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BOARD MEETING
COUNCIL FOR INITIATIVES IN JEWISH EDUCATION
November 1-2, 1995
UJA/FEDERATION OF JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES OF NEW YORK

Attendance
Board Members: Daniel Bader, Mandell Berman, John Colman, Susan Crown,
Alfred Gottschalk, Mark Lainer, Morton Mandel, Matthew Maryles,
Charles Ratner, Esther Leah Ritz, Richard Scheuer, David Teutsch,
Isadore Twersky
Guests: Raymond Bloom, Chaim Botwinick, Steve Chervin, Sharon Feiman-
Nemser, Allan Finkelstein, Joshua Fishman, Judith Ginsberg,
Lee Hendler, Robert Hirt, Stephanie Levi, Richard Meyer,
Dalia Pollack, Joseph Reimer, Aryeh Rubin, Louise Stein
Consultants Gail Dorph, Adam Gamoran, Ellen Goldring, Stephen Hoffman,
and Staff: Alan Hoffmann, Barry Holtz, Virginia Levi, Robin Mencher,

Josie Mowlem, Debra Perrin, Nessa Rapoport, Richard Shatten,
Jonathan Woocher

EADE P N

On Wednesday evening November 1, board members and guests attended a seminar
at which Dr. Arthur Green, Phillip W. Lown Professor of Jewish Thought at Brandeis
University discussed “In Quest of a Jewish Future: The Jewish Seeker in the North
American Landscape.”

WELCOME D INTRODUCTORY R

The Chair opened the meeting on Thursday, November 2 by welcoming all in
attendance and introducing the following first-time attendees: Susan Crown, CIJE
board member and president of the Ari and Ida Crown Memaorial; Sharon Feiman-
Nemser, Professor of Education at Michigan State University; Judith Ginsberg,
Executive Director of the Covenant Foundation; Lee Hendler, vice-chair of Baltimore's
Center for the Advancement of Jewish Education; Josie Mowlem, newly appointed
Assistant Executive Director of CIJE; Dalia Pollack, recently appointed staff to the
CJF-CIJE-JESNA Committee on Jewish Continuity; Joseph Reimer, Professor of
Education and Director of the Hornstein Program at Brandeis University; and Aryeh
Rubin, businessman and philanthropist.

The Chair noted that the focus of the day would be on leadership in Jewish education.
CIJE has verified the prediction of the Commission on Jewish Education in North
America, that finding outstanding people for leadership positions in Jewish education
is a difficult enterprise. The effort to bring the best and brightest into the field, known
within CIJE as “building the profession,” is one of our two primary emphases. (The
other, also identified by the Commission, is the goal of building community support for
the Jewish educational enterprise.)
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Il.

OVERVIEW OF THE DAY, T

The Chair introduced Alan Hoffmann, Executive Director of CIJE, to provide a context
for the day’s program.

Mr. Hoffmann noted that CIJE is about change and reform. We are committed to
bringing lay leadership together to support these efforts and to building the profession
of Jewish education. CIJE is beginning to discuss ways to elevate the discourse at
both the communal and national levels regarding the ideas and purposes of Jewish
education. Working through its laboratory communities, CIJE is involved in diagnostic
work in forging leadership coalitions, and in engaging institutions and communities in
discussions of vision for successful outcomes in Jewish education.

At an earlier meeting of this board, participants had heard about the CIJE Study of
Educators and the resultant Policy Brief proposing interventions. The agenda of this
board meeting was built around issues of professional leadership in Jewish education.
We focus on leadership for a variety of reasons.

A. The notion of leadership is embedded in our tradition.

B. We know that leaders are the gateway to the rest of the profession and must be
engaged to impact their staff.

Leaders have the ability to transform.

Educational leaders provide a bridge to lay leadership on one hand and content,
program, and goals on the other.

E. Leaders in Jewish education are generally full time and reasonably well
compensated.

F. The leadership cohort in Jewish education is small enough to have significant
impact.

Mr. Hoffmann noted that the outline of the day was to look at three qualitative
vignettes or case studies followed by a quantitative review of CIJE data on
educational leadership. The final segment of the discussion on leadership would be a
review of CIJE projects underway to develop leadership.

IV. THE IMPACT OF LEADERSHIP ON ...

A. The Synagogue School

The Chair introduced Dr. Joseph Reimer, director of the Hornstein Program and
Professor of Education at Brandeis University. He noted that Dr. Reimer was a
staff member of the Commission on Jewish Education in North America and is the
author of a forthcoming book entitled When Synagogues Educate. Dr. Reimer
noted that his research for the forthcoming book began as an outgrowth of his
work for the Commission. He was looking for factors that make certain
synagogue schools stand out as effective, and discovered that the position of
educational leader is critical. He found that successful leaders share a
commitment to mission and vision as well as promoting focus on relationships
within their institutions.
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With respect to vision, he noted that each synagogue school he studied has its
own character, irrespective of denominational label. To be educationally
effective, a synagogue must know what is unique about the school and must
have a vision for Jewish life that includes a dynamic role for the educator. Each
of the successful educators in this study had created a vision in conjunction with
the synagogue rabbi which they were able to communicate effectively to the
synagogue community. The educational leader plays a central role in
communication of this vision and, together with lay leadership, is responsible for
translating the vision into identifiable goals.

Dr. Reimer noted a series of critical relationships for the effective educator as
follows:

1. Educator and rabbi - The rabbi must be a partner with the educational leader.
Both must buy into the vision in order to bring together “the Jewish” and “the
education.”

2. Rabbi, Educator, and Lay Leaders - The lay leadership of the synagogue
school must be partners in relating the vision. In addition to providing
governance, they must vouch for the integrity of the vision with the
constituents of the school.

3. Leader (Principal) and Teachers - It is the principal’s task to be certain the
teachers are in touch with the school’s vision. It is they who make the
curriculum come alive in the cléssr_oom. The synagogue educator is the
“trainer on the spot” and must help the strongest teachers to become Jewish
educators.

4. Educator and Parents - The educational leader works with parents to provide a
bridge between what is happening at school and at home.

5. Leader and Students - The educational leader provides a degree of continuity
for students in the school, providing a grandparent figure.

Dr. Reimer noted that the articulation of vision and its translation through all
these relationships are what identified successful educational leaders in his study.
He noted that our challenge is to apply this understanding.

B. JCC’

The chair introduced Allan Finkelstein, Executive Vice-President of the JCC
Association. He noted that Mr. Finkelstein has been a major force for Jewish
education in the Center movement and is himself a role model of how a leader
can impact an agency and system.

Mr. Finkelstein noted that the COMJEE report of 1983 was a watershed in
focusing the role of the JCC executive on bringing Jewish education to JCCs. It
has been shown that the Center executive gives leadership to this enterprise by
setting a personal example. The key to the evolution of the JCC as a Jewish
educating institution has been a new generation of Jewishly committed, learning
executives.
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This change has occurred as a result of a JCCA effort to provide Center
executives with a systemic, high quality Jewish experience. The movement
established the following principles:

1. Develop a generation of executives with Jewish literacy, personal Jewish
commitment and passion, and an ability to transmit this to others.

2. To accomplish this end, it was essential to opt for the highest quality
teachers and pair center executives with Jewish education mentors.

3. The movement needed to develop a systematic curriculum and developed a
book entitled A Guide to Jewish Knowledge for the JCC Professional.

4. Israel and the Israel experience are critical to the Jewish education of JCC
executives.

5. It was important to begin where each individual executive was, dealing with
that person’s particular needs.

JCCA established an executive education program which is undertaken every
three years and includes a three week Israel component. A more intensive three
month study program in Israel is available through an Executive Fellows program.
Most recently, the Mandel Executive Education Program focused on a small cadre
of middle level JCC staff who had been identified as potential executives for large
city JCCs. At the same time, the Wexner Fellow Program has provided sixty JCC
executives with executive education with one-on-one personal study with a
Jewish education mentor. In fact, the commitment of JCCA is to all staff and
since the inception of this undertaking, over 2,000 JCC staff members have been
sent to Israel for study.

The outcomes have been dramatic. There is ongoing serious study occurring
among JCC executives and staff. Higher levels of observance among JCC
executives have been documented. ' There is a sense of a Jewish transformation
within JCCs evidenced by JCC commitment to full time Jewish educators on the
staff, which has increased from two in 1983 to 70 in 1995, In addition, Jewish
education leadership has become a factor in the selection of JCC executives. The
result of transforming the executives has yielded a transformation in the Centers.

C. The Chair introduced Dr. Sharaon Feiman-Nemser, professor of education at
Michigan State University and a senior researcher for the National Center for
Teaching and Learning. Dr. Feiman-Nemser, a specialist in teacher education, is a
consultant to CAJE’s Teacher Educator Institute.

Dr. Feiman-Nemser reported on an experiment in avocational teaching undertaken
by her synagogue in East Lansing, Michigan with funding from the Covenant
Foundation. The synagogue school had, for twenty years, relied on local Israelis
and college students to provide Jewish education to their children. The result
was frequent staff turnover and high dissatisfaction within the congregation. The
synagogue developed a proposal to train a core team of parents from this
university community for teaching in the synagogue school. Rabbi Amy Katz was
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recruited to direct the school and work toward the success of this program of
avocational teachers.

Rabbi Katz took the following steps:

1. She communicated that Jewish education is a serious enterprise.

2. She guided and encouraged these avocational teachers in their own personal
Jewish education.

3. She helped to adapt curricular materials.

4. She personally developed and enriched the program.

5. She set standards which raised the quality of the teaching.

6. She linked the school and its avocational teachers to a wider network of
Jewish educators.

7. She inspired new forms of participation by the teachers.

8. She transformed the congregation’s concept of knowledgeable leadership,
resulting in the synagogue’s hiring its first rabbi.

Dr. Feiman-Nemser noted that the educaticnal leader played a critical role in the
success of this undertaking, demonstrating the power of knowledgeable
leadership to transform a school.

V. THE CIJE STUDY OF EDUCATIONAL LEADERS

The Chair introduced Dr. Ellen Goldring, Professor of Education and Associate Dean at
Peabody College, Vanderbilt University, and co-director of the CIJE Monitoring,
Evaluation and Feedback project. Dr. Goldring was asked to provide an overview of
the data on educational leaders that have emerged from the CIJE study of educators.
Dr. Goldring noted that the preceding three presentations point to the importance of
educational leadership in school settings. CIJE has been asking how we can build a
profession of educational leadership, noting that we cannot rely on natural born
leaders, but should determine if there is a body of knowledge we may wish to require
of our educational leaders.

She noted that CIJE undertook a study of educational leaders in the laboratory
communities. The study asked the following questions:

A. What are the training and background experiences of educational leaders in
Jewish schools and how do these compare to the standards for certification and
licensure for educational leaders in public schools?

B. What are the past experiences and career plans of the leaders in Jewish educating
institutions in the three communities?

C. What are the professional growth activities of these educational leaders?

In considering background and training, it was noted that public school principals must
first be certified as teachers, then must undertake graduate study in administration.
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This study assumes that educational leaders in Jewish educational institutions should
have preparation in:

1. Jewish Studies
2. Education and Pedagogy
3. Administration/Supervision

The study looked at educational leaders of day schools, supplementary schools, and
preschools. It concluded that 76% of respondents are trained in general education
and pedagogy. Forty-nine percent are trained in Jewish studies (but only 12% of
preschool educational leaders have training in Jewish studies). With respect to
training in educational administration, 41 % of day school leaders and 19% of both
supplementary school and preschool educational leaders have such training.

The study then looked at composite figures. It concluded that 35% of Jewish
educational leaders are trained in both general education and Jewish studies, while
11% are trained in neither. When administration and supervision are added, the
studies showed that 16% are trained in all three.

The study also looked at how many of the educational leaders are employed full time
and what percent considered Jewish education a career. It concluded that a total of
78% of educational leaders are full time, broken down to 96% of day school leaders,
61% of supplementary school leaders, and 81% of preschool leaders. Virtually all
consider Jewish education to be their career (100% of day school leaders, 81% of
supplementary school leaders, and 93% of preschool leaders). The study also noted
that 78% of educational leaders have been in the field of Jewish education for more
than ten years and 31% have been educational leaders for more than ten years.
Seventy-eight percent plan to remain in the field of Jewish education.

The final segment of the study looked at professional growth activities in which
Jewish educational leaders now participate. To put this in context it was noted that
in Georgia public school principals are required to renew their credentials, including
completion of 100 hours of additional course work every five years. In contrast,
Jewish education principals attend approximately five workshops every two years and
77% engage in informal study of Hebrew or Judaica. Sixty-eight percent believe their
opportunities for professional growth are adequate.

Dr. Goldring concluded that this study suggests that Jewish educational leaders have
a relatively solid background in education, but inadequate training in Jewish content
and in administration and leadership. She noted that the challenge facing Jewish
education is to increase involvement in both pre-service and in-service education for
leaders. In light of an inadequate number of training programs for educational leaders,
there is a need to develop such opportunities.

The following questions were presented for further consideration:
1.  What does it mean to build a profession of Jewish educational leadership?

2. What are the standards necessary for leaders and how can they be
implemented?
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VI.

3. At what stage should we approach these issues systematically, the pre-
service or in-service level?

DISCUSSION

The Chair asked Dr. Gail Dorph, CIJE senior educational officer, to lead a discussion

on the presentations that had been made and the policy issues which they raised for
Jewish educational leadership.

What can we learn about the implications of the vignettes regarding professional
leadership? It was suggested that systems can only go so far, after which
institutional change depends on people. Change cannot occur without the buy-in of
the leader. The vision of the educational leader can have a significant impact on the
quality of learning opportunities for teachers as well as their students.

It was reported that a new program has been developed in Detroit for the education of
Jewish families through their synagogues. It has been evident that in order for this
program to succeed, it requires buy-in from the rabbi, commitment of the Jewish
educational leader, and validation by the lay leadership.

There was discussion about the qualities which make an effective leader and whether
these differ from the qualities of an effective manager. It was suggested that we
should not settle for less than leaders who are also managers.

It was suggested that private school leadership might provide a better basis for
comparison in the study of educational leaders than public school leadership.

In considering the conclusion that educational leaders are satisfied with the training
available to them, it was suggested that people are frequently content with that which
they do not expect to change. Professional leaders do not get support (either financial
or moral) for additional training and are seldom offered the time to undertake it. It
was suggested that we may wish to consider encouraging small steps toward change
in this regard.

With regard to the presentation on JCC executives, it was noted that there remain
many turf issues between JCCs and synagogues and that much of the federation
movement has not accepted the transformation of centers to Jewish educating
institutions. It was noted, further, that strengthening Jewish education requires
multiple cuts into the problem, suggesting that synagogues and JCCs should be able
to work cooperatively.

It was noted that people seem to move up within the field of teaching, eventually
become educational leaders, and then leave the field. Perhaps we should look for
ways to make it more comfortable to survive in leadership positions.

It was noted that the culture of an institution often has to change before an effective
partnership can be created among the Rabbi, the lay leadership, and an educational
leader.

It was also noted that the training of lay leadership is an issue which needs to be
addressed. There has to be a new understanding of the role of the educational leader.
An enlightened professional needs the right lay leadership group in order to be able to
function effectively.
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VII.

With regard to the Lansing Project, it was suggested that an avocational teaching
program requires ongoing training of the volunteer teachers. Did the original grant
include the centrality of the role of the professional in this regard? In response it was
noted that the original concept did include a professional consultant and that, once
that individual was in place, it became apparent how critical access to a
knowledgeable leader is. There is a clear need for ongoing learning among people who
are the teachers, which is applicable to volunteer or paid teachers.

Finally, Dr. Dorph asked what implications this might suggest for CIJE. It was noted
that CIJE had decided early on to take various approaches (research, building the
profession, and community mobilization) and that this multi-pronged approach has
resulted in CIJE’s ability to move forward more effectively than might otherwise be
the case.

It was noted that for Milwaukee, involvement with CIJE has resulted in the
establishment of partnerships and empowerment which have provided the Jewish
education system in the city with tremendous opportunities for growth. This
partnership has helped to pull many pieces together while it has raised expectations
for Jewish education in the community. Milwaukee expressed its gratitude to CIJE for
serving as a partner and catalyst to the process.

CIJE IN ACTION

The chair noted that, having spent the morning discussing Jewish educational
leadership, the next segment of the day would be devoted to looking at ways in which
CIJE is engaging in building the top tiers of personnel for the field.

A. Two Strategies for Leadership Training

Gail Dorph described two programs which CIJE has undertaken as a result of its
work with the laboratory communities and the issues which have been identified
through that work.

1. Harvard Principals Program

Gail noted that even before the conclusion of the Educational Leaders Survey,
CIJE began to develop professional growth and renewal opportunities for
educational leaders in the three laboratory communities. They were invited
to work together on issues of lgadership while also studying Jewish content
through the Principals’ Institute at Harvard University.

A second seminar is scheduled for early 1996 to consider the importance of
vision and partnerships. It is entitled Jewish Education with Vision: Building
Learning Communities. Participants will work with outside experts on the
process of establishing a vision for an educating institution.

The first seminar showed the value of working across settings,
denominations, and communities. It included educational leaders from day
schools, supplementary schools, and early childhood programs. It was
evident that these people had more in common than might have originally
been expected, and they have continued to work together since the first
seminar, primarily within their own communities. Participants are finding it
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useful to experiment with what was discussed at the seminar, come together
to discuss experiences, and to get feedback from others. A community of
colleagues has helped to create and support change.

In the future, seminars may include lay leaders as well as professionals,
brought together to work toward institutional change.

2. Teacher Educator Institute

It is clear from our research that much work is necessary to provide quality,
ongoing in-service education for teachers in our Jewish educating
institutions. Most of what is currently offered is very general and often
consists of one-shot programs. In order to change this approach, CIJE had
concluded that it is necessary to increase the capacity for sustained, ongoing
in-service education both locally and nationally. With this in mind, CIJE has
designed a series of seminars for teams of people who are in central
agencies, or are principals and lead teachers and who can eventually become
the trainers of teachers within their communities. In order to work toward
this goal, the CIJE Teacher Educator Institute is engaging participants in a
two-year experiential program of professional development which can
become a model for use in their communities.

B. Creating a Network: Professors of Education for Jewish Education

Sharon Feiman-Nemser reported that she has been trying for many years to
combine her interests in education with her interests in Jewish education. The
Lansing project described earlier in the meeting mobilized colleagues at Michigan
State University, who found that they enjoyed their involvement with Jewish
education.

In the course of our work, it has become evident that there is a very rich pool of
very senior outstanding academics in general education who are Jewish and who
are interested in bringing their expertise to bear on Jewish education. This
represents a way in which the Jewish community can radically expand our
capacity for thinking and action at the highest level.

An idea has been developed to gather a group of such people for an intensive
seminar in Israel to include both Judaic study and issues in Jewish education.
These experts would then each be linked to CIJE projects. In exchange for their
participation in the seminar, they will become consultants to CIJE and resources
for Jewish education in the entire North American community.

C. The Ripple Effect of the Study of Educators

Adam Gamoran noted that CIJE has benefited from its affiliation with the lead
communities, just as it was noted earlier that the lead communities have
benefited from CIJE’s work with them. The Study of Educators in the
communities resulted in reports to the communities which led to community
action. Reports to the communities also led to a national report (the Policy Brief)
which, in turn, led to national action in the form of the establishment of the
Teacher Educator Institute. This national report also led to an expression of
interest from other communities which has since resulted in the development by
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CIJE of a manual for use with the survey instrument and its analysis. This

interest from other communities also has now led to the development of an
Evaluation Institute as a means to provide communities with more hands-on
expertise and evaluation.

The Evaluation Institute is being developed in partnership with JESNA. CIJE itself
does not have the capacity to provide evaluation expertise to every community
with an interest in including an evaluation component in its work. It is anticipated
that an interested community will identify someone with serious knowledge and
experience in research and evaluation to serve as a local consultant. The
Evaluation Institute will train these local experts in Jewish education evaluation.
There will also be opportunities to involve lay and professional leaders in an effort
to build greater community support for evaluation.

D. Discussion

The Chair noted that the foregoing are examples of the way in which CIJE is
designing and institutionalizing approaches as it progresses. This is part of the
attempt to work toward a complete, integrated system.

In discussing how much of a project’s cost should be devoted to evaluation, it
was suggested that the cost is higher for new and innovative programs than for
those which are more established. Figures of 5 - 10% were suggested. It was
noted further that the more difficult issue is to get communities to act on the
outcome of the evaluations undertaken.

The timing of evaluation was also discussed. It was suggested that after a
baseline study is undertaken, it is useful to reassess in three to five years. It was
noted that where baseline data have not been developed at the beginning, it may
be possible for a community to compare its progress to CIJE’s baseline data from
the study of educators. Cleveland Has decided to follow this approach and will
proceed @n the basis of comparisons.

VIII.BUSINESS SESSION

The Chair noted that CIJE has been incorparated as a 501(c)(3) organization and that,
from time to time, this board will be asked to act on business matters. The matter
currently before the board was the consideration of a retirement plan for CIJE staff.
Following discussion, the following resolution was moved, seconded, and adopted:

WHEREAS, the Board of Directors of the Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education
(CIJE) has determined that it is in the best interests of CIJE to adopt a retirement plan
for full time employees of CIJE,

BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Executive Committee of CIJE is authorized to take all
steps necessary to review and adopt such an appropriate retirement plan for full time
employees of CIJE.

D’VAR TORAH

The Chair introduced Dr. Raymond Bloom, director of the Jim Joseph Foundation, who
concluded the meeting with an inspirational D'var Torah.



Teacher Learning and the

Mathematics Reforms

WHAT WE THINK WE KNOW
AND WHAT WE NEED TO LLEARN

BY DEBORAH LOEWENBERG BALL

The work of professional
development is as uncertain as
practice itself, Ms. Ball points
out. Our challenge is to
experiment, study, reflect on,
and reformulate our hypotheses.
All of these are necessary if we
nve to successfully engage a
.der community — to “scale
up” reform by sowing ideas.

HESE ARE umes of ambi-
tious efforts to reform cur-
riculum and instruction in
mathematics. Reformers have
invested time and energy In
the creation of new mathematics stan-
dards and state curriculum frameworks.'
A host of innovative curriculum projects
are under development. and many states
are in the midst of changing their state as-
sessments.” Now there is increasing talk
of “scaling up™ the reform effort. of de-
veloping ways toreach more teachers.” As
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ments and ideas. An earlier draft of this arncle

prepured for a National Science Foundea-
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Enhancement in Mathematics K-6.
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one who has been engaged in mathemat-
ics reform ut several levels — as an ele-
mentary teacher. as a district-based re-
source teiacher, as a teacher educator, as a
researcher, and as a contributor to the Pro-

Jessional Stundards for Teaching Mathe-

matics, published by the National Coun-
cil of Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM)
— [ suggest that we take a closer, more
skeptical look at what we think we know
about teacher learning and about the
teaching envisioned by the reforms and
that we consider what “scaling up” might
meitn.

A central tenet of my argument is this:
because the mathematics reforms chal-
lenge culturally embedded views of math-
ematics, of who can — or who needs to
— learn math, and of what is entailed in
teaching and learning it. we will find that
realizing the reform visions will require
profound and extensive societal and indi-
vidual learning — and unlearning — not
Jjustby teachers, butalso by players across
the system.* What might such ambitious
learning entail? In this article I focus on
the learning of teachers. [ examine four
questions: 1) What do we think we cur-
rently know about how teachers learn? 2)
What do we know about the thing to be
learned — this new approach to the teach-
ing of mathematics? 3) What do we know
about teachers and what they bring to learn-
ing about such teaching? 4) What don 't we
know about teaching and teacher learning
that might matter in trying to “scale up”
the mathematics reform effort, and how
could we go about learning more?

What Do We Think We Know
About Teacher Learning?

Over the past decade, research and prac-
tice have yielded a mass of working ideas
about teacher leaming.* Some of these ideas
have been investigated in studies of teach-
er learning and teacher education. Some
have emerged from the practice of experi-
enced teacher educators. Others are part
of the current ideology.

[ use words like “ideas™ and “beliels” de-
liberately here. To call these tenets “knowl-
edge” seems problematic. for they are un-
evenly inspected and warranted. For exam-
ple. the proof of some of these ideas about
teacher learning is circular. That is. profes-
stonal development projects are designed
with these ideas in mind; then. when the
project is judged “successtul” by some stan-

dard, this result is taken as validation of
the ideas. Other ideas about teacher learn-
ing are not supported with evidence at all
butare advanced as moral positions. They
are seen as an inherent good. This does not
automatically reduce their potential value,
but it should shape our understanding of
whut they represent. [ am not saying that
any of the ideas we currently have are
wrong. But | am urging that we be more
skeptical of what we think we know. Some
of the ideas in the following list are so
vague as 1o need considerably more devel-
opment, while others may be true only in
certain ways or in some situations.

Despite their varied genesis. a small
number of ideas about teacher learning
show up repeatedly — in discussions. in
professional development projects, and in
the literature. They concern teachers. what
teachers need to know. and the conditions
and arrangements that support teacher
learning.

* Prior beliefs and experience. What
teachers bring to the process of learning
to teach affects what they learn. Increas-
ingly, teachers” own personal and profes-
sional histories are thought to play an im-
portant role in determining what they learn
from professional developmentexperiences.

* Subject-matrer knowledge. Such knowl-
edge is thought to matter in learning to
teach for understanding. Selecting a gen-
erative problem or task for students requires
being able to “see” the mathematics latent
in its scope. And trying to use tasks and
problems in ways that exploit their poten-
tial and support student learning depends
on the teacher’s own mathematical under-
standings. To guide a class discussion of
a mathematical conjecture can be treach-
erous when the teacher is unsure of the
terrain being explored. The teacher’s own
mathematical knowledge is also an impor-
tant resource in interpreting students’ un-
expected statements and solutions.

* Knowing the students. Knowledge of
students is viewed as essential to teaching
for understanding. Learning more about
students and about listening to them can
be crucial. How to hear what students say
involves more than acuity, for it requires
experiencing the world through another’s
perspective — not at all an easy task, es-
pecially when students’ perspectives are
so diverse.

* Importance of contexts. The contexts
in which teachers work are believed to af-
fect what they can do. (Students. parents.

administrators, tests, and district- and state-
level objectives and curricular guidelines
are all parts of the context of teaching.)
Mostoften discussed are the ways in which
aspects of the context constrain and inhib-
it teachers’ efforts. Students unfamiliar
with teaching for understanding tend to re-
sistit: parents protest departures from cus-
tomary practice: administrators are intol-
erant of less-orderly classrooms and some-
times fail to provide teachers with mate-
rials or time to develop their practice. Ex-
ternal curricular guidelines mandate pac-
ing and coverage and impede teachers who
want to teach for understanding. Less is
understood, however, about the promise of
extant resources as levers for reform: some
claim that the community can be a signif-
icant positive resource in making reform
happen: others place hope in new curric-
ulaand assessments. In any case, we need
to understand a great deal more about con-
text as a resource for reforming practice.

* Time. Learning to create the Kinds of
teaching envisioned by the mathematics
reformers is thought to be hard and to take
along time. Changes do not happen over-
night or simply as a result of deciding to
teach ditferently. There is as much to un-
learn as there is to learn. and what there
is to learn is complex and underdevel-
oped. In ways not well understood. the
odyssey probably entails (at some level)
revising deeply held notions about learn-
ing and knowledge and reconsidering one’s
assumptions about students and images of
oneself as a mathematical thinker, as a cul-
tural and political being, and as a teach-
er.” At the same time, of course, a teacher
must develop new ways of teaching, reflect-
ing. and assessing his or her own work.

* Reflection. Reflection is seen as cen-
tral to learning to teach. For the most part.
prescriptions for reflection focus on struc-
ture and context, emphasizing that teach-
ers need time. space. and encouragement
to reflect on teaching in ways that facili-
tate their learning — by talking with oth-
ers. by keeping a journal, by engaging in
action research. Less attention is paid to
what the specific objects and the nature
of that reflection might be. leaving some-
what up in the air the variety of learnings
that reflection might support.

* Follow-up. The most effective profes-
sional development model is thought to
involve follow-up activities. usually in the
form of long-term support, coaching in
teachers” classrooms, or ongoing interac-
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tion with colleagues. What such follow-
- might include is less clear: what are
o 2atures of follow-up that reallv mat-
ter? What sounds principally structural may
in fact be substantive,

* Muodeling. Some believe that teacher
cducators and staff developers should mod-
elthe approaches that they are promoting.
Though often heard. this advice is quite
vugue and is variously interpreted.

* Teacher control. Teacher development
is considered especially productive when
teachers are in charge of the agenda and
determine the focus and nature of the pro-
gramming offered. In the name of profes-
sional autonomy, many argue that teach-
ers should determine the shape and course
of their own development. However, lit-
tle discussion emerges about the dilem-
ma this presents for those working toward
reform. Setting off into a terrain beyond
one’s current horizons is difficult, if not
impossible. Yet. if the agendaisset by oth-
ers. it might not be sensitive to teachers’
needs and concerns. Determining how to
design provocative experiences for teach-
er learning and for engagement with what
is hard about the reforms. while still hon-
oring teachers as professionals. is a more

plex matter than many recognize.

r'hese ideas about teacher learning ad-
dress crucial aspects of what teachers know
and believe. bring up important consider-
ations for the structuring of teacher educa-
tion. and suggest what contributes to teach-
er learning. However. these ideas are. for
the most part, generalizations that are not
linked to any particular “kind” of teach-
ing. An analysis of what we think we know
about teacher lewning cannot be complete
without a closer examination of the spe-
cific reform-oriented teaching practices
that teachers are to learn.

What is “standurds-based teaching™?
And what is the substance of the mathe-
matics reform?” The standards developed
by the NCTM have been widely praised
for the vision they have articulated, and
they offer perhaps the most detailed images
of the mathematics teaching promoled by
reformers. With vignettes, examples, and
conceptual tools. the various publications
on standards — 454 pages’ worth — are
one main resource for reformers.

Despite the concrete illustrations from
classrooms, however, these documents are
* ‘rom programs for practice. They do

provide guidance on the specifics of
day-to-day. minute-to-minute practice. For
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example, one of the teaching standards
states that teachers have to decide “when
1o provide information. when to clarify an
issue. when to model, when to lead. and
when to let a student strugele with a dif-
ficulty.™ True enough. But the challenge
is to judge when to do which and on what
basis. When is a disagreement among stu-
dents something worth continuing? When
should the teacher step in and clear up a
controversy? When is a particular student’s
statement best left alone? When is it good
to probe?

The standards also speak of “worth-
while mathematical tasks™ and specify some
elements of such situations and problems.
With a particular group of students, though,
what makes a task productive of learning
is not a simple and straightforward mat-
ter. Sometimes good tasks fizzle to noth-
ing or run into unanticipated difficulties.
How does one exploit the potential of a
good task during the interactive work of
teaching? Although the math standards
paintimages and articulate principles, we
are still a long way from agreeing on a
single “it" that constitutes a unitary prac-
tice of "standards-based teaching.”

Some might argue that specific ques-
tions cannot be answered yet, because the
reforms are too new and thus underspeci-
fied. The air is filled with slogans and buzz
words about which there has been little dis-
cussion — problem solving, understanding,
meaningfulness, autonomy, authenticity,
inquiry. Some assume that, with time. we
will define these better, and the specifics
will be developed. Knowing more, some
believe, we will be able 10 develop more
explicit and helpful guidance for teach-
ers. Explicating the vision more fully is
certainly an important challenge of the re-
forms. And developing more and better-
specified articulations of the ideas and their
interpretations would be useful.

Stuill, the more the ideas are concrete-
Iy articulated, the more disagreements are
likely to emerge. The apparenl compan-
ionable consensus is likely to fade as the
discourse becomes less abstract. For ex-
ample, I have seen much more disagree-
ment among people who are watching a
videotape of actual teaching than in any
discussion of reform rhetoric. And no mat-
ter how much more specific the vision be-
comes, it will never become a prescription
for practice. Lee Shulman has argued that
initiatives for change can at best be “a

shell within which the kernel of profes-

sional judgment and decision making can
function comfortably.” He argues that such
initiatives cannot determine teachers’ ac-
ions or decisions directly. and he con-
cludes that, at best. they can “profess a
prevailing view, orienting individuals and
institutions toward collectively valued goals,
without necessarily mandating specific sets
of procedures to which teachers must be
accountable.™™

Shulman’s point about policy under-
scores the fact that some uncertainties of
practice are not a result of the underde-
veloped state of standards-based practice:
some are inherent in practice itself." Teach-
ing of any Kkind 1s filled with uncertain-
ties. However, in pursuing the new goals
of “understanding.” teachers must ply their
tracdle in an even more uncertain landscape,

Uncertainty is not a comfortable con-
dition for anyone and is certainly not a
happy prospect for ambitious reformers
seeking to convince an often unenthusias-
tic publ:c of the merit of their ideas. Three
sources of uncertainty stand out as endem-
ic to this kind of teaching: the inherently
incomplete nature of knowledge, the multi-
ple commitments with which teachers work,
and the aim of being responsive to students.

Challenges of incomplete knowledge.
Human understanding is far from a sim-
ple, visible phenomenon. To illustrate, I use
an example from my own teaching of third
grade.”

One day in early June, near the end of
several weeks of work on fractions, a girl
named Mei announced that she had no-
ticed something about fractions.” She had
noticed that the larger the “number on top™
of a fraction, “the bigger the piece you'll
end up with after you shade it in.” She
demonstrated her conjecture with an ex-
ample (Figure 1).

Figure 1.
4/4

She explained that. with ¥, a bigger piece
was shaded in than with %. Pointing to %
she said, “This one's a big numerator, and
you get this whole thing, and that is big-
ger than this one” (pointing to %).

After some discussion of her conjec-
ture, [ asked the class if they thought it



seemed true and if it would always be true.
“I think it probably would be.” nodded
Sheena. “We could try her conjecture with
awhole bunch of numbers.” I asked if any-
one wanted to suggest some numbers to
try. Jeannie suggested trying % and %, be-
cause % had a bigger numerator than %. At
the moment it seemed a perfect counter-
example since 5 was “bigger than” 4, but
the “piece shaded in” would not be big-
ger. Feeling pleased that we had a collec-
tive direction, [ asked the students to draw
pictures of % and % in their notebooks.
Each picture looked like Figure 2.

Figure 2.

5/5 4/4

Had I stopped there, I might have con-
cluded that all my students understood
that % was equivalent to % (even if they
would not have used the term “‘equivalent”).
However, when [ asked which fraction was
more. about half the students thought that
% was more. Some thought they were the
same, of course, and one child thought that
% was more than %. But why? How could
they look at these pictures and think that?
As we pursued the discussion, | discovered
that some students thought that, since %
has “more pieces.” it was actually more.
Even when they gave the “correct"” answer,
it was notclear what the students who said
the two quantities were “the same” were
thinking.

No matter what kind of research we do
in the future — exploring students’ know|-
edge and preconceptions. examining what
they know and how — teachers will con-
tinue to confront such uncertainty on a daily
basis. Can a teacher become more skill-
ful at probing and making sense of stu-
dents’ideas? Yes. But what teachers know
about their students can never be certain
or complete.

Challenges of competing commitments.
Notonly is our understanding of students
inherently incomplete, but the practice of
teaching itself is also uncertain. Teachers
work in the midst of’ many competing com-
mitments. For example, at the core of the
reform visions is the commitment to teach
worthwhile content with intellectual in-
tegrity, but equally central is the commit-

ment to honor the ideas of students. When
achild presents a novel approach to a prob-
lem that is imaginative — and completely
nonstandard — what is the right thing for
the teacher to do?

This is seldom an easy question to an-
swer. In the episode described above,
Sheena argued articulately that % had to
be more than %. She went to the board and
presented her original (and quite persua-
sive) explanation, rooted cleverly in as-
sumptions about sharing cookies. She drew
two circular cookies, dividing one into four
parts and the other into five to show that
with % there is enough to pass out one piece
to each of your five friends, but with % one
friend will not get any cookie (Figure 3).

Figure 3. i
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It was important to me that Sheena, who
was a student of color and a quiet girl, dis-
play enough confidence in herself and her
idcas to defend them in the face of her
classmates’ objections. And she was also
right, given the question she had framed:
“Which way of curting the cockie — into
fourths or fifths — will serve more friends?”
Her drawing presented another source of
uncertainty. Most adults to whom [ have
shown this picture immediately assume that
Sheena does not know that fractions rep-
resent pieces of equal size. But this is not
so clear. Dividing circles into fifths is tech-
nically complicated (try it!), and we had
not done this in class. [ knew that with
other pictures the children had sometimes
said, “T know my picture isn’t quite right,
but just assume that the pieces are the same
size.” Although Sheena did not say that
here, T am not so quick to conclude what
she knew — or did not know — about
equal parts.

As 1 listened to Sheena, however, |
knew that next year’s teacher might not
be charmed by Sheena’s way of thinking
about this, She might see Sheena as lack-
ing mathematical skills. Was she? Sheena
could complete standard fraction items cor-
rectly on a worksheet (e.g., “shade % of a
rectangle™), and she got the fraction items

righton the end-of-year standardized test.
Yet this nonstandard part of Sheena’s think-
ing made me wonder. And [ was aware
that my dual commitments to teach mathe-
matics with integrity and to honor her ideas
and ways of thinking were in tension in
this case. Sheena was being creative, and
some aspects of her answer were “right.”
But her nonstandard approach had actual-
ly changed the question, and her response
to the original question was “wrong.” What
is the “right” answer for me here, with my
commitment to opening up the mathemati-
cal discourse of the class to novel ideas
and conjectures and my equally strong com-
mitment to helping each of my students
learn mathematics?

Every day teachers must make similar
Jjudgments, design next steps, evaluate stu-
dents’ learning — and all on the basis of
incomplete and indefinitely interpretable
evidence. The slogans “teaching for un-
derstanding” and “mathematics for all”
are a lot more complex when seen up
close. Wrestling with these in context, on
an ongoing basis, is a second source of
uncertainty in teaching.

Challenges of anticipating, interpreting,
and responding to students. A third source
of uncertainty grows from the commit-
ment to be responsive to what students say
and do. Teachers often have to adapt and
improvise in the face of what happens as
lessons unfold. When my students drew
the pictures of % and % correctly but still
believed that these were not “the same
amount,” [ had to remap where we were
and where we might go. I realized that the
phrase “the same amount” was fragile,
and I searched for new phrasing. [ noticed
the ambiguity of the idea of “more,” and
[ began to consider another way to con-
front the problem that would allow us to
explore equivalence without burying the
students’ alternative interpretations. "

In this instance, [ felt very pressed, for
there were only two days left before the
end of the school year. I had believed that
we had reached some reasonable under-
standings of equivalent fractions, but now
I was concerned. Different students con-
tinued to speak, trying to convince others
of their interpretations. I found myself ques-
tioning those who argued that % was more
and repeating the comments of those who
said that the two fractions were the same
amount, The disagreement swung back and
forth.

Finally, [ took action. “We need to stop
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for & moment.” I announced. “This 1sn’t

‘ting us anywhere. People are just Kind

holding their own ideas and not really
thinking about something else we've al-
ready talked about.” | decided 1o try 10 show
the class that the issue, mathematically
speaking. was not the number of pieces
(something I thought we had already spent
tme investigating and discussing ). What
mattered was the whole, I pulled out two
large white envelopes and. with the chil-
dren’s help in interpreting what % and ¥
meant. cut one into four pieces and the oth-
er into five pieces. We talked about these
two “cookies.” as the children called them.
We taped the pieces back together to see
that they could be pieced back 1o make
the original “cookie.”  demonstrated how
% and % were each still the whole cookie
and explained that these two cookies were
the same size. Stll. the confusion continued
as we tried to talk about this example. Stu-
dents” comments included the following:

Luey:1think they both have the same.
Because you are using an envelope, and
it's just a cookie or an envelope, and 1t's
the same size. and you're cutting it —
and it doesn’t matter if — “cause one has
less papers, they 're both the same size.

Daniel: | disagree because that one
[#] has lots less . . . . "Cause it gots four.
and 1t gots five.

Riba: 1 agree because that one [%] has
more pieces than that one [%].

Ataloss, I pressed insistently, “1didn’t
ask which one had more pieces. | asked
which one had more cookie.” Class was
nearly over, and [ asked the students to use
the remaining time to write in their note-
books what they thought about the com-
parison of % and %. That evening, as | stud-
ied what they had written and drawn. 1
could not be sure what they understood.
I had a lot of clues, but interpreting them
wWas not easy.

This story from my classroom is intend-
ed 1o illustrate a central issue too often by-
passed. While readers can doubtless sug-
gest to me any number of things that [
should have done — with the class or with
Sheena — there exists no single “it” to
which the reforms aim., no specific set of
steps that teachers must enact. Rooted in
the theories and commitments sketched
above, the NCTM books — as well as oth-

form documents — are long on prom-
and images. However, considerable
work lies ahead if the reform ideas are 10
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permeate daily practice in schools. Such
work will involve developing ways toalk
about the moves that a teacher might make
1o act on particular commitments in partic-
ular situations. the issues a teacher might
take into account, the alternatives he or she
might consider. This would entail compli-
cating the rhetoric. on the one hand. and
demysufying the magic of the teacher’s
role. on the other.

What Do Teachers
Bring to Learning “It"?

There is a growing recognition that teach-
ers, like their students. bring with them ex-
periences and prior understandings that pro-
foundly shape their learning."” These pre-
vious experiences sometimes do not help
them as they struggle to enact these rew
reforms. Indeed. past experiences can of-
ten act as obstacles. Forexample. elemszn-
tary teachers. most of whom experienced
school knowledge as a given — and who
acquired facts and memorized rules —are
being asked to invent a Kind of teaching
that engages students in complex reason-
ing in authentuic contexts. Despite the fact
that they have never seen or experienced
such teaching, they are faced with trying
to find ways to connect students with math-
ematics and mathematical reasoning and
to engage students in genuine experiments.
Although schools have never taught all stu-
dents equally well — and so offer no im-
agces of what it means to do so — teach-
ers are to find ways 10 help all their st-
dents.

And so a paradox emerges. Elemen-
tary teachers are themselves the products
of the very system they are now trying to
reform. An overwhelming proportion of
them are women, and the majority did not
pursue mathematics coursework bevond
what was minimally required. Many re-
port their own feelings of inadequacy and
incompetence with regard to mathemat-
ics, and some can even recall experiences
that became turning points that caused them
to stop taking mathematics. Rather than
look critically at the way we handle math-
ematics in school. they often assume that
their negative experiences reflect their own
mathematical inadequacies or stem from
the inherently useless content of mathe-
matics.

Those same experiences have equipped
them with ideas about the teacher’s role,
about who can leam mathematics. and about

what it takes to learn and know mathemat-
ics. Moreover, what teachers bring with
them is not purely cognitive, for they also
bring commitments about how to act with
different students. a sense of themselves as
helpful and effective. and feelings about
centain kinds of classroom environments.
These. too. influence their interpretation
of and disposition toward the mathemat-
ics reforms.

The mix of things that teachers bring
becomes evident in concrete contexts —
such as in viewing a videotape or discuss-
ing a case. It becomes clear that, given
what people’s own past experiences are,
the reform visions are simultaneously ap-
pealing and unsettling. attractive and un-
familiar,

When people view and discuss video-
tapes of aliernative approaches to mathe-
matics teaching. they tend to have mixed
reactions. On the one hand. they may be
impressed with the children’s confidence
and civility. They may be attracted by the
students’ flexible use of drawings and anal-
ogies, as well as by their articulateness,
On the other hand, viewers may find it
deeply disturbing to hear the array of stu-
dent interpretations. Evidence that students
may not understand 1s not always intrigu-
ing: sometimes it can make one quite un-
comfortable. Of course, students can also
display exquisite understandings of com-
plex ideas. Glimpsing these is breathtak-
ing. But students also hold robust ideas
that conflict with currently accepted knowl-
edge. One major source of teachers’ feel-
ings of efficacy and satisfaction is the
sense that thev can help students learn.'
When we ask students to voice their ideas,
we run the risk of discovering what they
do and do not know.

In asking students to talk and other-
wise represent their thinking publicly, the
distance between their thinking and ours
becomes visible. And the instinct to ex-
plain away the apparent misunderstand-
ings is strong: “Did the teacher use ma-
nipulatives to show this?” “Had the stu-
dents been told that the unit has to be the
same?” The impulse to help and clarify, to
show and tell. is deeply rooted in teachers.
It is a good and worthy instinct. Teachers
are, after all. responsible for helping their
students learn.

When one starts listening more closely
to students, old complacencies about un-
derstanding are called into question. My
third-gradars who drew rectangles repre-



senting % and % as the same amount seemed
to understand equivalence until I began
asking more questions. Their earlier cor-
rect worksheets notwithstanding, I began
to see a glimpse of understandings less ro-
bust than I had hoped for. Moving in the
direction of the mathematics reforms means
confronting up close the uncertainties, am-
biguities, and complexities of what “un-
derstanding” and “learning” might really
mean and entail.

But things are more complicated still.
If student understanding becomes more
problematic, one’s own understandings are
soon more uncertain as well. And this is
at least as unsettling. After all, teachers are
“supposed to” know what they are teach-
ing. Confronting one’s own uncertainties
in understanding can make a teacher feel
inadequate and ashamed."” That the math-
ematics reforms are aimed at helping stu-
dents understand content in usable and pow-
erful ways is part of the appeal for teach-
ers whose own mathematical histories did
not offer them such opportunities. Still, in
pursuing such goals, deep anxieties about
one’s effectiveness and one's knowledge
are likely to surface.

Encounters with the reform visions can
be extremely troubling. Despite the obvi-
ous fascination of children’s nonstandard
thinking, if the goal is to help students
master content, close views of students’
alternative interpretations can threaten es-
tablished practices, Teachers who do the
things they have always assumed were
helpful and then discover that the students
are really not understanding the concepts
face even more anxiety. Richard Prawat
tells of a teacher he studied who, as she
embarked on changing her teaching, be-
gan to doubt that she had ever helped her
students “really” understand. As a dedi-
cated veteran with 20 vears’ experience,
she was profoundly distressed.

The mathematics reforms are attrac-
tive and inspiring in many ways. Yet there
are also powerful disincentives to engage
with this agenda, and some of these are
deeply personal and at the heart of the
identity one tries to create as a good teach-
er. Often teachers must defend to parents
and administrators things they are trying
even before they themselves are convinced
or confident about them. A risky prospect
at best, being in this position is under-
standably unappealing.

Being an agent for change can be hard.
[t takes courage and involves risk. One must

be adventurous and willing to experiment
and try new things in a context that has
not typically rewarded or encouraged in-
novation.

What Don’t We Know
About Teacher Learning?

To learn to teach mathematics as we
were taught is hard enough. To learn to
teach in the ways envisioned in the new
math standards is harder still. For teacher
educators, what we think we know about
teacher learning is challenged by the un-
derdetermined nature of the teaching to
be learned. That underdeterminedness
creates needs and points to things that we
don't know about teacher leaming. For ex-
ample, while we may believe that teachers
must understand subject matter in deeper
ways in order to be flexible when they lis-
ten to students, we still don't know enough
about how to help teachers cevelop such
understandings. We may realize that this
kind of teaching requires teachers to ask
good questions, but we do not know enough
about what makes one questicn better than
another or about how to develop the ca-
pacity to come up withand pose such ques-
tions. We may appreciate the uncertain-
ties of this kind of teaching and still not
know enough about what helps teachers
learn to manage dilemmas wisely, with a
combination of confidence and humility.

Learning this kind of teaching requires
more than knowledge and skill. A host of
personal qualities also matter: patience,
curiosity, generosity in listening to and car-
ing about other human beings, confidence,
trust, and imagination." Other important
qualities are interest in seeirg the world
from another's perspective, enjoyment of
humor, empathy with confusion, and con-
cern for the frustration and shame of oth-
ers. The personal resources that teaching
demands are not often discussed and even
less often nurtured. Is the kind of patience
that teaching requires something that can
be learned? Can empathy grow? If these
kinds of resources and qualities are central
to teaching, then we need ways of thinking
about how to cultivate and nurture their
development."

Traditionally, professional development
(e.g., inservice workshops) and profession-
al forums (e.g., journals and state meet-
ings) assume a stance toward practice that
concentrates on answers: conveying infor-
mation, providing ideas, training in skills.?

With enthusiasm and clever quips, leaders
distribute ideas, tips, and guidance. Par-
ticipants collect handouts and reproduci-
ble worksheets and eagerly file them. In
some sessions, participants may “‘share”
ideas, but with confidence that certainty
exists within a range of discourse about
answers. Such an approach offers partici-
pants an enorrmous assortment of resources,
but their potential is restricted by the lack
of critical discussion. Seeking to make par-
ticipants comfortable, staff development
leaders rarely challenge teachers’ assump-
tions or intentionally provoke disequilib-
rium or conflict.

Because discussions of teaching some-
times resemble “style shows” more than
they do professional interaction, teachers’
development of their practice is often a
highly individual and idiosyncratic matter.
The common view that “‘each teacher has
to find his or her own style” is a direct re-
sultof working within adiscourse of prac-
tice that maintains the individualism and
isolation of teaching.” This individualism
not only makes it difficult to develop any
sense of common standards but also makes
it difficult to disagree. Masking disagree-
ments hides individual struggles to prac-
tice wisely and so removes a good oppor-
tunity for learning. Politely refraining from
critique and challenge, teachers have no
forum for debating and improving their
understandings. To the extent that teach-
ing remains a smorgasbord of alternatives
with no real sense of community, there is
no basis for comparing or choosing alter-
native practices, no basis for real and help-
ful debate. This lack impedes the capaci-
ty to grow.

With goals that are uncertain and un-
derdetermined, a stance of certainty is un-
likely to press deeply into the work of re-
form. We would do well to consider and
experiment with fostering a stance of cri-
tique and inquiry — a stance of asking and
debating, a discourse of conjecture and
deliberation.

What might characterize a stance of
critique and inquiry toward practice? One
aspect of it might be the nature of encoun-
ters with new ideas — an important part
of learning. Such a stance would strive to
make a new idea viable, to get it on the
table for examination, trial, and debate. It
would involve convincing others that an idea
is worth considering, but without *sell-
ing” it.

A second aspect might center on con-
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cidering how other resources and knowl-

2e might be useful in connection with
particular agendas. Exanmining research in-
quisitively and skeptically. teachers would
seek insights from scholarship but not ac-
cord undue weight to its conclusions. This
stance would accommodate “the possibil-
ity that the available research knowledge
1s incomplete and there is room for discov-
ery. [ It would] neither romanticize teach-
ers’ knowledge nor unduly privilege re-
searchers’ claims.”™=

A third aspect of a critical stance might
entail shifting the emphasis from “imple-
mentation” of programs 1o adaptarion and
generation of new knowledge. Given the
uncertainties and underdeterminedness of
the reform visions, local interpretation and
invention are both inevitable and desirable.
A critical stance would acknowledge this
factand embrace it, using the broadly out-
lined reforms as a resource for develop-
ing inspired but locally tailored innova-
tions.”

These three aspects of a stance of cri-
tique and inquiry all deal in one way or an-
other with relationships with new ideas —
how one might engage them, where one

‘eht seek them, and how one might de-
op them. In taking such a stance it is
important also to maintain an openness 10
the insights and images of others and an
awareness of the role of adaptation.

The extent to which this stance of in-
quiry is both an individual matter and a
matter of professional community is im-
portant here. Successful teacher develop-
ment projects often count among their es-
sential elements the construction of a sense
of community within the project.” With
norms and patterns for discussing alterna-
tives. for arguing about relative merits. for
adaptation and evaluation. more opportu-
nities take on the possibility of being edu-
cative. What are ways to foster commu-
nities of practice. both direct and virtual?
Connections with others can extend local
resources and generate new ones. More-
over. such connections are an antidote for
the risks of parochialismin the current en-
thusiasm for school-based restructuring.
What might be ways to create both local
community and connections with a broad-
er community? To foster access to — and
opportunities to distribute — new knowl-
edee, new ways of knowing. norms for cri-

e and challenge, and new fruitful hy-
putheses for practice?

Those of us who are teacher educators
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need to develop and experiment with such
stances within both traditional and non-
traditional structures for professional de-
velopment — in the articles we write, in
the presentations we give, in the work we
do with teachers in schools. Moreover. this
kind of teaching is new to most of us as
well, and we are continually working to
develop our own practice in the spirit of
the reforms. What do we know — and not
know — that can inspire and support ex-
periments with alternative stances within
the material. content. and discourse of pro-
fessional education?

In the final section 1 propose two means
for experimenting with ways to foster a
stance of inquiry and critique: curricu' um
materials and videotapes of teaching. The
first is conventional: the second, new. But
both are vehicles that offer promise and
might be worth atiention, care, and experi-
mentation. And both are responsive tothe
current clamor for “scaling up,” for koth
have the potential to reach many teachers.
Each offers to extend the resources of the
individual through connections with others.
Each also offers ideas for teaching and an
opportunity to examine knowing in teach-
ing. Each contains the possibility for sup-
porting the generation of new knowledge
for teaching, and each holds the possibility
for encouraging and supporting a stance
of inquiry and experimentation, of cri-
tique and deliberation.

Using Curriculum Materials
To Develop a Stance of Inquiry

Influenced by a big backlash againstthe
teacher-proof curriculum movement. con-
temporary educators often disparage text-
books, and many reform-oriented teach-
ers repudiate them, announcing disdain-
fully that they do not use textbooks. Yet
carefully designed curriculum materials
can offer teachers access to mathematical
ideas and ways to represent them. Curric-
ulum materials can serve as a rich site for
ongoing teacher learning. They can offer
maps of the mathematical ter-
ritory and help teachers o re-
conceive the terrain around
“big ideas.™* They can pro-
vide alternative tasks and dis-
cuss their relative advantag-
es and pitfalls. They can of-
fer teachers forecasts of stu-
dents’ likely thinking. If they
adopt a stance of contribut-

ing to an ongoing effort to teach, text ma-
terials would seem to hold untapped po-
tential. ™

Curriculum could be written with teach-
erlearning as a goal. Most curriculum de-
velopers have an eve on students rather
than on teachers, and they attempt to guide
teachers without engaging them in peda-
gogical conversation. To what extent do
textbook authors aim to help teachers learn
mathematics through the materials they
write? And what would it take for teach-
ers 10 use such texts in innovative ways
rather than convert them to their tradition-
al position as external authoritative guides?

As teachers build their own understand-
ings and relationships with mathematics,
they chart new mathematical courses with
their students. And conversely. as they move
on new paths with students, their own math-
ematical understandings change. Given the
expanse of mathematics to be learned and
the multiple ways in which it can be ex-
plored. it would seem worthwhile to in-
vestigate whether and how materials de-
signed to support both teachers’ and stu-
dents” learning can function as resources
for teacher learning. Furthermore, several
contemporary professional development
projects already use curricula as the stim-
uli for conversations among teachers about
teaching.” Using the texts in their own class-
rooms, reporting on what happened, reflect-
ing on the strengths and weaknesses of dif-
ferent ideas and activities, the teachers in
these projects learn about teaching and learn-
ing and about mathematics and reform.

These projects raise a crucial pedagogi-
cal issue. While curricula could be designed
with teacher learning in mind, what teach-
ers learn from such materials will also de-
pend on the ways in which they are engaged
with them — that is. on the norms and
expectations surrounding their use. What
might be the time frame within which a
teacher develops a relationship with the
curriculum material? How might the third
vear of use differ from the first? In what
ways could experiences be shaped around
these materials in order
to enhance their educative
potential? Perhaps texts
might be deliberately de-
signed to be “outgrown.”
We have much to learn
about the pedagogy of us-
ing such materials to sup-
port and facilitate teacher
learning.



These are issues worth working on. Text-
books continue to be a mainstay of the ele-
mentary classroom in most schools. De-
signing ways to use them more directly in
the service of teacher development would
pay big dividends.

Using Videotapes
To Foster Reform

The need for “images of reform™ is wide-
ly invoked. Teachers who have never seen
children discussing mathematics or active-
ly engaged with a mathematics problem
need to see what this looks like. Video-
tapes of such classrooms serve, in part, as
proof that such practice can happen in
schools. (Of course, the practice can back-
fire, and teachers can dismiss what they
see.)

Despite the widespread enthusiasm for
the medium, we know little about what
people attend to and learn while watch-
ing tapes.™ Do these tapes infuse new im-
ages alongside the deeply ingrained ones
from more conventional classrooms? If so,
what aspects of these images are salient
— the kind of mathematics, the nature of
the discourse, the capabilities of students,
the teacher’s role? All of these? Perhaps
some viewers study teacher moves, voice,
stance — things usually inaccessible. They
may deliberately or unconsciously *‘try on”
unfamiliar ways of being with students.

I have seen teachers experiment with
asking questions like a teacher on a tape
and then note the interesting differences
in how their students respond. Such imi-
tation is something we know little about.
Perhaps there are things having to do with
ways of being with students, ways of being
in oneself, that can be supported through
the viewing of tape and imitating of the
behaviors depicted. Perhaps there are sub-
tle aspects of interaction and manner that
are not available for examination in writ-
ten accounts of teaching, in curriculum ma-
terials, or in other kinds of professional de-
velopment opportunities. What can be learned
from videotapes, under what kinds of cir-
cumstances. is worth investigating much
more closely.

An associated question involves the
Kinds of tapes and teaching used.” What
is offered by polished professional-qual-
ity tapes? When is watching a novice teach-
er preferable and why? When are the strug-
gles of experienced teachers crucial to see?
Whatdo rough, problematic cases afford?

Annotations layered onto the videotape can
shape the viewing, but we know little about
how they affect viewers’ opportunities. What
features of the teacher’s identity affect
viewers’ reactions?

A videotape is of necessity but one slice
of classroom life, and we know little about
which might be the most helpful slices.
Should tapés focus on children and their
talk? Should tapes highlight the teacher and
her moves? Are some aspects of the curric-
ulum more important to document in such
tapes than others? Perhaps any old tape will
do, but I doubt it. What is afforded by the
availability of additional material, such as
copies of children’s work, teacher reflec-
tions, assessment items? Considering the
different aspects or features of tapes that
might be significant and exploring the range
of their impacts is an important part of
learning how these tapes might be help-
ful.

Another important question involves
the “pedagogy” of using vidzotapes. As
is the case with any materials, what peo-
ple learn from the tapes is influenced both
by what they bring to the experience and
by how they are engaged while viewing
the tape. What kinds of discussions are
most fruitful? Are there alternative organ-
izational structures in which to use tapes
(¢.g., small-group versus large-group set-
tings)? Are there ways to direct — or
widen — participants’ attention so as to
take the most advantage of the viewed
tape? And perhaps thorniest of all is the
challenge of developing a stance that is
less simply evaluative and more analyti-
cal.

Much discussion of case studies has fo-
cused on what constitutes a good case; oth-
er discussion has focused on the ways to
teach a case.” The latter issue is equally
significant with regard to the viewing of
videotapes. How does one structure the
experience of viewing in ways that gen-
erate learning? When, for example, might
it make sense o use a tape to exemplify a
kind of teaching and learning? Under what
circumstances might it make sense to use
a videotape as a springboard for investi-
gation of the particulars of the tape or of
more general issues of teaching, learning,
mathematics, and the purposes of school?

The work of professional development
is as uncertain as practice itself.” Perhaps
more so. The teaching we are trying to help
teachers learn is underdetermined, not

reducible to simple programs of practice.
Likewise, our understanding of profession-
al development that can support teacher
learning is a mix of fairly solid ideas, be-
liefs, myths, and conjecture. Currently, we
understand a great deal about what helps
teachers learn. For example, we understand
— but need to uncover more about — the
resources that matter in trying to teach all
students well. We need to understand bet-
ter the differences (and the similarities) be-
tween learning to teach in a reform-mind-
ed way as a beginning teacher and chang-
ing or developing one's teaching as an ex-
perienced teacher.

As teacher educators, teachers, and pol-
icy makers, we ourselves will need to make
new conjectures based on what we think
we know and what we think we still have
to learn. Our challenge is to experiment,
study, reflect on, and reformulate our hy-
potheses. All of these are necessary if we
are to successfully engage a wider com-
munity in the work of mathematics re-
form — to “scale up” by sowing ideas.
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Transiorming
Jewish Educafion

Transforming jewish
Teaching:
A Necessary Condifion for
Transforming Jewish Schools

Gail Zaiman Dorph

93, the Council for Initiatives in Jewish
giication (CIJE)! conducted a study of educators in
re-schools, congregtional schools and day schools
in the communities of Atlanta, Baltimore and
Mllwaukee This study showed that although the teaching force is
underprepared in both Judaica and pedagogy, it is more stable and more
committed than we might have imagined. Although only 32% of the
teaching force is full- time, about 60% considers Jewish education to be
a career. Only 6% of teachers plan to seek positions outside of Jewish
education in the near future.2

Conventional wisdom has stressed the futility of investing in our
teachers, since most of them are part-time and not professionals by
training. CIJE’s findings suggest that investing in the present teaching
ind leadership workforce could have real benefits for the Jewish com-
munity. These data have led us at CIJE to rethink the area of profession-
al development. Over the last few months, CIJE has been working both
in communities and nationally to create strategies for developing seri-
ous approaches to professional development opportunities for teachers

and educational leaders. This
article describes an emergent
approach to professional devel-
opment grounded in a particular
view of teaching and learning.
The thinking upon which it is
based is guiding CIJE’s current
work in professional develop-
ment.

In both Jewish and general edu-
cation, the dominant approach to
in-service education for teachers
has taken the form of one-shot
workshops, or, at best, short-term
passive activities, with limited fol-
low-up. The content of in-service
education has emphasized a “one
size fits all approach,” assuming
that generic strategies are applica-
ble to all regardless of educational
setting, age of the learner, or sub-
iect matter to be taught and
learned. Such strategies assume
that each teacher would “learn”
the latest new techniques and cre-
ative activities and bring them
back to her/his own classroom,
making whatever “adjustments”
might be necessary.

This approach to professional
development grew out of a par-
ticular view of teaching. In this
view, teaching is considered to be
straightforward and non-prob-
lematic; it emphasizes teachers
transmitting information and
children listening and remember-
ing. It does not seriously address
either the needs of children as
learners or the subject matters to
be taught. Our approach to pro-
fessional development has been
influenced by a different view of
teaching and learning, one that
emphasizes respect for both
learner and subject matter. Such
teaching has often been charac-
terized as “teaching for under-
standing” (Cohen, McLaughlin,
and Talbert, 1993). This view of
teaching moves us away from a
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more traditional image of teach-
ing as “telling and learning as lis-
tening” to a vision of practice
referred to by Deborah Meier
(quoted in Little, 1993) as “learn-
ing as telling, teaching as listen-
ing.”

This conception of teaching
requires that we think differently
about what teachers need to
know and be able to do, and
therefore requires that we think
differently about the cantexts and
content of professional develop-
ment. If we are to take seriously
issues of learners and subject
matter, “one size” can no longer
fit all; generic techniques appro-
priate to all ages and subjects will
be inadequate to the task. We will
need to create a variety of new
strategies and supports  to
enhance and deepen teachers’
learning and guide them through
experimentation and the real
struggles that accompany change.
Professional development must
itself reflect, promote and sup-
port the kind of teaching and
learning that we hope to foster.

Researchers concerned with the
latest efforts in educational
reform have found that teachers
have been able to make signifi-
cant changes in their teaching
practices in the context of learn-
ing communities. In such com-
munities, the emphasis switches

from experts transmitting skills
to teachers studying the teaching
and learning processes (Darling-
Hammond, 1993; Little, 1993;
Lord, 1994; McLaughlin, Talbert,
1993). Teachers have opportuni-
ties to voice and share successes
and exemplars, doubts and frus-
trations. They learn to raise con-
cerns and critical questions about
their own teaching and about
their colleagues’ teaching.

As Judith Warren Little (1993)
has suggested, changing teaching
will require not only changing
our image of teachers’ work but
also developing a culture compat-
ible with the image of teacher as
“intellectual” rather than teacher
as “technician.” Professional
development as an essential and
indispensable process will need to
be integrated into the life of edu-
cational institutions, woven into
the very fabric of teachers’ work,
not seen as a “frill” that can be
cut in difficult financial times or
because of overprogrammed
schedules.

A variety of conditions
(McDiarmid, 1994) have been
singled out as critical for sup-
porting this new approach to
professional development. These
conditions suggest a need for cre-
ating opportunities and structur-
al regularities that do not

presently exist in most Jewish o
gencral educational settings.

I would like to present three ot
these conditions because of their
implications for Jewish educa-
tion:

1. Teachers need opportunities to
work with colleagues, both in
their school building and
beyond it. They need to be
part of larger learning com-
munities that provide support
and access to new ideas and
knowledge.

2. Teachers need time to become
involved in the sometimes
protracted process of chang-
ing roles and practice. To
attain time and mental space.
professional development
must be redefined as a central
part of teaching. It can no
longer be an “add-on,” tacked
on to the school day, week or
year. It must be woven into
teachers’ daily work.

3. Teachers need the support and
advice of an educational
leader who understands issues
of teaching and learning and
what it takes to change teach-
ers’ roles and practice in their
classsrooms and in the school

Let me address these three condi-

tions and the challenges the

pose Lo us.
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1. Critical Colleagueship

Making changes is hard work.
Change does not always go
smoothly. It often includes frustra-
tion, backsliding and failure. Mak-
ing changes in one’s teaching prac-
tice is no exception. When stressing
the challenges of changing one’s
teaching practice, Deborah Meier
has suggested the analogy of
“changing a tire on a moving vehi-
cle;” an analogy that speaks to the
difficulty one encounters as one
continues “to move” while engaged
in repair work. After all, profes-
sional development is not a
pre-service activity. It takes place in
the same time frame in which one
is engaged in “doing the work.”

Educational research (Lord,
1994; McLaughlin, Talbert, 1993)
indicates that teachers who have
made effective changes in their
practice belong to active profes-
sional communities that not only
support and encourage new prac-
tice but also enable teachers to
engage in constructuve criticism.
A logical place to develop such
colleagueship is within the con-
text of the school in which one is
teaching. Here, teachers can
develop ways of working and
talking together. But we also need
ways to create community for
teachers beyond their own
schools so that teachers of the
same subject matters and teach-

ers of the same age children can
learn together.

Transforming schools into
learning communities for faculty
as well as for students sounds like
a reasonable suggestion—and
yet, it is a formidable challenge.
Critical colleagueship among
teachers could indeed be the first
step. Two clear prerequisites to
meaningful collegial collabora-
tion are time and the involve-
ment and support of the educa-
tional leadership of the
institution.

2. Time

When the rhetoric of changing
teaching practice meets the reali-
ty of life in schools, it immediate-
ly collides with the problem of
time. If this is true in general
education, how much more so is
it true in Jewish education, where
the majority of our institutions
and our personnel function part-
time. It is hard to imagine how
time can be found in the current
work configuration. Even finding
time for staff meetings when all
players can be present is difficult;
it is all the more challenging to
find real time to learn, discuss
and reflect.

In general education, schools
with serious commitment to pro-
fessional development for their
teachers have experimented with

a number of different strategies
for finding regular time including
a weekly extended lunch time of
two hours; pre-school meetings;
and starting “regular classes” at
noon once a week.

What would it take to find reg-
ular time in our Jewish schools?
Day schools and pre-schools
might experiment with strategies
such as those suggested above. In
supplementary schools, where
there is no flexibility in manipu-
lating face-to-face contact hours
of teachers with students, it
might mean paying teachers for
an extra afternoon of time each
week or for an additional two
hours on Sunday.

3. Leadership

It is clear that reorganizing the
schedule of a school to accommo-
date this kind of professional
development requires the support
of the leader of an educational
enterprise. This support cannot
be present only in the form of lip
service and superficial restructur-
ing moves. Only in settings where
principals are involved in profes-
sional development does teaching
practice really change (Little,
1989). At the most straightfor-
ward level, educational leaders
need to value this enterprise; ini-
tiate, plan, develop and evaluate
initiatives in their own institu-
tions; work with their teachers to
develop appropriate individual
professional development plans;
and work to advocate for particu-
lar programs that might best be
offered at the communal level,
such as those that extend and
deepen teachers’ subject matter
knowledge.

Community Mobilization
An additional necessary condi-
tion for serious professional
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development for Jewish educa-
tors falls under the rubric of
community mobilization. If one
thinks about the three conditions
necessary for creating a serious
climate for professional develop-
ment, one is struck by the impli-
cations not only for the people—
teachers and principals—but also
for their roles and their institu-
tions. Building professional
development into  schools
requires rethinking school sched-
ules and allocation of teachers’
time and salaries. None of this
can be accomplished without the
support of school board mem-
bers, rabbis and other stakehold-
ers in the process. Thus, taking
professional development seri-
ously challenges us to address
three much more basic issues:

Do we believe that Jewish edu-
cation can make a difference?

Do we believe that Jewish edu-
cators are critical to making that
difference?

Are we willing to create the

conditions and supports that
reflect our beliefs in a serious
way?
Gail Zaiman Dorph is senior edu-
cation officer for CIJE and former
director of the University of
Judaism’s Fingerhut School of
Education.
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1 Created in 1990 by the Commission
on Jewish Education in North Amer-
ica, CIJE is an independent, non-
profit organization dedicated to the
revitalization of Jewish education.
CIJE’s mission, its projects and
research, is to be a catalyst for sys-
temic educational reform by working
in partnership with Jewish commu-
nities and institutions to build the
profession of Jewish education and
mobilize community support for
Jewish education.

2. For more information about the
Study of Educators, please contact
the CIJE office, 15 E. 26th Street,
New York, NY 10010; 212-532-2360;
fax number 212-532-2646.

Reierences:

Cohen, D., McLaughlin, M, and Tal-
bert, J., Eds. (1994), Teaching for
Understanding: Challenges for Policy
and Practice. San Francisco: Jossey
Bass,

Darling-Hammond, L. (1994). The
Current Status of Teaching and
Teacher Development in the United
States. Background paper prepared
for the National Commission on
Teaching and America’s Future,

Little, J.W. (1986). Seductive images
and organizational realities in pro-
fessional development. In A. Lieber-
man (Ed). Rethinking School
Improvement. NY: Teachers College
Press.

Little, J.W. (1993). Teachers’ profes-
sional development in a climate of

Forum:

educational reform. Educational
Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 15,
#2,129-151.

Lord, B. (1994). Teachers professional
development: Critical colleagueship
and the role of professional commu-
nities, The Future of Education Per-
spectives on National

Standards in America. College
Entrance Examination Board, New
York, 1994.

McDiarmid, G. (1994). Realizing New
Learning for All Students: A Frame-
work for the Professional Develop-
ment of Kentucky Teachers. East
Lansing: Michigan State University,
National Center for Research on
Teacher Learning

McLaughlin, M. And Talbert, J.
(1993). Contexts That Matter for
Teaching and Learning: Strategic
Opportunities for Meeting the
Nation’s Educational Goeals. Palo
Alto: Stanford University, Center for
Research on the Context of Sec-
ondary School Teaching,



COUNCIL FOR INITIATIVES IN JEWISH EDUCATION
1996 BOARD OF DIRECTORS

David Arnow

Swig, Weiler & Arnow Mgmt. Co.
1114 Avenue of the Americas
New York, NY 10036

Phone: 212-869-9700

Fax: 212-921-4967

Daniel Bader

Helen Bader Foundation

777 East Wisconsin Avenue #3275
Milwaukee, WI 53202

Phone: 917-224-6464

Fax: 917-224-1441

Mandell Berman *

29100 Northwestern Highway, Suite 370
Southfield, Ml 48304-056

Phone: 810-353-8390

Fax: 810-353-3520

Charles Bronfman *

1170 Peel Street, #3800
Montreal, Quebec H3B 4P2
Phone: 514-878-5201

Fax: 514-878-5296

John Colman **

4 Briar Lane

Glencoe, IL 60022
Phone: 847-835-1209
Fax: 847-835-4994

Maurice Corson

The Wexner Foundation

41 South High Street, #3390
Columbus, OH 43215
Phone: 614-461-8112

Fax: 614-461-8276

Susan Crown

Ari & Ida Crown Memorial
222 N. LaSalle Street, #2000
Chicago, IL 60601-1102
Phone: 312-899-5030

Fax: 312-899-5038

* Executive Committee Member

* Steering Committee Member
3/1/86

Jay Davis

2167 West Wesley Road, N.W.
Atlanta, GA 30327

Phone: 404-696-9440

Fax: 404-691-0364

Irwin Field

Liberty Vegetable Oil Co.
P. O. Box 4236
Cerritoes, CA 90703
Phone: 310-921-3567
Fax: 310-802-3476

Max Fisher

Fisher Building

3011 Grand Boulevard, 27th Floor
Detroit, Ml 48202

Phone: 313-871-8000

Fax: 313-871-5634

Billie Gold *

300 Central Park West
New York, NY 10024
Phone: 212-245-8200
Fax: 212-362-5870
(H) 212-799-3120

Charles Goodman

222 North LaSalle Street
Chicago, IL 60601
Phone: 312-899-5020
Fax: 312-899-5038

Alfred Gottschalk

Hebrew Union College

3101 Clifton Avenue
Cincinnati, OH 45220-2488
Phone: 513-221-1875

Fax: 513-221-2810

Neil Greenbaum

Sachnoff & Weaver, Ltd.

30 S. Wacker Drive, 29th Floor
Chicago, IL 60606

Phone: 312-207-3852

Fax: 312-207-6400



CIJE 1996 BOARD of Directors

Lee Hendler * . Marvin Lender

2734 Caves Road M & M Investments
Owings Mills, MD 21117 P. O. Box 3937

PH: 410-363-4135 Woodbridge, CT 06525
FX: 410-363-9780 Phone: 203-397-3977

Fax: 203-397-8506
David Hirschhorn *

The Blaustein Building Norman Lipoff

P. O. Box 238 Greenberg Traurig

Baltimore, MD 21203 1221 Brickell Avenue, 21st Floor
Phone: 410-347-7200 Miami, FL 33131

Fax: 410-659-0552 Phone: 305-579-0503

Fax: 305-579-0717
Ann Kaufman *

5100 San Delipe, #261E Seymour Martin Lipset

Houston, TX 77056 George Mason University

Phone: 713-850-1760 4400 University Drive

Fax: 713-850-1761 Fairfax, VA 22030 -
Phone: 703-993-2278

Gershon Kekst Fax: 703-993-2284

Kekst & Co., Inc.

437 Madison Avenue Morton Mandel **

New York, NY 10022 Premier Industrial Corp.

Phone: 212-593-2655 4500 Euclid Avenue

Fax: 212-593-2430 Cleveland, OH 44103
Phone: 216-391-1852

Henry Koschitzky Fax: 216-391-5430

IKO Industries, Ltd.

1 Yorkdale Road #404 Matthew Maryles *

Toronto, Ontario MBA 3A1 Oppenheimer and Company, Inc.

Phone: 416-781-5545 1 World Financial Center

Fax: 416-781-8411 New York, NY 10281
Phone: 212-667-7420

Mark Lainer * Fax: 212-667-5785

17527 Magnolia Boulevard

Encino, CA 91316 Florence Melton

Phone: 818-787-1400 1000 Urlin Avenue, #1505

Fax: 818-787-8719 Columbus, OH 43212

Phone: 614-486-2690
Norman Lamm

Yeshiva University Melvin Merians *

500 West 185th Street 10 Bonnie Briar Lane

New York, NY 10033 Larchmont, NY 10538-1347
" Phone: 212-960-5280 Phone: 914-834-0235

Fax: 212-960-0049 Fax: 914-834-3125

* Executive Committee Member

¥ Steering Committee Member
3/1/96



CIJE 1996 BOARD of Directors

Lester Pollack **

Lazard Freres & Company
30 Rockefeller Plaza, #5050
New York, NY 10020
Phone: 212-332-5851

Fax: 212-332-5801

Charles Ratner * ™
Forest City Enterprises
10800 Brookpark Road
Cleveland, OH 44130
Phone: 216-267-1200
Fax: 216-267-3925

Esther Leah Ritz **

626 E. Kilbourn Avenue, #2301
Milwaukee, W1 53202

Phone: 414-291-9220

Fax: 414-291-0207

William Schatten

3280 Howell Mill Road, NW #121
Atlanta, GA 30327

Phone: 404-351-5315

Fax: 404-355-8972

Richard Scheuer

21 Willow Avenue
Larchmont, NY 10538
Phone: 914-834-3546
Fax: 914-834-6936

Ismar Schorsch

Jewish Theological Seminary
3080 Broadway

New York, NY 10027
Phone: 212-678-8072

Fax: 212-678-8947

David Teutsch

Reconstructionist Rabbinical College
Church Road & Greenwood Avenue
Wyncote, PA 19095

Phone: 215-576-0800

Fax: 215-5676-6143

* Executive Committee Member

* Steering Committee Member
37/986

Isadore Twersky
Harvard University

6 Divinity Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02138
Phone: 617-495-4326
Fax: 617-496-8904

(H) 617-232-7356

Maynard Wishner *

Rosenthal & Schanfield

55 East Monroe Street, #4620
Chicago, IL 60603

Phone: 312-899-5524

Fax: 312-236-7274

Bennett Yanowitz

Kahn, Kleinman, Yanowitz & Arnson
2600 Erieview Tower

Cleveland, OH 44114

Phone: 216-696-3311

Fax: 216-696-1009



CIJE COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS

Building the Profession Committee
Lester Pollack, Chair

Gail Dorph, Staff

Steve Chervin

Max Fisher

Joshua Fishman
Charles Goodman
Alfred Gottschalk
Robert Hirt
Gershon Kekst
Norman Lamm
Norman Lipoff
Morton Mandel
Florence Melton
‘Richard Meyer
[smar Schorsch
Louise Stein
Maynard Wishner

Content & Progoram Committee

John Colinan, Chair
Barry Holtz, Staff
Daniel Pekarsky, Staff
Daniel Bader
Mandell Berman
Chaim Botwinick
Maurice Corson
Alan Finkelstein
Henry Koschitzky
David Sarnat
William Schatten
Richard Scheuer
David Teutsch

I[sadore Twersky (Also Building the Profession)

Ilene Vogelstein

As of 4-11-95

Community Mobilization Committee
Charles Ratner, Chair

Alan Hoffmann, Staff

Steve Hoffman, Staff

Nessa Rapoport, Staff

Charles Bronfman

Jay Davis

Darrell Friedman

Jane Gellman
Billie Gold

Neil Greenbaum
Ann Kaufman
Martin Kraar
Marvin Lender
Matthew Maryles
Melvin Merians
Arthur Rotman
Jonathan Woocher

Research & Evaluation Committee
Esther Leah Ritz, Chair
Adam Gamoran, Staff
Ellen Goldring, Staff
David Arnow

Ruth Cohen

Susan Crown

Genine Fidler

Irwin Field

David Hirschhom
Mark Lainer

Seymour Martin Lipset
Richard Shatten
Bennett Yanowitz




COUNCIL FOR INITIATIVES IN JEWISH EDUCATION
1996 STAFF AND CONSULTANTS

Sheila Allenick
Controller

4500 Euclid Ave.
Cleveland, OH
PH: 216-391-1852
FX: 216-391-5430

Deborah Ball

Associate Professor of Education
Michigan State University
College of Education

116 Erickson Hall

East Lansing, MI 48824

PH: 517-353-0628

FX: 517-337-8054

Gail Dorph

Senior Educator Officer

15 E. 26th Street

New York, NY 10010-1579
PH: 212-532-2360

FX: 212-532-2646

Sharon Feiman-Nemser
Professor of Teacher Education
Michigan State University
College of Education

306 Erickson Hall

East Lansing, MI 48824

PH: 517-353-9761
FX:517-432-5092

Seymour Fox
Consultant

The Mandel Institute

8 Hovevei Zion Street
Jerusalem 92226 Israel
PH: 0119722 618 728
FX:0119722 619 951 -

Adam Gamoran
Consultant

University of Wisconsin
2444 Social Science
Madison, WI 53706
PH: 608-263-7829

FX: 608-263-6448

CACUE\BOARD\STAFF LST

Ellen Goldring

Consultant

Peabody College-Vanderbilt Univ.
Box 514, Dept.Educational Leadership
Nashville, TN 37203

PH: 615-322-8037

FX: 615-343-7094

Jennifer Herbst
Administrative Assistant

15 E. 26th Street

New York, NY 10010-1579
PH: 212-532-2360

FX: 212-532-2646

Annette Hochstein
Consultant

The Mandel Institute

8 Hovevei Zion Street
Jerusalem 92226 Israel
PH: 0119722 617 418
FX: 0119722 619 951

Stephen Hoffian

Consultant

Jewish Community Federation
1750 Euclid Ave.

Cleveland, OH 44115

PH: 216-566-9200

FX: 216-566-9084

Alan Hoffmann

Executive Director

5 E. 26th Street

New York, NY 10010-1579
PH: 212-532-2360
FX:216-391-2646

Barry Holtz

Senior Educator Officer

15 E. 26th Street

New York, NY 10010-1579
PH: 212-532-2360
FX:212-532-2646



Daniel Marom

Senior Staff

Mandel Institute, Jerusalem
15 Graetz Street

Jerusalem, Israel 93111
PH: 972-2-662832

FX: 972-2-662837

Robin Mencher
Administrative Assistant

15 E. 26th Street

New York, NY 10010-1579
PH: 212-532-2360
FX:212-532-2646

Josie Mowlem

Assistant Executive Director
15 E. 26th Street

New York, NY 10010-1579
PH: 212-532-2360

FX: 212-532-2646

Daniel Pekarsky
Consultant

4006 Mandan Crescent
Madison, WI 53711
PH: 608-262-1718

FX: 608-262-9074

Debra Perrin
Administrative Assistant

15 E. 26th Street

New York, NY 10010-1579
PH: 212-532-2360
FX:212-532-2646

Nessa Rapoport

Leadership Development Officer
15 E. 26th Street

New York, NY 10010-1579
PH: 212-232-2360

FX: 212-232-5646

William Robinson
Field Researcher

1525 Wood Creek Trail
Roswell, GA 30076
PH: 404-552-0930
FX: 404-998-0860

C\CUE\BOARD\STAFF.LST



II.

II1.

IV.

VL

COUNCIL FOR INITIATIVES IN JEWISH EDUCATION

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

AGENDA

Thursday, May 2, 1996

New York

Welcome and Introductions

Overview of the Day

The Revolution in Teaching and Learning

A. In the American Classroom: Math Education
B. Implications for Jewish Education
Discussion

CIJE in Action

A. TEI

B. Harvard Principals Seminar

G Best Practices in the JCCs

D’var Torah
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