to start asking the right questions. That is
what I take 1is the major contribution of the Horowitz report
and that, ultimately, is what makes it so good. It is a first
class job!

3. An order of priorities

Given limited resources, I would suggest a two pronged
approach. First, piggy back on communal surveys by buying
space on the surveys for the kinds of questions that the
Foundation deems most central to its mission and subsidizing
university based research on those items. The results should
encourage subsequent communal survey designers to include such
items in their own design. If I am correct, we would soon have
a body of findings which could help the lay and professional
in Jewish education and other communal concerns to be able to
allocate thelr resources rationally and effectively.

Second, I would suggest that the Foundation choose and
develop a set of inexpensive Jewish-social indicators. The
data for some of the indicators are collected routinely by the
communal surveys and other bodies. Others can be worked out by
the Foundation or investigators with which it contracts for
services. What we need is set of social indicators comparable
in their own way to the sorts of indicators that the federal

government supplies to business and various levels of



government. In both instances, I propose that the Foundation
build on work that is already done rather than going it alone.
Before any of this happens however, the Foundation must decide
on the extent to which it wants to be in the Jewish R and D

business.



To: Ellen

From: .ush Elkin

Re: Your paper on indicators

I am honored to have the opportunity to have an advanced look at your wonderful paper
on indicators of success, and to provide some reactions which I trust will be helpful to

you and to the Mandel Foundation.

In general, I had a very positive reaction to your paper. First and foremost, I am
appreciative that the topic is being given serious consideration. Greatly increased
attention to this topic is vital if we are to create a more accountable system for Jewish

education worldwide,

Second, I believe that the summary of the general educational field and the Jewish
educational efforts at defining indicators are vital additions to the knowledge base
available to those in Jewish education. Most Jewish educators do not frequent the
literature which you have cited. Yon have organized the presentation of the various
conceptual models of indicators in a manageable way. I found the charts to be especially
helpful as graphic organizers of the various indicator systems. If possible, it would be
helpful to have the charts folded into the body of the text for more convenient

referencing.



On a personal note, I valued the attention paid to cur PEJE excellence portrait. I learned
to see our work within the broader context of other systems, especially those which focus

on outcomes as well.

I do have one major recommendation which I think would strengthen the paper and make
it all the more relevant for Jewish educational use. I feel that the section on alternative
strategies needs to be given more attention, even in this first paper. You make the case
quite cogently that Jewish education does not now have a real platform of established
indicators upon which to build to the next stage, You comectly point to three significant
alternative routes to approach the challenge of docurnenting educational quality, other

than with indicators of success. However, I was left wanting much more.

I personally believe that the case study/ethnographic alternative has great promise for
Jewish education in all its forms, as does the quality metaphor of high reliability. I want
to believe that more could be offered now on these two alternatives, and that the Mandel
Foundation and the rest of the field does not have to await a different paper until some

time off in the future.

The way the paper is now constructed is fine for limited use within the Mandel
Foundation and its associated programs. If that is indeed the entire audience, then I have
no problems and you can disregard the rest of my review. However, if there is a desire

to disseminate the paper more widely beyond the foundation’s immediate network, I



would recommend that the paper be expanded in order to offer a more balanced
presentation between the review of the indicators research and the description of the three
alternatives. As it now stands, the subtle message of the paper (not intended) is that
despite the limitations of indicators, and despite the poor indicator platform in Jewish
education, these indicator systems are still vitally important. If you were to devote more
space and detail to the three altematives, however, a strong message would go forth from
your paper calling for the adoption of different strategies reflecting the articulated

altematives.

I am well aware of how challenging it is to think about developing ethnographies; they
are complex pieces to articulate and require vast amounts of time and human resource. It
would be exciting to include some brief excerpts from already-existing, well-done
ethnographies, even if you had to borrow from the general education world. Contact with
this genre of educational investigation could have a profound influence on so many
individuals in Jewish education. As you said earlier in the paper. these alternatives sill
help Jewish education to gradually build the platform upon which some indicator systems

could be constructed down the road.






Indicators Project

At a meeting last February, we set two mam goals for the Indicators Project during 1999: (a) To
prepare materials that will allow us to produce a series of Indicator Reports using U.S. secular
national data sets; (b) to produce background papers that set forth ideas and strategies for
measuring indicators in two key areas: the quality of Jewish educational institutions (an “input”
indicator) and Jewish identity (an “output” indicator). We met these goals, and in fact have
surpassed our expectations by assembling a team and obtaining outside support for a process that
may lead to a major study of Jewish schools.

We were fortunate to engage Professor David Kaplan of the University of Delaware, a member of
our Professors Group, to work on the Indicators Reports. Professor Kaplan is an expert on
educational statistics and the analysis of survey data. He has completed one report, which used
the General Social Survey to plot changes in the sell-reported strength of Jewish identity for three
cohorts of American Jews: Those born before 1925, those born from 1925-1950, and those bom
since 1950. Professor Kaplan's analyses document a decline in the proportion of respondents
who call themselves “strong Jews™ and a rise in the proportion of those who say are “not very
strong Jews.” Strength of identity is related to intermarriage, as those who are intermamed tend
to be less committed as Jews, Professor Kaplan's research is the first independent corroboration
of the findings of the NJPS 1990, that the rate of intermarriage among Jews bom since 1950 is
very close to 50%. Professor Kaplan is currently working on a second report. which examines
salaries and benefits of teachers and principals in Jewish day schools, using a national data set
called the Schools and Stafhng Survey., which includes public schools and a variety of private
schools, such as those under Jewish, Catholic. and independent auspices. The analyses for this
report are complete and we expect to see a draft of the report shortly.

To help us design new indicators of Jewish education, we commissioned Dr. Bethamie Horowitz
to write a background paper on Jewish identity. and Protessor Ellen Goldring to write on the
quality of Jewish institutions. Drafts of these papers were completed in spring 1999. and they
were subsequently reviewed by our professors group and by external reviewers. The papers were
then revised and have now been distributed to an audience of academics in Jewish education. The
papers will serve as essential references for the Mandel Foundation if it undertakes further work
on indicators of Jewish education. and researchers who examine the relation between Jewish
schooling and Jewish identity.

Among the reviewers of the background papers were Professor Barbara Schneider of tbe
University of Chicago and Professor David Kaplan of the University of Delaware. These survey
experts urged us to implement our new ideas about indicators in a longitudinal study of Jewish
schools and Jewish adolescents. Professor Schneider was approached by members of the Chicago
Jewish community to apply her research methods and instruments for the study of adolescents to
Jewish schools, and she viewed this as an opportunity to combine her interests in Jewish
education with her expertise on survey research. She formed a team consisting of members of the
Professors Group and persons associated with the Mandel Foundation, and asked the Spencer
Foundation to support a pilot study of Jewish schools in the Chicago area. The purpose of the
pilot study is to develop instruments and assess the feasibility of a large-scale study of Jewish



schools, teachers, and students, to be carried out subsequently in Chicago or elsewhere. A senior
professional at the Jewish Federation of Chicago is a member of the planning team for the pilot
study, and we have sought advice from the Chicago-based member of the Mandel Foundation
Board, John Colman. The pilot study has been funded for one year by the Spencer Foundation,
and the first meeting of the team will take place on January 12, 1999, If the full study comes to
fruition, it will be the largest and most important study of a system of Jewish education to date.

As the Mandel Foundation develops an agenda for research and evaluation in the future, the
Indicators Reports and the Chicago pilot study may serve as major areas of work. Each of these
has the potential to provide important information that can inform national and local decision-
makers about the state of Jewish education and the conditions that may lead to its advancement.

During the summer of 1999, the Coalition for Advancement in Jewish Education reprinted a 1997
article by Bill Robinson, Adam Gamoran, and Ellen Goldring on “Gender differences among
teachers in Jewish schools.” The report was picked up by the Jewish Telegraphic Agency and
received attention in several Jewish newspapers. In addition, our report on The Leaders Report:
A Portrait of Leaders in Jewish Schools, by Goldring, Gamoran, and Robinson, was released by
the Mandel Foundation. Also, Gamoran, Goldring, and Robinson published “Towards building a
profession: Characteristics of contemporary educators in American Jewish schools” in Y. Rich
and M. B. Rosenak (Eds.}, Abiding Challenges: Research Perpectives on Jewish Education (Tel
Aviv: Freund, 1999). This paper presents results on teachers and educational leaders in Jewish
schools, and is the culminating paper from the CIJE Study of Educators.
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To: Adam Gamoran
From: Barry

Fax number: 212-532-2646
Voice: 212-532-2646

Re: *“Indicators”

Tt" ad appeared in the NY Times today (op #d page). I thought it was interesting in the
light of our “indicators™ discussions.








