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THE CHALLENGE OF SYSTEMIC REFORM:
LESSONS FROM THE NEW FUTURES INITIATIVE FOR THE CIIE

In 1988, the Annie E. Casey Foundation committed about $40 million over a five-year
period to fund community-wide reforms in four mid-sized cities: Dayton, Ohio; Little Rock,
Arkansas; Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; and Savannah, C‘reclrgia.1 The reforms were aimed at
radically improving the life-chances of at-risk youth, and at the core of the agenda were changes
in educational systems and in relations between schools and other social service agencies. Despite
major investments, not only financial but in time, energy, and good will, from participants as well
as the Foundation, the New Futures Initiative has made little headway in improving education.
According to a three-year evaluation:

The programs, palicies, and structurcs implemented as part of New Tutures have not

begun to stimulate a fundamental restructuring of schools. For the most part,

interventions were supplemental, leaving most of the basic activities and practices of
schools unaltered. At best, these interventions have yet to produce more than superficial

change (Wehlage, Smith, and Lipman, 1991, p. 51).

This is not a mattcr of failing to allow time for programs Lo tuke effect, nor is it the problem that

weak outcome indicators prevented recognition of the benefits of innovative programs. Rather,

the programs themselves have been weakly conceived and poorly implemented.

There are striking similarities between the action plans of New Futures and the CIJE's
lead communities project. Consideration of the struggles of New Futures therefore provides
important lessons for the CIJE which may allow us to avoid the pitfalls that New Futures has
encountered. In this paper, I will describe the design and implementation of New Fulures, and
show its similarities to the CIJE's agenda. Next, I will summarize New Futures’ successes and

frustrations.” Finally, I will cxplore the implications of the New Futures experience for the CIJE.



The Design of New Futures

Just as the CIJE was born out of dire concern for the faic of American Jewry, the New
Futures Initiative cmerged in response to a scnse of crisis in urban America. Like thc CIJE, New
Fulures is concentrating major assistance in a few locations, and emphasizing community-wide (or
systemic) reform, rather than isolated improvements. At the heart of New Futures’ organizational
plan are community collaboratives: local boards created in each of the New Futures cities which
are supposed to build consensus around goals and policies, coordinate the efforts of diverse
agencics, and facilitate implementation of innovative programs. These collaboratives began with
detailed self-studies which served both as part of Lheir applications to become New Futures cities,
and as the groundwork for the agendas they developed subsequently. Each city developed a
management information systcm (MIS) that would gauge the welfare of youth and inform policy
decisions. Like the CIJE, the Casey Foundation listed certain areas of reform that each city was
required to address, and cncouraged additional reforms that fit particular contexts.>

Another similarity between New Futures and the CIJE is the decision to play an active
part in the development and implementation of reforms. Unlike the sideline role played by most
grant-givers, Ncw Futures provided policy guidelines, advice, and technical assistance. New
Futures has a liaison for each city who visits frequently. Accarding to the cvaluatars, "the
Foundation attempted to walk a precarious line between prescribing and shaping New Futurcs
efforts according to its own vision and encouraging local initiative and inventiveness" (Wehlage,
Smith, and Lipman, 1991, p. 8).

The New Futures Initiative differed (rom the CIJE in that it began with clear ideas about
what outcomes had to be changed. These included increased student attendance and
achicvement, better youth employment prospects, and reductions in suspensions, course [ailures,

grade retentions, and teenage pregnancies. New Futures recognized, however, that these were



long-term goals, and they did not expect 1o see much change in these outcomes during the first
few years. The three-year evaluation [ocused instead on intermediate goals, asking five main
questions (Wehlage, Smith, and Lipman, 1991, p. 17):

1. Have the interventions stimulated school-wide changes that fundamentally affect all
students’ experiences, or have the interventions functioned more as "add-ons"...?

2. Have the interventions contributed to...more supportive and positive social
relations...throughout the school?

3. Have the interventions led to changes in curriculum, instruction, and assessment...that
generalc higher levels of student cngagement in academics, especially in problem solving
and higher order thinking activities?

4. Have the interventions...give(n teachers and principals) more autonomy and
responsibility...while also making them more accountable...?

5. Have (he interventions brought to the schools additional material or human
resources...”?

Although Wehlage and his colleagues observed some successes, notably the establishment
of management information systems, and exciting but isolated innovations in a few schools, by and
large the intermediate goals were not met: interventions were supplemental rather than
fundamental; social relations remained adversarial; there was virtually no change in curriculum
and instruction; and autonomy, responsibilily, and community resources evidenced but slight
increases.

New Futures” Limited Success

New Futures’ greatest achievement thus far may be the "improved capacity to gather data
on youths" (Education Week, 9/25/91, p. 12). Prior to New Futures, the cities had little precise
information on how the school systems were functioning. Basic data, such as dropout and
achievement rates, were not calculated reliably. Establishing cleur procedurcs for gathering
information means that the citics will be able to identify key areas of need and kecp track of

progress. For example, the data pointed to sharp discrepancics between black and white



suspension rates, and this has made suspension policies an important issue. The outcome
indicators showed little change over the first three years, but they were not expected to. New
Futures participants anticipated that data-gathering will pay off in the future,
The intermediatc outcomes, which were expected to show improvement from 1988 to
1991, have been the source of frustration. None of the five areas examined by Wehlage’s team
showed major improvement. For example, the most extensive structural change was the
rearrangement of some Little Rock and Dayton middle schools into clusters of (cachers and
students. ‘This plan was adopted to personalize the schooling experience [or students, and to offer
opportunitics for collaboration among tcachers. Yet no new curricula or instructional approaches
resulted from this restructuring, and it has not led to more supportive teacher-student relations.
Observers reported:
(A)t cluster meetings teuchers address either administrative details or individual students.
When students are discussed, Leachers tend to [ocus on personal problems and attempt to
find idiosyncratic solutions to individual needs. They commonly perceive students’
problems to be the result of personal character defects or the products of dysfunctional
homes. "Problems” are usually seen as "inside" the student and his/her family;
prescriptions or plans are designed to "fix" the student, Clusters have not been used as
opportunitics for collaboration and reflection in developing broad cducational strategies
that could potentially address institutional sources of student failurc (Wehlage, Smith, and
Lipman, 1991, p. 22).
The [ailure to take advantage of possibilities offered by clustering is symptomatic of what

the Wehlage team saw as the fundamental reason for lack of progress; the abscnce of change in

the culture of educational institutions in the New Futures citics. Educators continuc to see the

sources of failure as within the students; their ideas about improvement still refer to students’
buckling down and doing the work. The notion that schools might change their practices to meet
the needs of a changed student population has yet to permeate the school culture,

Another example ol unchanged culturc was manifested in strategies for dealing with the

suspension problem. As New Futures began, it was not uncommon for a third of the student



body in a junior high school to receive suspensions during a given school year. In some cases,
suspended students could not make up work they missed; this led them to fall further behind and
increased their likelihood of failure. In response, several schools began programs of in-school
suspensions, Hawever, out-of-school suspensions remained common, and in-school suspensions
were served in a harsh and punitive atmosphere that contradicted the goal of improving the
schools’ learning environments,

The newspaper account of New Futures’ progress focused on a different source of
[rustration: the complexity ot coordinating efforts among diverse social agencies, schools, and the
Foundation. This task turned out to be much more difficult than anticipated. The arlivle quotes
James Van Vleck, chair of the collaborative in Dayton: "As we've sobered up and faced the issues,
we have found that getting collaboration between those players is & much more complicated and
difficult gamc than we expected” (p. 12). Part of the difficully lay in not spending enough time
and energy building coalitions and consensus at the outset. Otis Johnson, who leads the Savannah
collaborative, is quoted as saying: "If we had uscd at least the first six months to plan and to do a
lot of bridge-building and coordination thal we had to struggle with through the first year, I think
it would have been much smoother" (p. 13).

The push to get staried led to an appearance of a top-down project, though that was not
the intention. Teachers, principals, and social workers--those who have contact with the youth--
were not heavily involved in generaling programs. Both the ncws account and the evaluation
report describe little progress in encouraging teachers and prineipals to develop new programs,
and school stalf appcared suspicious about whether their supposed empowerment was as real as it
was made out {0 be (see Wehlage, Smith, and Lipman, 1991, p, 31).

Inherent tensions in an outside intervention contributed to these difficulties. The use of

policy cvaluation has made some participants feel "whip-sawed around" (Education Week, 9/25/91,



6

p. 15). A Dayton principal explained, "We were always responding to...either the collaborative or
the [oundation. It was very frustrating for teachers who were not understanding why the changes
were oceurring” (Education Week, 9/25/91, p. 15). Another tension emerged in the use of
technical assistance: While some participants objected to top-down reforms, others complained
that staff development efforts have been brief and limited, rather than sustained.

According to the evaluation team, the New Futures projects in the four cities have
suffered from the lack of an overall vision ol what needs to be changed. How, exactly, should
students’ and teachers’ daily lives be ditferent? Therc scem to be no answers to this question.
Implications: How Can the CIJE Avoid Simil tration?

'The New Futures experience olfcrs four critical lessons for the CIJE: (1) the need for a

vision about the content of educationul and community reforms; (2) the need to modify the

culture of schools and other institutions along with their structures; (3) the importance of
balancing cathusiasm and momentum with coalition-building and carcful thinking about programs;
and (4) the need for awareness of inherent tensions in an intervention stimulated in part by
external sources.

The importance of content. Although New Futures provided general guidelines, no
particular programs were specified. This plan may well have been appropriate in light of concerns
about top-down reform. Yet the community collaboratives also failed to enact visions of
educational restructuring, and most new programs were minor "add-ons" to cxisting structures.
Wehlage and his colleagues concluded that reforms would remain isolated and ineffective without
a clear vision of overall educational reform. Such a vision must be informed by current
knowledge about cducation, yet at the same time emerge {rom participation of "street-levcl”

educators--those who deal dircctly with youth,



This finding places the CILJE’s "best practices” project at the center of its operation.
Through a dcliberate and wide-ranging planning process, each lead community must develop a
broad vision of ils desired educational programs and outcomes. Specific programs can then be
developed in collaboration with the CLJE, drawing on knowledge gencrated by the best practices
project. In addition to informalion about "what works,” the best practices project can provide
access to technical support outside (he community and the CIJE. This support must be sustained
rather than limited to bricf interventions, and it must be desired by local educators rather than
foisted from above. In short, each lead communily must be zble to answer the question, "how
should students’ and educators’ daily lives be different?"; and the best practices project must
provide access to knowledge that will help gencrate the answers.

Changing culture as well us structure. Jewish educators are no less likely than stafl in

secular schaals to find sources of [ailure outside their institutions. Indeed, the diminished
(though not eradicated) threat of anti-semitism, the risc in mixed-marriage families, disillusion
with Isracl, and the general reduction of spirituality in American public and private life,* all may
lower the interests of youth in their Jewishness and raise the chances of failure for Jewish
education. Thus, Jewish educators would be quite correct to claim that if North American youth
fail to remain Jewish, it is largely due Lo circumstances beyond the educators’ control. But this is
besides the point. At issue is not external impediments, but how educational and social agencics
can respond to changing external circumstances. In New Futures cities, educators have mainly
attempted to get students to fit existing institutions. If CIJE communities do the same, their
likelihood of failure is equally great. Instead, lead communities must consider changes in their
organizational structures and underlying assumptions to meet the needs of a changing Jewish

world.



How do CIJE plans address this concern? The intention to mobilize support for
cducation, raising awareness of its centrality in all sectors of the community, is an important first
step, particularly since it is expected to result in new lay leadership for education and community
collaboration. New Futures’ experience shows that this tactic is necessary but not sufficient. In
New Futures cities, community collaboratives galvanized support and provided the moral authority
under which change could take place. Yect little fundamental change occurred. Educators have
not experimented much with new curricula, instructional methods, responsibilities or roles,
because their basic beliets about teaching and learning have not changed.

It is possible that the CIJE’s strategy of building a prolcssion of Jewish education address
this problcm. Perhaps unlike the secular educational world, where methods are well-entrenched,
professionalization in Jewish education will carry with it an openness to alternatives, encouraging
tcachers to create and use new knowledge about cffective programs. Proflessionalization may
bring out the capacily to experiment with "best practices” and a willingness to adopl them when

they appear to work.

Balance enthusiasm with carclul planning, Those involved in New Futures belicve they
should have spent more time building coalitions and establishing strategies before introducing new
programs. Douglas W. Nelson, executive dircelor of the Casey Foundation, regrets that morc
time was not taken for planning. He obscrved: "We made it more difficult, in the interest of
using the urgency of the moment and the excitement of commitment, (o include and get
ownership at more levels" (Education Week, 9/25/91, p. 13). Again, it is not just the structure
thal requires change--this can be mandated from above--but the unspoken assumptions and beliefs
that guide everyday behavior which requirc redefinition. Institutional culture cannot be changed

by fiat, but only through a slow process of mutual consultation and increasing commitment,
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Lead communities also nced a long planning period to develop new educational programs
that are rich in content and far-reaching in impact. This process requires a thorough sclf-study,
frank appraisal of current problems, discussions of goals with diversc members of the community,
and careful cansideration of existing knowledge. If "lead communities” is a twenty-year project,
surely it is worth taking a year or more for preparation. Deliberation at the planning stage
creates a risk that momentum will be lost, and it may be important to take steps to keep
enthusiasm high, but the lesson of New Futures show that enthusiasm must not overtake carclul
planning. The current schedulc for the lead communities project (us of January, 1992) appears to
have taken account of these concerns.

Awareness of unavoidable tcnsions. New Futures’ experience highlights tensions that are

inherent to the process of an outside intervention, and the CIJE must be sensitive so the cllects
of such tensions can be mitigatcd. The CIJE must recognize the nced for stability after dramatic
initial changes take place. The CIJE’s evaluation plan must be developed and agreed upon by all
parties before the end ol the lcad communities’ planning period. Technical support from the
CIJE must be sustained, rather than haphazard. While the CIJE cannol hold back constructive
criticism, it must balance criticism with support for honest cfforts. Many of these tactics have
been used by New Futures, and they may well account for the fact that New Futures is still
ungoing and has hopes of eventual success, despite the [{rustrations of the early years.
Conclusion

The New Futures Initiative, the Casey Foundation's effort to improve the lot of at-risk
youth in four American citics, has been limited by supplemental rather than fundamental change,
the inability to modifly underlying beliefs even where structural changes oceur, und by the
complexities of coordinating the work of diverse agencies. Although it will be difficult for the

CUE to avercome thesc challenges, awareness of their likely emergence may help torestall them
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or mitigate their consequences. In particular, the CIJE should help lead communities develop
their visions of ncw cducational programs; think about cultural as well as structural change;
ensure a thorough self-study, wide-ranging participation, and careful planning; and remain
sensitive to lensions that are unavoidable when an outside agent is the stimulus of change.

Lo alecha ha-m'lacha ligmor, v'lo ata ben horin I'hibatel mi-menah. Ha-yom katzar v'ha-
m'lacha m'rubah, v'ha-poalim atzeylim, v’ha-sahar harbeh., U-va’al ha-bayil dohck --- Pirke
Avol.

(It is not your responsibility to finish the task, but neither are you free to shirk it. The
day is short and the task is large, the workers are lazy, and the reward is great. And the
Master of the House is pressing --- Sayings of the Fathers.)

NOTES AND REFERENCES

1. Lawrence, Massachuscits, was originally included as well, with an additional $10 million, but it was
dropped during the second year aller the community failed 1o reach consensus on how 10 proceed.

2. This account relies largely on two sources. One is an Education Week news report by Deborah L.
Cohen, which appearcd on Sept. 25, 1991. The second is an academic paper by the Casey Foundation’s
cvaluation team: Gary G. Wehlage, Gregory Smith, and Pauline Lipman, "Restructuring Urban Schools:
The New Futures Expericnce” (Madison, Wi Center on Organization and Restructuring of Schools, May
1991).

3. The reforms required (or "strongly cncouraged™) by the Casey Foundation were site-based management,
flexibility for teachers, Indlvidualized treatment of students, staff development, and community-wide
collaboration. This list is longer than the CIJE’s, whose requircd clements are building the educational
profession and mobilizing community support.

4. On the decline of spirituality in America, see Robert N. Bellah et. al, Habits of the Heart (Berkcley,
CA: University of California Press, 1985).
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"We havé a achcol in East. St.: Loms‘

amed for Dr. King,” the author Jonathan
‘0zol quotes a 14-year-old girl saying to-
ard the beginning of his new book, Savage
requalities: Children in America’s Schools.
Che school is full of sewer water and the
sors are locked with chains. Every student
1 that school is b]ack It's like a terrible
ke on history.” P BV s i PR
Such humor is b1tter indeed, according to
[r. Kozol. He places most of the blame for
ich conditions on the “arcane machinery,”
ised heavily on local property taxes, that
used to finance public education. . .
Drawing on visits to inner-city and sub-
rban classrooms in some 30 neighbor-
sods around thé country, the prominent
T T femmarteacher concludes |

'I‘hree years aﬂer the Anme E Casey Foundatmn camrmtted
$50 million to an amhlttous five-year effort to raise student :
achievement and stem dropout rates, teenage pregnancy, and .,
youth unemploymient in five gities, project participants' initial .
enthusiasm and opt.lrnlsm haﬁbeen tempered by a heaithy dose of .
reality. R R S B o

-“This was the f'rst tlme we had a five-year commltrrent and a .
sense of quite a bit of money to work with” to address youth issues
‘mmprehenswely, recalled James Van Vleck, a retired Mead Cor-
poration senior vice’ premdent and the chalrman of the intera-
gency collaborative averseemg the grant in Dayton Ohio.: ..
ot el (- made us think it was going to be a piece of cake, _he sald
3 But Casey Foundation executlve$ “and project leaders now ad-
.'n:ut t.hat the “piece of cake” was much blgger and more dlfﬁcultto :
d;gest than they had first imagined. %5 .- ‘. :

:They recount story after story ﬁbout how compllcated 1t has
been to coordinate the efforts of a wide range of youth-serving ~
mstltut:ons, including sc.hools and hu.man -service agencies, - ..

b Con!mncd on Page 12 .
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Ohlo, wi!h sludents Chaum Klrby. left, and Nnkla Houslon

Anzona S Chlef 111 the Eye of Storm
As Lawsmts and A]legatlons SW1r1 By

atate is mellgﬂole for 1mpactmd payments
—H=-uec.al tha inadequacy of its school-fi-

: New MISSIOI] Sought

For Diffusi sion Network
On IOth Anmversary
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Realzty Tempers ‘New Futur es-*LeaderS Opnmzsm After3 Years

Canmuen‘ ,l’mm Page 1 .:

'I'hey talk about lheda.ﬁn.l.luu of

. implementing change from the top

" down and of the price to be paid for
not including edueators fully in the

* process. And they tick off the prob-
lems that come with expecting re-

.. sults too quickly and now acknowl-

eannot ily be
keyed to project interventions. (See
related story, this page.)

In a draft paper under review for
publication, researchers at the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin at Madison con-
cluded that none of the sites has set
in motion school reforms broad
enough to substantially alter the

edge that it will take much longer | outcomes for at-risk youths,

" than originally anticipated to bring In most cases, project officials say,
about Jasting change. 3 agencies are only now ﬁ'lmmg the
' “Aswe've sobered up and faced the ded to ease b

" issues,” Mr. Van Vieck said, “we cratic barriers that have thwarted

“have found that getti llabora- in providing aid.
tion between those playersis a much " *New Futures has not yet funda-

more complicated and d.xﬁmll. pme
! than we expected.”
‘f The *New Futures” grants were
" awarded in July 1988 to Dayton,
- Pittsburgh, Little Rock, Ark., Sa-
vannah, Ga., and Lawrence, Mass.
. Collaborative organizations estab-
. lished under the grants were charged
* with developing a sophisticated man-
.~ agement-information gystem to gath-
- er data on city youngsters and with
“-petting strategies for reforming
+ schools and coordinating services o
. mare effectively aid troubled youths.
¥ =" One city—Lawrence—was
". dropped from the project at the end of
.+ the second year, although the Casey
%, Foundation continues to fund some
.", related activities there. And officials
* elsewhere, while citing progress, ac-
knowledge that their ultimate mis
"7 remain elusive.
"r" *“Anybody who doesn't admit to
- disappointment so far would not be
realistic,” Mr. Van Vieck said :
i~ “An awful lot of things have taken
- longer to jell than we expected,” said
Ira Cutler, the associate director of
the foundation and the director of
" the New Futures project. -
Midway through the five-year
- timetable set under the program,
'z evaluation data reveal only mod-

" est—and, in some cases, no—pro--

" gress on key indicators, and im-

mentally influenced many of the
factors that eause failure among
youth," concluded a midpoint project
review by the Washington-based
Center for the Study of Social Policy.

‘Starts and Restarts’

Project leaders, principals, teach-
ers, and social workers in the New
Futures cities sketch a scenarioof a
management structure that asked

too much, too fast, and altered

course too many Limes,
“The people who dealt with it on a

front-line basis felt the most consis-

tent thing we had was change,” said

Dale E. Frederick, one of three lead ™ -
principals in the Dayton school dis-
trict. 3 s

*“We asked people to focus on & se-
ries of different problems, asked
them to do it tomorrow, when there
was no precedent for people doing
this,” Mr. Cutler said. “Each of the
cities has had some f{alse starts and
restarts” ?

Lawrence was dropped from New
Futures when it became apparent
that the school department and the
interagency board overseeing the
project could not forge consensus,
And officials in other cities, while
rtporung some nmcm in forging
b g to mend
the trnub]ul lwu olr some youths

‘_-le‘

and famili say sy m

 still many years away. aa

“This is tough mﬂ—ltaml. going
to be a quick fix," said Kathleen J.
Emery, executive director of the
New Futures project in Dayton.

But many key players thll. l'erJ
they are on the right course.”

d "Idml.thmknnybodyﬂ'unhm

are on l.hewmn;truk. Mr Vl.n
Vieck said. = = = s =i
“What has changed,” acanrd.l.ngtn
a new plan for the second half of
Dayton's New F\:tu.reﬂm “is

our'

. ¥
N e T

w!mamdly measure.”

Since project welimuuu md ;

vary from site to site, no
one city is representative of the en-
tire effort. But Dayton's experience
sheds light on many issues observ-
ers say are likely to influence the

course for hmF\xLumauum the

=za

Nu.nem:anonh
Alu.lli the project sites, a collabo-
rative organization was formed in
' Dayton to identify youth problems
andhni:rlmmﬁmmdlnutgo-h
* for add g them. The 20-member

- v\--f

~_.the factors | that'~

ERDEARR. 2ok

; “New Fu!ures has -
' not yet *---

" fundamentally
mﬁuenced many. of

cause fa:!ure o
among yourh o
i —'Cuuf for !L-Suuly 2

3 etsm:?dq

that this is not a 5~ or even 10-year
effort, but a 15- to 20-year processof |-
retooling and mh-pmg the youta-
service system."

p Prummoﬂiuahmhnpcﬂl that
efforts to belp cities gather extes-
sive data on youths and that the dis-
logues that have begun, the agree-

[ f-cfn-—.

“ments that have been forged, and -

the new plans that have been
in recent months will n-xp
long-term gains, 4 M-S0y
But while such n:mmpii-hmnw
are "a big step forward,” Mr. Vaa
Vieck said, “T think we are going o
continue to be frustrated with what

* body, anlledeI\mn-u&rDamn

Area Youth, i

roughly 65 percent. - -
Year-by-year goals were also set
Iurmmgmmm.nduungu.
and w8, and im-

pnvmg attendance rates.
of the phn

T |

it

® The "cl
Iu:hcr: to coordinate activities for
group of stud
lHumn-hnudgmd.lnwpurmdlfor
teach-
m a.nd ma]] Eroups of studenta.
¥ units d d
to fnc\u on prubleln solving.
* After-achool tutorial activities.
® A fund for incentives, such as T-

uhu-u,pm pnmm.mdeuungn tor

afyw:b-mg-gmﬂu,lheadml_
I OC_nummgmkmwnu com-

l.endnnu orbuhn\rm'

ions, '-—hor
ph.nll andbu.l.menen. BRI

s .~ A nonprofit corporation, C-nmmu-

mty Connections, was formed to

. -manage the social-services piece.

- As in the other cities, the school-
reform component is targeted at

- middle schools. The Nettie Lee Roth |*
. Middle School and the Wilbur |*
“ Wright Middle School were initially

selected as pilots, and the Kiser Mid-

_’ thc.hnﬂlvrunddndhd.year

* All three schools serve large num-

i -, bers of students from poor, multi-

i ol 2 ,g,\..g,..'q-,- alemy ‘{n.;_v. s

problem families, and Wilbur
Wn'ghthulhe highest dropout, tru-
-nnl:y. and Juvenﬁmuﬂrmferml
ntunfuy school in the city.
+ + Broad goals set l'art.heﬁveyurl
.included ruising to B0 percent the
h.gh-u:hml graduation rate for stu-
dents in the pilot schools from the
‘district’s estimated rate of 65 per-
‘cent at the outset; lowering to 20
percent the dropout rate, which was
35 percent; reducing to 10 percent
the teenage-pregnancy rate, which
was 12 percent for the city; and rais-
ing l.n 80 p the rate of youth

“"nd.we ployed or in
school or the military—which was

y associates,” for each student
in the pilot schools to arrange sup-
port services and to track the stu-
dent’s needs through high school.
c . Yuuﬂ:lme u.nt.em at the pilot
a:hooll.

0 Full -time, school hued nurses.

Beyond ‘Add On’ Programs

" The youth-service centers never
materialized beyond the assign-
ment of some mental-heal
ers and the temporary placement of
some child-welfare and juvenile
court personnel in schools. The
home-based guidance period wes

Other interventions, while benefi. -

dial to pome students, have not funda-

mentally changed the way schools

wuork or addressed the root causes of
* achool [ailure, project evaluations say.

“The biggest challenge ia to move '

beyond the ‘add on' nature of many of
these initiatives,” concluded the mid-

point project Teview conducted by the .

Center for the Study of Social Policy.
# The analysis conducted by the
"University of Wisconsin researchers

noted that the extended-day pro-
" "Continued on Following Page
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grams, while offering enrichment
and less formal teacher-student in-
teraction, did not “serve as the
foundation upon which more fun.
‘damental school changes might

.. carise”
s The mterﬁsmpimary units a]ao
- "served mainly as a break from busi-
.. ness as usual built around field trips
# . or other special events,” added the
mczm:hers. led by Gary Wehlage,
- the mssociate director of the Center
on Organization and Restructuring
~<+ of Schools and the head of the school
.- part of the New Futures evaluation.

" tionships and grouping practices’
' linked with clustering, which began

—a in Dayton prior to New, Futures,

:+ * have offered more support for youths-

. _, with academic problems.

But “it has not yet led teachers

% ; and administrators to introduce
't new forms of curricula and instrue-

students,” the paper said.

. ion nor to establish in a systematic
“= way more supportive relations with

hlein 1

While making val in

“Tm irymg to get rid ol bureaucra-
cy and we're building bureaucracy,”
said Mr., Williams, adding that he
has aired his concerns with other™
members of the collaborative. L

“Tve fussed and argued until I'm ;’
blue in the face for four years,” he':

' said. “T would leave those meetings’.

i A
£

frustrated, with headaches "

While still “committed” tnseé'm,gi'
through & new plan drafied for the*
remainder of the project, Mr, Wil-
liams said he would not stake his:,
school district’s success on the oul..-’
come of New Futures, - -

“I'm not running the school Bys-"-
termn based on I.heCauygrant. he:,.
said. “My interest is in 50 schools;':.
I'm not looking at {only] two nr-
three.” .

'. ou_.

7 Push for hﬂplernemahon ‘;.:r

While other players in the New™
Futures initiative cast it in & more”
optimistic light, many issues raised -
by Mr. Williams surfaced in inter- -
views with foundation and commu-'p
nity leaders, parents, teachers, and
social workers,

-»+ “turning around” the lives of some
youths, the case-management part
_- of the project has also suffered from

growing pains, observers say.
Plan Revised .

“. Faced with the unpredmtablllty of
, student mobility, limited bud

A reason cited for why
the program has not made more pro-»
gress is that it moved too quickly.; |,

. “They wanted to see some positive +
numbers registered immediately,”;
said Mr. Frederick, a lead principal”
overseeing the New Futures pilot -
schools in Dayton. anlolii ol

S A. Weaver,a parent whor

- perve youths with multiple neads‘

. and pressure from the foundation to )

build stronger interagency bonds,
. the coliabarative revised the plan in
+ the second year to limit the ratio of
-+ caseworkers to students and to refer
1 more of those identified as having
: problems to other service agencies.
. Mr. Wehlage's paper also noted
+ that, while helping to raise schools’
" awareness of ‘I.hn Lrnpact of family

N

serves on the New Futures collabo--
rative, said pressure to put plans in ”
place rapidly precluded a “total buy. .
in" from parents, teachers, students,
social workers, and other x!'assmots
players.

“There wasn't the luxury of mt—
ting back and letting it grow and
really sharing,” she gaid. y+ dpe g

Jewell K. Garrison, executive di-
rector of Community Connettion!,

on achie

Pr

= nity associates have not been in a'

- position to sway policy.

v *“Case managers typically have

‘ ; been asked by the school to help stu-
-+ dents adjust to unquestioned insti-
* tutional policies and practices,” the

. paper concluded. ... :

said ity mssociates entered -
schools two weeks after being
hired. ...

“We wentmtn the bm]d.l.ng lllp‘n';h
pared for what the bmldmg had to:
offer,” she said.

In Dayton and other project
cities, officials also observed that-

.4 James Williams, promoted from | teachers were not well prepared to
- deputy superi dent to superinten- llab -u-w:l.ﬂz'l.heuoﬂni -aervices

. dent of the Dayton achools in June, | linisons. 5
* * said he *had a lot of confidence in the Donald Crary, executwe di.rectnr
* project from the beginning.” of the New Futures project in Little-

But he also had nagging douhta.

; Some of his reservations, he said,
- refiect “my frustrations about any
" atrisk program.” Such programs,
he said, often favor rewards over

" gtrict rules and discipline and re-
* quire too many “labels” to qualify,-
‘= - He also believes the project “took
- the wrong approach” in targeting
middle-school students, . ;
“If we're talking about long-term
solutions,” he said, “we must start at

kindergarten or much earlier,” ..

Mr. Williams met on his own re-
cently with other agency leaders to’
discuss channeling existing funds to
such interventions as health screen-
ing for young children and training
for parents, = . . -

‘Blue in the Face'

But beyond his doubts about any
one initiative, Mr, Williams voiced a
deeper frustration sbout involving
players from outside the schools in
formulating education policy.
“Everyone is saying they can run
education except the people who can
do it,” he said. “You can't just pull a
group of people together from the
community to try to tell educators
what to do.”- |,
That approach, he maintained,
. runs counter to school reforms
' aimed at giving individual princi-

pa]l and !.urhul maore autonomy .

| the collaborative's been able to step

Rock, said “we ran into quite a bit of
conflict” with teachers who won- .
dered: “ “Who are these people and
what are they going to do? "

Ms. Emery, the executive direc-
tor of the New Futures project in
Dayton, said one pilot school there
recently began working with the .
Center for Leadership in School -
Reform in Louisville, Ky., to devel-
op a school-restructuring plan.-+
. “If we could rewrite history,” she
said, “we would have done f.hat the,
first year.” s

In Lm.le Ro:k wo. noted Mr
Crary, “There was such a push early
on to get this thing up and running.--
«+.1t'’s only been in the last year that

back from that enough that it could
really start looking at institutional
reform.”

“If we had uaedat least L'he Fu'st
six months to plan and to do a lot of
the bridge-building and coordina-.
tion that we had to .mggle with
through the first year,” added Otis
Johnson, executive director of i.he
board overseeing New Futures in
Savannah, “] think it would have’
been much emoother.”z=. , 2 R e

In hindsight, said Douglas W, Nel--
son, executive director of the Casey .
Foundation, “We would have prob-:

ably g'wm a longer initial pl.nnmng
.| period.” ..

! sheer g

| “We msdé :tmom ﬁifﬁmlt, in the

interest of using the urgency of the
moment and the excitement of com-
mitment, to include and get own-
en!hip at more levels,” he said.
_“Top-Down Approach Cited -
. As a result, project participants
kay, New Futures was orchestrated
by the foundation and collaboratives
with little initial input from teach-
ers, principals, and social workers,
.The project organization essen-
tially put a program together and
wound up “giving it to the workers
and telling them to go with it,” said
Robert French, a member of both the
Dayton school board and the New
Futures collaborative, -

“As the foundation got more in-
volved, its initial posture of You tell
us how you want to do these things'
chanped and became ‘Here's how we
think you ought to be doing that,’ "
Mr. F‘ndenck, the Dnylon principal,
said. . ..

. Dayton ha.s ‘a ‘pretty guud histo-

rfo[wllaborahun at the policy and

‘executive-leadership level, Ms. Em-
-ery said, but less attention was paid
to assuring collaboration among
“the folks who work with the kids.”
« “It's & real tricky juggling act,”
Mr. Cutler of the Casey Foundation
eaid. “You want to include everyone
you poasibly can; on the other hand,
it gets unwieldy if it's too big."
-+ Many also agree that schools
should have been more involved.
= “We knew our school was going to
participate in this program, but none
of the decisions as to how things
would be done.involved the people
who were going to be working with
the students on a day-to-day basis,”
said Anita E. Jones, an Bth-grade
math teacher at Roth Middle School.
-.."Wa rhd..not ndaqu.nl.ely mvulve

teachers in
and that was a mistake,” Mr, Van
Vleck of Dayton said. )

Officials in other cities acknowl-

edge timilar missteps,
.- “There was very little conversa-
tion or buy-in obtained from the lo-
cal school building,” Mr, Crary of
Little Rock said.

“We made a fundamental mistake
in not bringing in principals in the
original planning process,” Mr.
Johneon of Ssvannah eaid

Barbara Zeimetz, & former interim
director of the New Futures project in
Lawrence and now the deputy diree-
tor of the city department of training
and development, suggested that fail-
ure to garner the full backing of the
school system contributed to the brea-
kup of the project there, .-

School officials in Lawnmue re-
sented acting “at the behest of what
they saw as people coming in from
the outside,” she observed. |

There was also tension in some’

New Futures cities over how project
resources should be spent. -

In Lawrence, “principals had-a cul'- .

tain set of expectations as to what the

Casey dollars were to bring about . ., .

which weren't necessarily the same

frammg the pmg'ram, -

Kathy Arquilla and Kevin Jackson, top, both of the ,1 2
Community Connections program, talk with Watischa
Jackson, a student at Roth Middle School. Above, .
Shawn Michael Jackson, also a community associate,
gives advice to Louis Christman, another Roth . , .
student Left, Dale E. Frederick, principal of the Wilbur ‘.
Wright Middle School, helps out one of his students. -4

‘also auggested that anmenmes
“teachers lacked the time, if not the i

will, to devote to the undertaking.

. “Even good teachers are essential-
“ly retreating to their own rooms and °

strying to do the best they can,” Mr,
Van Vieck of Dayton said.

“Whip-Sawed Around’

Chery! Rogers, a senior research
associate with the Center for the
Study of Social Policy, also noted
that “there was no real concerted,
sustained stafT-development pro--
gram” to bolster teachers' role in re-
form.” : 4
» The Center for Leadership in
School Reform led some institutes

for school stafl members and offered

more intensive training, she said,
but those plans* gotcaughtupin the
bumancracy

Land.l.ngplsmmNewFlmml

a.!so acknowledge that the numerical
project goals were unrealistie. . -

. “More of us know today that those

projections were beyond what we

could realistically expect to achieve |
. in the original time frame,” Mr. Nel-

son of the Casey Foundation said.

-, “Idon't think anybody would deny

that the measures set out at the be-

88 what the Casey Foundation had,*

. noted Pat Karl, program coordinator
for the Lawrence Youth Commission,

which is earrying out parent-training
and youth-career activities still fund-
ed by the foundation.

The foundation was fucu.sed on
systemic change and “wanted to see
the model be successful before ex-
panding it to all schools,” she said,
while principals “saw the need for
day-to-day and immediate resources
for their kids."

“The pull between those two atti-
tudes was never resolved,” she added.

.~ At the other sites as we]l some

g were not particularly appro-
pnate ,” said Sue Elling, the executive
director of the Dayton-Montgomery
County Public Education Fund and a
member of the collaborative's aahoul-
succeas committee, ¥

“We tackled some very large sys-
temic pmblems at a time when major
agencies and systems are being chal- -
lenged internally and externally,”

president of the United Way of Day-

ton and a board of directors member
ofCommumty Connections. ,:. g s
"Corul.ant evaluat:cn and rl.h-

Pholes by Michasl Wilkams -, -

_eaid Nancy K. Schiffer, the groupvice | .-
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evaluation of project components
also resulted in frequent policy
shifts, Mr. Frederick of Dayton ob-
served,

“We were always responding to
.+ either the collaborative or the
foundation,” he said. “It was frus-
trating for teachers who were not
understanding why the changes
were ing.” -

Others suggest that elements of
the social-services component were
not given enough time to work.

“We would have our plans orga-
nized and be ready to move, and the
staff would respond, and then they'd
have to switch gears and go in a dif-
ferent direction,” Ms. Schiffer said.
“The staff was l'eelmg wi'up-uwed
around.” - =

5 'De.nriy Needed Partner’
 Mr. Cutler of the Casey Founda-
tion maintained that the foundat
“always saw two roles for case man-
agement"—one directed at forming
ties with individual students and
one aimed at forging links among

._ agencies. .

spent] trying to establish trust, es-
tablish boundaries, and.come up
with 8 common ground to operate
on,” Ms. Garrison of Community |
Connections of said, , .. -
While achool personnel were some-
times wary of outsiders, social-service
persannel also described the rigors of
working within the schools—a tradi-
tionally closed system. .-+ - =iz |-
“Involving people who lock at is-.
sues from & different perspective has
been difficult—and developing a level
of trust between two sometimes com-
peting systems,” Ms. Garrison said. -
Others hinted that not all mem-
bers of the collaborative were equal-
ly receptive to joining forces. . -,-
“Some of the agency people will -}
not acknowledge that they have
their own barriers,” said Kathy Ar-
quilla, supervisor of Community
Connections at Roth Middle School.
*You have to try to work through
all those differences to build a com-
mon language, goals, values” Ma
Emery, the executive director of the
New Futures project mDamn sa.id.

Second-Phase Pl.nn

Des-pit.e the missteps and l.‘he dﬂ-
intments, most involved with

“Maybe we' didn't icat
the latter as much,” he said. .
- An April 1990 status report on

Dayton from the Center for the Study

--..p A < fmpati
(PR

“x z.‘rmk we're on -
the right track—not . .
to get great results’

- in the next two .
~vyears=but to. >,
- putting a system i
-+ In place.”
—Jsmes W]llnms

o ¢ -

nf&x:ln] P‘nilcynmdﬂ':eah)ﬂmthe

community associates’ role at first

*“caused some confusion and anxiety”

among school stafll members and fam-

ilies, who feared it would limit associ-
ates' contact with students. .

Besides serving as counselors and
‘role models, the community associ-
ates “also spent considerable time as
teacher aides, helping out in class-

_'- propriate thing,”

. -+ Mr. Frederick, the lead principal,

" . project’s second phase.
*=- “They listen to us and hear some

+ = zelle Garcia, & vocational-education

Iha effort say they are pn:pnrtd i.e
continue the process. .. ..
. “We are more wnvmmdth.mem
that we are struggling to do the ap-
said Mr. Van
Vieck, the Dayton New Futures col-
laborative chairman. . N e
1 think we're on the right track—
not to get great results in the next
two years—but to putting a system
in place,” said Mr, Williams, Lhe
school superintendent. -+ ...»

LFt

seid the pilot schools have been
much more involved in planning the

of what we have to say,” said Mo-

* teacher at Roth Middle School. “1f
* you can convince them this is for the
good of kids, they MH think aboul.
implementing it.” v dib

Mr, Nelson, C.nsey’a axemhve r]i-
rector, also said moves by the foun-
dation to transfer more authority to
New Futures cities have increased
the “degree of ownership, under-
standing, and participation.”

A plan for the second phasc of
New Futures in Dayton ealls for
“creating & bottom-up, building-,
based reform effort,” with interven-

rooms, in the halls and lunchroom | tions tailored to each pilot school. -

whermvm‘ﬂwymx!i’ﬂwrtportmd. - A component has also been added
The ve teach - BBBIgNINE 8ix case gers to work -

partner they denzly ded,” m L1 ively for two years—between

Garrison of Dayton's Commnmty
Connections said, and provided a’
base of sustained support for fam-
ilies.

“One of the things [troubled

- "youths) need to prosper is a consis-

tent adult—the families and stu-
dents were given that | ise,” ghe

the Bth and 9th grades—with 200
chronically absent students at risk.
ofdroppingout. .,y 5, fuee .,
1n addition, the schools are putting
‘in pl.aue “youth-service intervention
teams” afsdml hau]th and counsel-
ing ¥ ' inistrators, and
i iates, and a team of|

said. “We had to go back to them ev-
ery year with different mt,erpreu
tion of that promise,”
. Ms, Weaver, the parent perving
on the New Futures board, also cited
personnel shifts that hindered pro-
gram continuity, The Wilbur
Wright Middle School, for example,
has had three principals in three
years. ) e

-i* Competing Systems

New Futures personnel also con-

‘cede that getting the various sys-

tems to collaborate was far more -
ume-cumumng Lhan t.hey expect—

o “The first mupfn or years fwara

“service hmkers from ynul‘h agencies
is being formed to help Imdge hnr\-
riers and ease referrals. bt

In June, 11 agencies nervmg’
youths and families in Dayton and
Montgomery Oonntymﬂ'tm schools
and h service organizations to
the juvenile courts and police—
signed interagency agreements es-
tablishing linisons to help bridge bar- "
riers. They also agreed to parhapate
in cross-training,

The Casey Fhundat:on. mean-
while, has told New Futures cities
that it is willing to extend for up to |
two years the five-year time frame*
for spending the grant money, am!

Adits 1

fu.ndmg “for those with the greatest
momentum &t the end of the five
wears,” Mr. Nelson said.
.71, Learn as You Go'
¥ Many who played central roles in
New Futures maintain that mis-
takes made along the way have been
part of the learning process, ..
“New Futures was always meant
to be a demonstration to see how this
works,” Ms. Emery, the executive
director of the New F\u;urts project
in Dayton, said. :
« *“It was sort of a mnnact-tht—f]ot
process—learn as you go,” Ms. Gar-
rison, executive director of Commu-
nity Connections, said. . . - .-
-+ The initial missteps and shifts, ob-
served Mr..Nelson of the Casey

F iation, were “a symy of the
evolution of the kind of commit-
‘ment” needed to spur i .,""
change. .

. “The kind ol'dlﬂ'emnm we're gr»
ing to need to make for poor kids and
their families absolutely requires
such-an innovative end unprec-
edented scale of effort that lots of

them are going to feil,” he said. But
“nothing is going to make the differ-
ence short of that kind of effort.”
Foundation and other project offi-
cials also praised the project for
bringing new attention to youth is-
sues and setting in motion a mecha-

nism for long-term change, and.

teachers and caseworkers recounted
student success stories.

“Tve seen kids turn around aca-
demieally . .. and families realize
that they can do so many things for
themselves that they were not
aware of,” Ms. Arquilla, also of Day-
ton's Community Connections, said.

“We found kids who could not see
or could not hear” or lacked elothing
and food, Ms. Garrison said,

“We helped kids not to run away
from home, got.families into treat-

*ment, and worked with kids who

were suicidal or drug dependent,”
she added. .

Ms. Jones, the teacher at Roth, |,

said community associates had
more success reaching parents
“than we would have just on our
own" end made them “more aware of

services in the community.”

*Tdon’ ta]waysknowwhomget in
contact with,” said Carolyn Pacely,
whose community associate ar-
ranged tutorial help for her son. .

Many say the effort has also im-
proved interagency communication.

- “Before New Futures was initiat- -

ed, those conversations weren't hap-
pening,” said Ms. Elling of the Day-
ton-Montgomery Coumy Public
Edueation Fund. .:-,

“Top leaders are cnrmng togef.her
on regular basis, they haven't given *
up,...and they haven't yet allznab
ed the school systems,” said Ms. Rog-

ers of the Center for the Study ofSo-

cial Policy, _ . .-.
Becamemnnymdlmmmwh;dz

New Futures is being judged involve . — *.

schools, Mr. Cutler of the Casey Foun-
dation said, school systemas in the pro-

Ject cities "have felt particularly i in ki

the spotlight.” -

P e SERLE L L S

“Each nl't.hem in various Ways at =
various times either welcomedorre- -

sented all that attention,” he said.
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the table and very much involved
when they could walk away.” .
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Educators agree that when parents get
Z"involved, students have greater successin
Ieam.mg More parental involvementisa =
- crudial element in education restructuring.
.+ AtJostens Leaming Corporation, we
7 -develop instructional technology pro- ;.
& grams that empower parents to help ; ;
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. Children arebom with the
‘best teachers they can ever have.

Asa result parents become more -
involved in the school community. More -
parents are attending teacher conferences. * :-
, Others are volunteering their time to help =
" with tutoring and in-school activities. And *." i

. .. moreand more parents are creating the ;‘f
.Y . positive home environment that s . 5/

5 their children learn. At the same time, "' f supports the child’s learning, :
*"our educational consultants work + .- Yo Therearema.nygoodways .
- with parents to make a positive —=  parentscangetinvolvedina. *
' differencei in their du.ld s success JOSTENS child’s learning, and one excellent .
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CIJE WORKPLAN 8/93-7/94: ITERATION #2 July 2¢
1993 1994
|. THE CIJE CORE For Discussion Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June
a. Board
—Regular meetings March rather than A A
February; Additional
meetings in July rather
than August 1994,
—Executive Committee Additional January & /or A A A A
May meeting.
— Committees operating (MEF, LCs, | Who staffs each A
Research) committee?
—New board members (X3) A+
b. Staff
—Job definitions for CIJE staff A
—Planning function in place Full time/part time A
—Core staff meetings ADH/BH/GD/VL/AG A A A A A A A A A A
Israel Israel
—Advisory group constituted New professional advisory A A
group Constit. Meeting
—Review CIJE staff job descriptions A
Admini .
—Satellite office NY A
—Satellite in Jerusalem A
A

—Calendar events 1993/4




CIJE WORKPLAN 8/93-7/94: ITERATION #2

1993

July 28,

1994

I. THE CIJE CORE

—Budget presented — 6 months
—Proposed budget 8/94-7/35

—OQutline events calendar 1994/95

. Fundraisi

—Plan for foundations— Jewish

—Plan for general foundations

CLIE E ive Di

—Plan for recruitment

£ C o
—Plan for 1994-95 conference for
sharing developments

—Brochure on CIJE

—CIJE Education Letter—3 issues to

be developed

Nsfinnal Otoaitssn

—National advisory group to be
established

—Connection with national
organizations

h. Di inatian st Lo

—From 3 to 23: A plan

For Discussion

6 month interim budget
1/04-7/94

January-December or
August-July budget years.

CJF Commission
relationships

Aug.

Sept.

Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb.

A
1st Prop.

Mar. Apr. May June Ju

2nd Ver.




CIJE WORKPLAN 8/93-7/94: ITERATION #2 July 28
1993 1994
Il. LEAD COMMUNITIES For Discussion Aug.. | Sept. Qet. Now: ey, Jan, Feb. Mar. Apr. May | June
| LC &
—Wall-to-wall coalition established A
—Multi-year strategy & plan
completed including: Self-study,
Educators’ survey, Personnel plan
—CIJE-LC Meetings A GAA A R =
b. Pilat Proj (BH)
—Implementation of at least 1 in each &
community
—Summer seminars in Israel
c¢. Calendar
—1993/94 LC ‘within' & 'across’ A
—1994/95 calendar =
—1995/96 gross calendar
d. Local LC Team
—ClJENocal LC joint team formed in A
each LC




CIJE WORKPLAN 8/93-7/94: ITERATION #2 July 2¢

1993 1994

Il. LEAD COMMUNITIES For Discussion Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June

. 1LC Personnel Development

—Personnel statistical survey

—'Lives of educators’ in all 3 LCs ' A

—Senior educators/Jerusalem
Fellows recruitment

—Summer institute for strategically
targetted groups

—Plan for LC/training institutions
personnel initiative in LC

Plan

1. MEF

—Develop workplan A

—Mid-year Report

—1994/95 plan
9. Goals Project

—Seminars for core CIJE staff October ‘3 seminar in A A
Israel. larael

—Seminar for local commission When will we be ready

—Summer retreat Lay & professionals?
Israel?




CIJE WORKPLAN 8/93-7/94: ITERATION #2 July 2¢

1993 1994
Il. LEAD COMMU NITIES For DiSGUSSiOl’I Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June
h. Best Practices

—Early childhood volume & A A A

consecutive volumes (X3)
—Collogquium on supplementary Held in LCs for educators A

school for LCs & community leadership

A

—Best practice ‘Pilot Project’ initiated




CIJE WORKPLAN 8/93-7/94: ITERATION #2 July 2€

1993 1994

III.BUILDING THE PROFESSION| For Discussion e I L R e

—Training institutions: Personnel plan A
consultation

—CIJE plan linking LC needs, training | Who staffs this? A
institution capability & unmet
needs: First iteration

IV. COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP

—Information system initiated Staff A

—‘Camper’ plan for key individuals

—Plan for major leadership
conference in 1995 on work of LC
& CIJE: First iteration

V. RESEARCH

— Consultation towards a plan for
developing a research agenda




NOTES TOWARDS CIJE WORKPLAN 1993-1994: ITERATION 2

1. This document is a first attempt to articulate tasks over time for the CIJE for 1993-94.

2. It is intended for staff discussion in New York (August 19-20); discussion with the lead community
partners (August 23-24); and for presentation, in gross form, to the Exedcutive of the CIJE.

3. Tt takes those outcomes for July 1994 which were projected in June 1993 and plans them within a
timeline.

4. When this plan is approved, it will form the basis for detailed workplans for:
—Each LC
—Each staff member
—Each assignment.

CODE (for individual responsibility)

A = Milestones/Benchmarks
ADH = Alan Hoffmann

ARH = Annette Hochstein

SF = Seymour Fox

BH = Barry Holtz

GD = Gail Dorf

SHH = Steve Hoffmann

AG = Adam Gamoran

EG = Ellen Goldring

VFL = Virginia Levi



