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Be amie's forthcoming work on "Connections and Journeys" may help address
this 1ssue, albeit retrospectively. Another important comment, th gh

outside the reaim of Bethamie's paper, is that we need a clearer

articulation of the relation between Jewish education and Jewish identity.

A fourth point is that more information about empirical analyses of

identity in other (non-Jewish) domains would be helpful. Finally,

participants noted that more work needs to be done to prioritize among the
many recommendations discussed at the end of the paper. Bethamie's
proposals are compelling and many are new and creative, but because we
cannot do everything we need more guidance on prioritizing.

In discussing the paper on institutions, participants stressed the
importance of examining the outcomes as well as the input characteristics
of Jewish institutions. A related concern is to link potential outcomes
indicators as closely as possible to the activities and content of the
institutions. These issues will need careful consideration in the future,
but probably do not call for any revision in the paper per se.

Participants found Ellen's recommendations for approaching the study of
institutions quite reasonable, given the complexities involved. Her
attention to both qualitative and quantitative strategies for addressing
broader questions about the quality and effectiveness of institutions was
particularly appreciated by the group.

The conference call with David Kaplan and Barbara Schneider focused on the
methodological implications of the papers. Both readers found the papers
"exct ent, informative, sound, and of very high quality.” Their enthusiasm

for the papers' contents led them to offer many suggestions about Fow data
on indicators could be collected, if the instruments for indicators were
designed as recommended in the papers. They wouid like to see an indicators
project that:

*is lc jitudinal for individuals as well as monitoring a system ov  time
* places individuals in their institutionai and community contexts

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

the present time. Consequently we discussed ways of beginning more
modestly, perhaps by proceeding at two separate levels (individu: across
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the country, and institutions within selected communities) without an
empirical linkage between the two. This would allow us to use the NJPS and
its possible supplement for national data on individuals, and to obtain
limited data on institutions within communities as suggested by Ellen. This
more modest approach would have obvious limitations, in that it would not
follow individuals over time, and would not link individuals to their
particular institutions. However, it would satisfy the primary purpose of

the indicators project (at least as 1 envision it), which is to provide

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

The next step for these papers is to commission outside reviews from
individuals with expertise in the Judaic worlds that are addressed by the
papers (i.e., an expert on Jewish educational institutions, and an expi

on Jewish identity). We expect to send each paper to one expert who will
provide a written review. Ultimately, the papers will help guide our
decisions as we plan the future of this project.

OTHER ACTIVITIES

David Kaplan has agreed to carry on with the analysis of secular national
data sets which we began last year with our former research assistant.
These analyses will serve as the basis for Indicator Reports, before we
have our own data available. David is a professor of education at the
University of Delaware who specializes in the analysis of large-scale
survey data. Among his many publications is a recent article on the
statistical validation of educational indicators. | am in close contact

with him and we are delighted to have him on board. | expect to have a
progress report on this work when we meet in August.

| have had preliminary discussions with Ellen, Bethamie, and Mark Gurvis
about a supplement to the NJPS which could serve as an oppportunity to
gather data specifically for the indicaotrs project. We are closely

involved in the design of the instrument for the main NJPS survey, and it
looks like many of our items will be incorporated. If that occurs, then we
may propose to use the supplement to expilore the institutional and
community contexts in which the individuals are embedded (as perceived by
the individuals).
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Finally, Barbara Schneider has raised the possibility of using in: uments
from her national study of adolescent development, along with items
designed for the indicators project, in a sample of Chicago day schools.
I'm not sure if anything will come of this idea but we are discussing it

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

Best,

Adam

02/09/99
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From: Danny Marom <marom@vms.huji.ac.il>

To: annette@vms.huji.ac.il <annette@vms.huji.ac.il>

Date: 07 September 1999 10:53

Subject: questions on "A Comprehensive Study of Jewish Schools in Chicago”

1. What do the researchers expect to learn from the study that is not already known?
2. Will there be any data on "control" groups which can produce useful comparative findings for
policymakers? (eg. data on Jewish versus public education, Jewish versus private non-Jewish education,
Jewish formal vs. informal education, Jewish formal education of one kind versus Jewish formal education of
another).
3. Will the study relate to early childhood education programs? Could one argue that where a Jewish learner
comes out of these progfamslJefermiries more about their later Jewish identity than what happens at the day
and afternoon school stage of development. Similarly, will the study relate to the ways in which day and
afternoon schools do or do not prepare the Jewish learner for the challenges to Jewish identity which emerge
at the university age and study context (Note: Lipsett claimed that this was the most critical stage in the
development of the identity of American Jews).
4. What is the researchers' assumption about the relationship of Jewish literacy to identity? Would this
"assumption rule out the possibility that a learner with a low JewisFTliteracy level mighthave a strong Jewish
identity or that a learner with a high Jewish literacy level might have a low Jewish identity?

5 1. How do the researchers intend to isolate the exclusive role of Jewish schooling on the development of
Jewish identity? How will they know that high or low Jewish identity will not be the outcome of non-school

| factors?
6. What is the justification for the geographical definition of the Chicago area for the study? How does this
justication relate to the aims and audience of the research?

m? Will the research look at how aims get decided, articulated and transmitted (eg. in the induction of new
staff)?
8. What are the authors' assumptions concerning the role of Hebrew in Jewish identity and what is the
justification for its centrality in the determination of Jewish literacy? Is this in line with the current commitments
of American Jewry?
9. Have the researchers considered applying the categories suggested by Jim Coleman and others inspired by
him in understanding the relative effectiveness and advantage of private over public education in America (eg.
"intergenerational closure")?

Please let me know if you need any more. Il be in the office as of 2:00 p.m.

Great meeting you yesterday. DM

07/09/99
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From: Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu>
To: Annette <annette@vms.huji.ac.il>
Date: 14:40 1999 vonix 05 'wmn or
Subject: 1996 memo on lessons from lead communities

Annette,

It was great seeing you in Jerusalem, thanks for finding time for our
meeting. We had a wonderful trip and were very sorry to leave.

I'l get you the brief memo on Barbara Schneider's idea for a survey in
Chicago Jewish schools as soon as possible. Inthe meantime, attached is
the memo we wrote in 1996 for Karen Barth, about lessons learned from
working with and studying lead communities. Please pass it on to Shmuel if
you think that's appropriate.

| received the message below after | returned, and can respond that I'd be
happy to join you for a meeting in Madison on or after August 26. | have a
heavy travel schedule in September so we should get the date set as soon as
possible.

Adam

At 03:54 PM 7/18/99 +0300, you wrote:

>Dear Adam,

>

>Both the 26th and 28th are open at 8am. Call or write as convenient when

you know which you prefer.

>

>Seymour and | think that a visit at Wisconsin might be useful at the end of

the Summer. We may ask some people to join us in order to discuss R&D ideas.
Might you be available for a meeting on or after August 26th?

>

>Thanks,

>

>Annette
>

><IDOCTYPE HTML PUBLIC "-//W3C//DTD W3 HTML//EN">
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><HEAD>

><META content="text/html; charset=is0-8859-8-i" http-equiv=Content-Type>
><META content=""MSHTML 4.72.2201.0" name=GENERATOR>
></HEAD>



From: Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu>
To: Annette <annette@vms.huji.ac.il>

Date: 05 August 1999 14:40

Subject: 1996 memo on lessons from lead communities

Annette,

It was great seeing you in Jerusalem, thanks for finding time for our
meeting. We had a wonderful trip and were very sorry to leave.

I'l get you the brief memo on Barbara Schneider's idea for a survey in
Chicago Jewish schools as soon as possible. In the meantime, attached is
the memo we wrote in 1996 for Karen Barth, about lessons learned from
working with and studying lead communities. Please pass it on to Shmuel if
you think that's appropriate.

| received the message below after | returned, and can respond that I'd be
happy to join you for a meeting in Madison on or after August 26. | have a
heavy travel schedule in September so we should get the date set as soon as
possible.

Adam

At 03:54 PM 7/18/99 +0300, you wrote:

>Dear Adam,

>

>Both the 26th and 28th are open at 8am. Call or write as convenient when

you know which you prefer.

>

>Seymour and | think that a visit at Wisconsin might be useful at the end of

the Summer. We may ask some people to join us in order to discuss R&D ideas.
Might you be available for a meeting on or after August 26th?

>

>Thanks,

>

>Annette
>
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><HTML>
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><META content-'text/html; charset=iso0-8859-8-i" http-equiv=Content-Type>
><META content="MSHTML 4.72.2201.0™ name=GENERATOR>
></HEAD>

><BODY bgColor=#ffffff>

09/08/99



Page 2 of 2

><DIV>

><P align=left dir=Itr>Dear Adam,</P>

><P align=left dirzitr>Both the 26<SUP>th</SUP> and 28<SUP>th</SUP> are open at
>8am. Call or write as convenient when you know which you prefer.</P>

><P align=left dir=itr>Seymour and I think that a visit at Wisconsin might be
>yseful at the end of the Summer. We may ask some people to join us in order to
>giiscuss R&amp;D ideas. Might you be available for a meeting on or after August
>26<SUP>th</SUP>?</P>

><P align=left dir=Itr>Thanks,</P>

><P align=left dir=ltr>Annette</P>

><P align=left dir=Itr>&nbsp;</P></DIV></BODY></HTML>

>
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A Comprehensive Study of Jewish Schoels in Chicage
Prepared by Barbara Schneider and Adam Gamoram
August 1999
Purpose:

We are proposing to conduct an intensive study of Jewish day and after-school
programs in Chicago. This project will specifically examine: 1) what are the experiences
of children in Jewish schools, focusing on the curricular organization including the
content being taught and how it is taught; 2) what are the qualifications, activities, and
experiences of teachers and administrators in Jewish schools; 3) how are Jewish day
schools organized and financed, and how viable will these schools be in the next century;
and 4) how does a sense of Jewish identity develop in children and what experiences
foster such development in religious schools.

This project will be conducted by an interdisciplinary team chaired by Barbara
Schneider and Adam Gamoran, and including Ellen Goldring, Bethamie Horowitz, David
Kaplan, and Linda Waite. Throughout the team there is agreement on the importance of
Jewish learning being organized around text and experience. This study will help to
determine what text seems to influence young adults’ sense of their Jewish life and what
experiences help to reinforce these understandings.

Sample:

Learning about the work on adolescents being conducted at the University of
Chicago, Barbara Schneider and Linda Waite were contacted to see if they would
consider surveying all of the day and after-school Jewish schools and students in

Chicago. Realizing that this is a major undertaking and recognizing the related work



recently completed by Adam Gamoran and Ellen Goldring, Barbara and Linda contacted
them with the home that they would be interested in working together on a major study of
Jewish education in Chicago. This project offers a unique opportunity to survey the
entire Jewish school population in Chicago, making it perhaps the largest survey of the
Jewish school population in the U.S.
Methods:
Relying on the rich expertise of the interdisciplinary team, we are proposing that the
following data collection efforts be undertakem:

Survey of Schools, Administrators, and Teachers

There would be a survey of the school administrators and teachers. This
instrument would be used to collect base-line information on how the schools are
organized, where they draw their student populations, how long students stay in schoel,
what teaching materials are provided to the staff, what are the evaluation criteria for
administrators and staff, how administrators and teachers carry out their roles, what is the
relationship between the school and the synagogue and the community at large, what ties
does the school have to other schools, the wider Jewish community, programs in Israel,
and so on. Teachers would be asked similar questions designed by Goldring and
Gameran with several new items on Jewish literacy and identity.

Student Survey and Interviews

Students in grades six through high school would be surveyed and asked
questions about their experiences in these schools including the types of learning
activities they engage in, what their interest is in maintaining a Jewish identity, what are

their expectations for family life and how important is it for them to continue their Jewish



lidentity into adulthoed. In addition to the surveys, approximately 100 students (fifty day
and fiifty after-sehool students) will be interviewed. These intensive interviews: will be
construeted around issues of Jewish learning and identity. The interviews with day
school and after-school students will provide a more in-depth picture of Jewish family
and school experiences and of Jewish learning and identity.

Possible Additional Components

In addition to the surveys, two additional components are under comsidenaiom.
One is to develop and implement an instrument of Jewish literacy for both teachers and
students. This would be a relatively concise instrument that would assess both Hebrew.
and fundamental ethical and historical questions that are uniquely Jewish.

A second additional component may be an ethnographic study of six schools;
(three day schools and three after-school programs). The purpose of this field study
would be to obtain more fine-grained information on the experiences, constraimts;, and
opportunities that Jewish schools, teachers, and students are encountering:.

Seheduled Work Plan:

During the coming year (1999-2000) the team will meet appreximately thiee
times, to construct instruments and methods for earrying out the werk. In January a small
pilet will be condueted to test the various insiruments. Individuals in the Professens
Group and others will be contacted for adviee, espeeially regarding the possible Jewish

literacy test and content questions pesed te the teachers and studenits.



From: Annette Hochstein <annette@vms.huji.ac.il>
To: danit@vms.huji.ac.il <danit@vms.huji.ac.il>
Date: 25/07/99 08:04

Subject: Fw: RE:telecon

for my meeting with Adam please
thanks,

a
Original Message

From: Gail Dorph <gzdorph@mandelny.org>

To: 'Annette Hochstein' <annette@vms.huji.ac.il>

Date: 17:48 1999 51 23 *ww ar

Subject: RE:telecon

>I'll check with ellen about times. Could you check with adam when you see

him. gail
>

25/07/99
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From: Gail Dorph <gzdorph@mandelny.org>

To: '‘Annette Hochstein' <annette@vms.huji.ac.il>
Date: 20 July 1999 14:56

Subject: RE: indicators phone call

my first thoughts.
I

I think we need to "make a plan" as to how we will be moving ahead on indicators.
what will happen to the two papers? will we try to move them ahead to creating indicators.

how will we develop a disseminarion plan for david kaplan's reports? and before that
what's our process for reviewing the work?

Original Message



From: Elana Sztokman <ilanas@mandelschool.org.il>
To: Annete Hochstein <annette@vms.huji.ac.il>
Date: 19 July 1999 12:40

Subject: The Indicator articles

Annette -
[ finished Ellen Goldring's article and I'm in the middle of Bethamie's. |

want to comment on the first while my ideas are fresh, and I'll write about
the second tomorrow.

First of all, | really enjoyed reading this paper. | think that she did a
thorough job in presenting indicator systems, and her critiques were right
on the mark.

There are two competing problems in determining the "quality" (whatever that
means) of Jewish education: one is the current lack of readily available
data, and the other is the difficulty in collecting data. What this says to

me is that there is probably no consensus out there about what Jewish
education is or what its goals are. Throughout the descriptions of indicator
systems, especially in Jewish education, | kept thinking that every single
item on the list of items to examine represents a value. The difficulty is

not in collecting data but in determining the value. So for instance, saying
we have to look at teacher degrees presupposes that the degree makes a good
teacher, and that we know what a good teacher is, and that the teacher is
what determines what the education is like. So I think that more important
than collecting the actual data in Jewish education is building this "list"

of values. And that requires answering a lot of difficult questions.

This is why | say there is not going to be a consensus in Jewish education.
When an institution, for example, says they want to instill a "love of

Torah", are they aware that this may come at the price of the goal of
knowledge? (So, for example, | can get kids to love learning by making
everything fun and exciting and eliminating tests -- but they may emerge
with less knowledge than the kids who were studying for tests all year.)
Schools look different because thay have different goals. That's okay, as
long as they're aware of this. |think that indicators reflect values. The
indicator itself is less important than simply identifying the HOW of the
value. So for instance, if a school says they want kids to emerge with total
dedication to the Jewish community, the most important question for it to
ask is, well, how do we do that? Answering that question is similar to

putting together the list of indicators ("techical and moral reductionism")

but without the pressure of actual measurement, energies can be spent on
building a school according to the vision ” programming, structuring,
training, materials, etc. Itjust seems that before getting to indicators,

there are other issues that need to be clarified.

So, what I'm saying is that | think that the first recommendation of the

paper - to collect high-consensus widespread indicator data - seems to me
very difficult. And I'm not sure that it's worthwhile. The second
recomendation | didn't fully understand. The third recomendation seems to me
right on the mark. | am a big supporter of qualitative measures. The

25/07/99
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generalizability in quantitative studies is overrated. Case studies,

profiles -- these can provide what she calls "rich” descriptions, a wealti

of understanding that can actually help design Jewish schoals.

Beyond all this, there is of course a basic fundamental problem with looking
for indicators in all education but especially Jewish education. And that

is, Inow do you actually know if a school is doing a "good” job? What is the
job of a Jewish school? To keep kids in the fold? Or to make them exemplary
members of society? These are two very different objectives. They affect
issues of narrowness vs openness which are very, very complicated. Yet, what
Jewish school s going to give up on either objective? So if you take the
outcome approach, for example, a true indicator would be looking at
graduates 10, 20 years down the line. Are they strong in their JEwishness?
Are they good people? And if they are, how much can be attributed to the
school? Obviously, these are difficult questions, and in the whole

discussion of indicators, nobody suggested longitudinal studies. ANd yet it
lies at the heart of educational vision and goals, and expecially of Jewish
education. And there is mo way to measure it. SO this puts the whole
question of indicators into perspective, | think.

Anyway, those are my thoughts for now. I'll write about the second article
tomaorraw.
All the best, Elana

Elana Maryles Sztokman
The Mandel Foundation
Jerusalem

25/07/99
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ti'm Writing to updaté you on the progress we've made with the Indicators project. The maim focus
Wie our meeting in February has been on Ellen and Bethamie's background papers om
instiitutional quality and Jewish identity, respectively. I had a chance to review drafts of the

papers in May. Subsequently the papers were revised and we distributed them (stilll as drafts) to
members off our Professors Group for consultation.

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

CONSULTATIONS ON BACKGROUND PAPERS

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

Diiscussion at the June 4 seminar was wide ranging, but we obtained several helpfull suggestions.
Owerall, participants found both papers informative, useful, and interesting., and the
conversations were quite spirited. On the topic of identity, participants noted the lack of a
developmental perspective in work on identity, an issue that may be particularly important for
Jewish identity among diaspora Jews whose identities seem to shift and flux as they pass thiougth
diffferent life stages, Interestingly, Bethamie's forthcoming work on "Connections and Jowrnys"
may help address this issue, albeit retrospectively. Another important comment, though owtsidie
the realm of Bethamie's paper, is that we need a clearer articulation of the relation between
Jewish education and Jewish identity. A fourth point is that more information about empiticall
analyses of identity in other (non-Jewish) domains would be helpful. Finally. participants noted
that more work needs to be done fo prioritize ameng the many recommendations discussed at the
end off the paper. Bethamie's proposals are compelling and many are new and ereative, but
beeause we eannot do everything we need more guidance on prierlZzing.

In discussing the paper an institutions, partieipants stressed the importanee of examining the
outeomes as well as the input eharacteristies of Jewish institutions. A related coneein is to link
potential outeomes indicators as elasely as possible to the activities and content of the
institutions. These issues will need careful consideration in the future, but probably de net eall
for any Fevision in the paper per se. Partieipants found Ellen's recommendations for approaehing
the study of institutions quite reasenable, given the eemplexities invelved. Her attemtion to beth
qualitative and quantitative strategies for addressing broader guestions about the quality and
cffectiveness of institutions was particularly appreeiated by the growp.

The conference call with David Kaplan and Barbara Sehneider focused on the methodologitall
iwnplications of the papers. Both readers found the papers "exeellent. informative, sownd, and of
very high quality." Their enthusiasm for the papers’ eontents led them te offer many SuggesHons



about how data on indicators could be collected, if the instruments for indicators were desigmed
as recommended in the papers, They would like to see an indicators project that:

*iis longitudinal for individuals as well as monitoring a system over time
* places individuals in their institutional and community contexts

While this is an exciting agenda, I cautioned that it is too ambitious for the present time..
Consequently we discussed ways of beginning more modestly, perhaps by proceedimg at two
separate levels (individual across the country, and institutions within selected commumities)
witihout an empirical linkage between the two. This would allow us to use the NIPS and its
possible supplement for national data on individuals, and to obtain limited data om institutions
within communities as suggested by Ellen. This more modest approach would have obvious
liimitations, in that it would not follow individuals over time, and would net link individwals to
their particular institutions. However, it would satisfy the primary purpose of the indicators
pproject (at least as I envision it), which is to provide data on current status and on chamges over
time for selected key elements of Jewish educatiom.

The next step for these papers is to commission outside reviews from individuals with expertise
im the Judaic worlds that are addressed by the papers (i.e., an expert on Jewish educatiomal
imstitutions, and an expert on Jewish identity). We expect to send each paper to ome expert who
will provide a written review. Ultimately, the papers will help guide our decisions as we plam the
fiuture off this project.

OTHER ACTIVITIES

David Kaplan has agreed to carry on with the analysis of secular national data sets which we
thegan last year with our former research assistant. These analyses will serve as the basis for
Indicator Reports, before we have our own data available. David is a professor of education at
the University off Delaware who specializes in the analysis of large-scale survey data. Among his
many publications is a recent article on the statistical validation of edueatiomal indiesteis. | am
i close contaet with him and we are delighted to have him on board. I expeet to have a progress
tepoFt en this work when we meet in August.

Ihave had preliminary discussions with Ellen, Bethamie, and Mark Gurvis about a supplement ©@
the NJPS which eould serve as an eppportunity to gather data speeifieally for the indicaotis
project: We are closely invelved in the design of the instrument for the main NJPS survey. and it
liooks like many of our items will be incorporated. If that eeeurs, then we may propose to use the
supplement to explore the institutional and eommunity contexts in whieh the individuals are
embedded (as peresived by the individuals).

Finally, Barbara Schneider has raised the possibility of using Instruments from her pational study
off adolescent development. aleng with items designed for the indieaters prajeet. in a sample of
Chisage day schoels. I'm nof sure if anything will eome of this idea but we are diseussing it.

Ird welegme any respanse you may have o these aetivities, and laek forward to further
discussions in August.



DRAFT —- COMMENTS WELCOME

ABILITY GROUPING AND THE
DISTRIBUTION AND EFFECTS OF CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION1

Adam Gamoran, University of Wisconsin-Madison
Martin Nystrand, University of Wisconsin-Madison
Mark Berends, RAND Corporation
Paul C. LePore, University of Wisconsin-Madison

November, 1993

I Participants in seminars at the University of Wisconsin, the University of Chicago, the Hebrew
University of Jerusalem, and the University of Edinburgh provided helpful comments on earlier
versions of this paper. Three anonymous referees also gave useful suggestions, and the paper
benefitted from Paul Dudenhefer’s editing as well. Research for this paper was supported by a grant
to the Institute for Research on Poverty at the University of Wisconsin, Madison from the Assistant
Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. The data
were collected under a grant to the National Center on Effective Secondary Schools at the Wisconsin
Center for Education Research, University of Wisconsin, Madison, from the Office of Edueational
Research and Improvement, U.S. Department of Education (Grant No, G-008690007-89). Opinions,
findings, and conclusions in the paper are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views
of the supporting agencies.



ABILITY GROUPING AND THE
DISTRIBUTION AND EFFECTS OF CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION

ABSTRACT

Abillity grouping appears to be a logical means of organizing a student body with diverse academic
skillls. Many observers contend, however, that when students are grouped accordime tn their
purported capacities for learning, high-achieving students receive better instructiom and, consequently.,
imerease their achievement advantage over students in other groups. This paper examimes the kinds of
insfmuction students receive in honors, regular, and remedial eighth- and ninth-grade English classes.
Itt also assesses the links between imstmction and achievement. The authors find that raes of student
participation and discussion are higher in honors classes, contributing to the learning gaps between
groups. Another finding is that rates of open-ended questions are similar across classes, but thag
onors smdents benefit more from such discourse because it more often occurs in the context of

swstained study of literature,



ABILITY GROUPING AND THE
DISTRIBUTION AND EFFECTS OF CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION

Ability grouping is the practice of dividing students for instruction according to their
purported capacities for learning. To many educators, ability grouping seems a sensible response to
academic diversity among smdents, in that it allows teachers to tailor their instructional approaches to
smadents” abilities (Wilson and Schmits 1978; National Education Association 1990). Critics of ability
grouping, however, contend that the practice has harmful unintended consequences. They point out
that when students are divided on the basis of academic criteria, they also tend to be segregated by
social and economic characteristics (e.g., Rosenbaum 1976; Oakes 1991). Moreover, critics assert
that although educators may attempt to provide appropriate instruction for each group of students, in
practice those in low-ability classes tend to receive inferior instruction compared to their high-ability
peers (e.g., Oakes 1985; Page 1991). This unequal allocation of instruction may result in a wideming
off the achievement gap between high-level and low-level classes over time (Qakes, Gameran, and
Page 1992).

Does ability grouping lead to inequitable opportunities for students assigned to different
groups? What aspects of instruction are comparabie across groups, and what aspeets differ? To what
extent does the differential allocation or impaet of instruction account for inequality of achievement
among students assigned to different ability groups? We address these questions with data from 92
eighth- and ninth-grade English classes in 18 midwest-American secondary schools, foeusing on the
links between ability grouping, classroom instruction, and student learning. To set the stage for our
analyses, we first present the logic of ability grouping from an organizational perspeetive. This
discussion both clarifies the ratlonale for abillty grouping and illuminates its potential shortcomings.

In addition, it leads us to intreduee a new approach for measuring elassroom instreetion.



Ability Grouping as an Organizational Response to Diversiby

Soraclogists characterize ability grouping as an organizational response to diversity among
stdents (& g., Sorensen 1970; Gamoran 1986). By dividing students into subgrougs that are more
homogeneous than the population as a whole, schools operate like many other types of complex
ofganizations. As Thompson (1967, p.70) explained: "Under norms of rationality, organizations
facing heterogeneous task environments seek to identify homogeneous segments and establish
syructural wnits to deal with each " By adherence to “rationality,” Thompson meant that the
organization can accomplish its goals more efficiently when it allocates separate tasls o specialized
subunits. Instead of conducting all types of work throughout the orgamization, more limited amd
specialized tasks cam occur in smaller subunits. In schools, the subunits typically include grade
lewels, and ability groups within grades, Faced with a diverse input population, educators divide
stndents imto relatively homogeneous categories so they can deal with different groups of students im
diifferent ways. This is the logic behind ability grouping, and it stands behind differentiation in mamy
types off complex organizations.

Problems of Academic Differentiation

Following this logic creates two sorts of difficulties for educational orgamizations. One set of
problems has to do with raw materials, and the other relates to technology.

Raw materialls. In the organizational conception, students are thought of as the "ravw
materials” of school systems. However, sorting students is not a meutral aet. If stedienis are divided
not only on the basis of prior asademic performance, but also aceording to family buckgrownd, e,
and ethmicity —even iff the laiter divisions are unintentional and result from eonditions exterml to the
sethool ~ then differentiation for the sake of efficiency eonfliets with the desire for sorial integration
within schools: Moreover, because ability grouping ereates a siatus hicraichy, the assighwment of

students 6o groups constitutes & status alloeation in whieh some are elevated abeve ofhess, Wheh
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ability-group assignment is correlated with socio-demographic factors, it reinforoes status distinctions
that originate outside the school. Thus, what is a “rational” procedure (in Thompson’s terms) for
most types of organizations is problematic in schools,

Research on the formation of ability groups and curricular tracks gives weight to these
concerns, indicating that ability-group assignment is correlated with socioeconomic status, race, and
ethnicity (see Oakes, Gamoran, and Page 1992 for a review). Even though these associatioms mainly
dissipate once test scores are taken into account, they indicate that the allocation of status within
schools tends to coincide with social status outside schools, a situation that critics of ability grouping
find objectionable.

Technology. The key to differentiation is technology, that is, the materials and activities
through which the organization works to accomplish its goals (Thompson 1967; Perrow 1986).2
Technology is central to differentiation because a prime reason for creating separate subunits is to
facilitate varied technological processes under varied conditions. From an orgamizatioral perspective,
the technology of school systems is classroom instruction, for that is the mechanism through which
learning occurs (Parsons 1960; Gamoran and Dreeben 1986). Thus, one would expect to find varied
instructional activities and/or materials in different ability groups, with greater emphasis on aspects of
instruction that are most beneficial in each context.

Despite the apparent logic of this arrangement, uncertainties about the operation and effects of
instruction raise doubts about how well the rationale for differentiation applies in school systems.
First, cause/effect relations hetween teaching and learning are not well understood or documented
(e.g., Weick 1976; Brophy and Good 1986). There is little consensus about what constitute the best
teaching methods, so it is difficult for educators to know precisely how to vary their teaching for
different groups. Second, instruction is a complex technology, and it is insufficient to conceive of it

as a one-way act in which teachers merely apply treatment to objects. Instead, teachers interact with
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students, who are not inert raw material, but sentient, intentional subjects (Nystrand 1992), Teachers
have the dominant role, but precisely what action they should take is far from clear, in part because
their efforts are sensitive to the characteristics and reactions of students (Jackson 1968). Particularly
as smdents reach adolescence, their actions and intentions as well as those of teachers influence the
quality of their classroom experiences (Metz 1978; Everhart 1983). Hence, although ability grouping
seems at first to be a straightforward application of the common organizational strategy of
differentiation, in practice it may not work out as planned, and it may well have unintended
consequences. In particular, the extent to which ability grouping fosters effective instruction in all
types of classes is Open to question.

Past research on ability grouping speaks to these concerns in two ways. First, several
observers have described instructional differences across tracks. Dar and Resh (1986), for example,
argued that sorting students by ability creates a resource-rich environment for high-group students and
deprivation for students in low groups, because the intellectual capacities of classmates constitute
important classroom resources. Moreover, in many schools the teachers with the best reputations are
assigned to honors classes, and less-experienced and/or less-successful teachers are relegated to
remedial classes (Finley 1984; Talbert 1990). Also, secondary school teachers appear to spend less
time preparing and are less enthusiastic with low-ability classes (Rosenbaum 1976; Vanfossen, Jones,
and Spade 1987). Instruction in low-ability classes tends to be more fragmented, dwelling on isolated
bits of information, and it progresses at a slower pace (QOakes 1985; Page 1991). By contrast,
students in high-ability classes are more likely to engage in critical-thinking tasks and problem-solving
(Dakes 1985). Whereas some of these instructional differences might be consistent with the view that
ability grouping helps match instruction to students” needs (e.g., the slower pace of instruction in low
groups), for the most part they support the claims of critics who argue that instruction is not just

different, but of higher quality in high-level classes and inferior in classes for remedial students.



Second, most writers on grouping and tracking have concluded that sorting students by
academic performance typically contributes to increasing inequality of achievement (e.g., Findley and
Bryan 1971; Rosenbaum 1980; Gamoran and Berends 1987; Murphy and Hallinger 1987). Studies of
broad curriculum tracking show clear evidence of widening achievement gaps among students
assigned to different tracks, even after accounting for initial differences (e.g., Gamoran and Mare
1989). Research on ability grouping for particular subjects is more equivocal, with some studies
indicating a rise in achievement inequality, but others not (Slavin 1987, 1990). At the secondary
level, national surveys of ability grouping in Britain (Kerckhoff 1986) and the United States (Hoffer
1992) indicate that the net gap between students in high and low groups increases over time. These
results imply that a given srudent --—whether of high or low initial ability —would perform better if he
or she were placed in a higher-level class —consistent with the critics' view, and contrary to the
organizational aims of ability grouping.

Juxtaposing the observers” findings about instructional differemces across groups, and the
survey researchers” conclusions about achievement differences, one may hypothesize that variation in
the quality of instruction leads to increasing inequality of achievement (Gamoran and Berends, 1987.
To date, only a few studies have addressed this question directly, At the elementary level, Barr and
Dreeben (1983), Rowan and Miracle (1983), and Gamoran (1986) showed that greater progress
through the curriculum accounts for more learning among students in high-ability reading groups.,
compared to students in other groups. Evidence at the secondary level is lacking, probably because
of the complexity of measuring instruction in secondary-school classes, Whereas content coverage
and time allocated to various activities may suffice to characterize elementary-school reading (Barr
and Dreeben 1983), instruction at the secondary level potentially invoives too many complex ideas
and too much give-and-take between teachers and students to be adequately measured by a simple

count of materials and activities introduced by the teacher. Measures of instruction that are more



sensitive to interaction between teachers and students are needed to test the hypothesis at the
secondary level. Since that is a central purpose of this study, we have developed new measures of
instruction.

ring In ion in 0 choogl Abili r

We conceive of instruction more broadly than simply the lecture, recitation, and coverage
through which teachers inform their students. Rather than defining instruction as what teachers “do
to students,” we define it in terms of how teachers and students interact; and to measure the extent of
their interaction, we focus on the quality of their instructionat discourse,

The most obvious features of high-quality instructional discourse are high student
participation and correspondingly low offtask behavior, which both result, of course, when students
and teachers interact extensively. Though important, high student participation is not a sufficient
measure of high-quality instructional discourse, because the level of student activity alone indicates
little about the nature of student engagement. Students are procedurally engaged when they pay
attention, do their assignments, and consistently conform to the requirements of school tasks.

Students who are procedurally engaged, however, are not necessarily intellectually engaged in the
issues and content of their studies. For this reason, we need to examine variation across classes in
the substantive quality of teacher-student discourse.

In addition to student participation, one of the most important features of high-quality
instructional discourse is its coherence (Nystrand and Gamoran 1991b). Some teachers carefully
frame lessons and activities in terms of previous lessons and activities, and, as a result, classroem talk
frequendy refers to previous classroom talk, More than this, these teachers also have their students
discuss what they have read, write about what they have read, read and discuss before writing, and so
forth. During question-and-answer exchanges, effective teachers also follow up on student responses

by incorporating previous student answers into subsequent questions in a process linguists call uptake



(Cazden 1988, Collins 1982, 1986). This continuous interweaving of writing, reading, and talk helps
students relate topics of instruction, and reinforces and buiids upon previous learning.

Some teachers also increase the coherence of their instruction by asking questions that build
upon students® concerns and interests, and, as a result, skillfully help students relate these concerns to
the content of instruction and learning, For example, instead of asking only test questions (questions
which are characteristic of recitation and which teachers ask when they are looking for particular
answers), skillful teachers also ask authentic guestions, or questions for which the teacher avoids
prespecifying answers (e.g., How did you like the chapter you read last night? Did the story end the
way you expected? Who do you think was the most important character, and why?). Authentic
questions are effective because they promote student ownership and help students coherently relate the
new information of instruction to what they already know and/or have experienced. Authentic
questions are also important because they signal to students the teacher’s interest in what students
think, as well as the importance the teacher attaches to thinking and not just remembering (Nysttand
and Gamoran 1988). Another aspect of high-quality discourse is diseussion, the free exehange of
opinions and information among teachers and students, without continual prompting by questions from
the teacher.

Abijlity grouping and instructional discourse. Prior research suggests that the quality of
discourse is higher in high-track classes and lower in low tracks, Procedurally, more offtask hehavior
occurs in low-track classes, teachers spend more time on discipline and less time on instruction, and
students spend less time on homework (Oakes 1985). Substantively, instruction in low-track classes is
more often fragmented, emphasizing isolated bits of information instead of sustained inquiry (Page
1991), A pilot study indicated that students in low-ability 8th- and 9th-grade English classes
answered true-false, multiple choice, and fill-in-the-blanks questions 4 to 5 times as frequently as did

their high-group counterparts (Nystrand and Gamoran 1988; Gamoran 1989). In responding te the



papers of students in low-ability classes, teachers commented around twice as much about spelling,
punctuation, and grammar, and about half as much about content, compared to teachers’ responses to
high-track students® papers. Although teachers met students in both low- and high-track classes about
as infrequently in writing conferences (about once a month on average), they discussed speiling 2.6
times as much with students in low-track classes in these conferences, and content 1.9 times as
frequently with high-track students.

Not only is there reason to believe that high-quality discourse occurs more ofien in high-
ability classes, but such instruction may be most important just where it occurs least. Scholars who
write about at-risk students emphasize the need to promote ownership and meaningfulness in
schoolwork to counteract the alienation that is common for such students (Wehlage et al. 1989;
Wehlage and Smith 1992). To the extent that authentic questions and discussion serve these ends,
their positive impact may be greater in low-ability classes in comparison to high-ability classes, where
smdents may be more motivated by external rewards such as grades (Newmann 1992),

In addition, student misbehavior occurs and is treated differently in high and low tracks. As
Metz (1978) observed, when high-track students disengage from schoolwork, they do so in a way that
still allows them to carry out the task at hand. Passing notes, reading unrelated books, and making
humorous remarks occur in the context of making it through the school day, while still getting one’s
schoolwork done. Thus, disruptive behavior in honors classes is less likely to impede students from
carrying out their work, in comparison to regular and especially low-track classes where offtask
behavior is part of students’ rejection of classwork. Moreover, teachers react differently to
misbehavior in high-ability classes. According to Metz (1978), students who are loud or speak out of
turn may be seen as overeager but worth engaging in honors classes, whereas similar behavior
generates reprimands in low-track classes. For these reasons, procedural disengagement may impede

learning more in low-ability than in high-ability classes.



This pattern contradicts the organizational rationale for ability grouping. According to the
organizational logic, ability grouping facilitates the matching of instruction to students’ needs. Thus,
if authentic discourse and discussion are especially beneficial for at-risk students, one would predict
greater reliance on this approach in low-track classes. Yet available evidence suggests the opposite
may be true. Similarly, if misbehavior is more harmful to low-ability students, a reason for
differentiation would be to minimize disruptions in the learning contexts of low achievers; yet that
does not seem to be the case, either. If the organizational aims of grouping are not fulfilled, as
research to date seems to indicate, then differences in both the nature and the effects of instructiom
may explain, at least in part, why achievement gaps between ability groups widen over time.

The main purpose of the present study is to assess variation in the guality and the impact of
instructional discourse across ability groups. Does the quality of instruction favor high- over low-
ability groups? Does disruptive behavior occur more and cause more damage to achievement in low
groups than in high groups? Addressing questions such as these will allow us to discern the extent to
which instruetion mediates the effects of ability grouping on achievement. In this way, we assess the
hypothesis that instructional differences are the source of achievement differences across ability
groups.

Data and Methods

The sample for this paper comes from a two-year study of 25 secondary schools. The schoels
were located in 9 communities in the American midwest, including rural, urban, and suburban areas,
and public and Catholic schools. Overall about four English classes per school participated in the
study, but this varied by the size of the school: 58 eighth-grade elasses were distributed among 16
middle and jumior high schools studied in 1987-88, and 54 ninth-grade elasses were studied the
following year in nine high schools for whieh the middle sehools served as feeders. In smaller

schools, all classes participated, and in larger sehools, ¢lasses were selected i represent the different
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abillity-group levels defined by the school (e.g., honors of accelerated, fegular, and basic of
remedial). About 90 percent of students in the selected classes participated in the study.3

The analysis is restricted to 92 high, regular, and low classes in 10 jumior high/middie schoels
and 8 high schools. Heterogeneous classes were excluded from the present analysis for three reasoms:
(1) In the ninth-grade study, heterogeneous classes were used only in a small, ruraf school, and a
school-within-a-school in an urban school, 0 homogeneous/heterogenecus differemces were
confounded with school differences; (2) Standardized test scores, which serve as "ability” measures to
help oontrol for pre-existing differences among students from different tracks, did mot exist for most
of the eighth-grade heterogeneous classes; (3) The main issue for this paper is not the differemee
between homogeneous and heterogeneous classes, but the differences in the distribution and effects of
imstmuection among the homogeneous classes. The 18 schools remaining in the analysis included two
urban high schools and their three feeder junior highs in an ethnically diverse, mainly working-class
area; one urban high school in a less diverse, more middle- to upper-middleclass locale; one
suburban school and two feeder middle schools in an upper-middle-class community; one high scheal
and one junior high ftom each of two small town/rural districts; and two Catholic high schools with
three feeder K-8 schools, which served urban and suburban, predominantly middle- and upper-middiie-
class white students,

We visited each class four times, focusing mainly on the time spent in different activities andi
on the questions asked by teachers and students (see below). Students took tests and filled out
questionnaires in the fall and spring, and teachers alse filled out questionnaires in the spring. OFf
1,968 students who began the year in the 92 classes, 1,750 (B9 percent) participaed in the study in
the fall and spring. Listwise deletion of student-level missing data reduced the analysis sample to

1,564 students (89 percent of study participants, 79 percent of the total).
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We measured leaming with a year-end test of literature achlevement. Because we assessed
ingiruction as the quality of instructional discourse, we designed a test that required studenss to engage
im discourse alpout the material they had covered during the year. The chances for detecting the
effects off schooling are greater if one tests students on what they were actually taught, rather than om
a siandardized body of inflormation (Walker and Schaffarzick 1974).

The test posed a series off questions about the novels, short stories, and plays that were
assigwed during the yzar. For each class, we selected five readings that had been cowered, choosimg
itiemns that were representative of the overall curricula. The questions ranged from simple recaill
{"Describe the ending of the story") to ones requiring in-depth understanding ("Relate the conflict of
tthe story to s ending and theme"). The questions were the same for each class, tut the stories
differed, depending on what had been covered during the year. Each test was scored by two trained
readers on dimensions such as extent of recall, depth of understanding, understandiing @f characters’
motiwations, and so on. When the scores differed by more than one point on any given dimension,
e test was given 2 second reading. Scores from the two readers were averaged, and inter-rater
reliability was calculated as correlations of .90 in the eighth-grade sample and .82 im the ninth-grade
group. Means and standard deviations of this and all other variables are listed in Tablle 1.

Prior reading and writing skills. We administered two tests at the beginning of the year
accownt for prior differences among students in reading and writing skills. One wes a multiple-choice
testt off reading comprehension, based on National Assessment of Educationl Progiess (NAEP) fems.
The «ighth and ninth graders read different stories, but the results were calibrated om similar seales.
This test also inchuded a brief writing sample. The seeond test eonsisted of a fiffeesrminute essay, for
wiiich eighth graders were asked to wiite abeut 8 persen o event that was impertant @ them, and de
mindh geaders about 8 spesial place of possession. This test was seored by two readiers om level of
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abstraction (Britton et al. 1975) and coherence of argumentation (Applebee, Langer, and Mullis
1985), and the marks were summed across dimensions and averaged across readers. The inter-rater
correlation was .70.

"Ability™. From school records, we obtained data on student perfermance on standardized
tests administered by the districts. We recorded national percentile scores, which we transformed to
normal curve equivalents. Unfortunately, the districts employed several different instruments, and
while most were administered in the spring of the previous year, some were given in the previous
fall, a full year before our arrival. This would not matter much if all the scores were truly normed to
the national population, but the extent to which that is the case is unknown. To account for
measurement error introduced by the standardized tests, we used the scores not as distinct variables,
but as indicators of a common underlying trait, which we termed "ability.” For each student, ability
was indicated by a math score and a reading comprehension score. The measurement model for this
latent variable yielded reliability estimates of about .54 for the math score and .44 for the reading
score. These values are lower than is typical for such tests, presumably due to differemces across
districts, 4

We used the ability measure despite its problems because of the danger that the effects of
ability grouping could be inflated by unmeasured differences among students assigned to the different
groups. Slavin (1990) has argued that all observed effects of grouping in correlational studies are
likely due to such selection bias. While selection bias can nsver be completely ruled out in the
absence of random assignment, the present study offers a more rigorous set of controls than has been
used in nearly all comparable studies. In research on high scheel tracking with another rieh data set,
Gamoran and Mare (1989) found that using a similar set of controls eliminated the eorrelation

between unobserved seleetion fagtors and outepmes.



pies. Further controls for student background diffsrsncss were
indiicated by durmmy variables for sex (1 = fernale, 0 = male) and minority stamus (black or Higpanitc
= |, oness = 0). Last, srudent socioeconomic status was indicated by an uaweighted limear
composite of father"s education, mothess education, the higher in status of father’s or mother’s

ocoupation, and the availability of a list of home resources. These background data were drawn from

student questionnaires,

Recent writers have criticized survey studies of grouping and tracking for using ambiguous
imdiicatiors of wrack positions (Gamoran 1989; Lucas 1990; Lucas and Gamoran 1991). U.S. studies af
mationall datta typicallly rely on student self-reports of whether their programs are best described as
academic, general, or vocational, Although this indicator is useful when tracking is wiewed as a
social-psycihological construct (see Berends 1992), its value as a structural indicator is limited. Tiis
is mot 50 much because students may be incorrect; other data sources alse carry the danger of
unreliability (Gameran and Berends 1987), Rather, the ambiguity of the survey indicator stems fioum
am underdying assumption: that virtually all schools are in fact divided into academic, general., and
vocational programs. Yet recent observers report that such programmatic tracking s wamedi, at leasit
im formal terms (Oakes 1985; Moore and Davenport 1988). Instead, studerits in both jjumior and
senior high schools tend to be stratified by performance on a subject-by-subjeet basiis.

Whereas a student’s track position (e.g., academic or gemeral) is often ambiguous, there is
lidle disagreement about the ranking of courses within a particular subject. In the ease of Emglish,
the great majority of secondary sehoels distinguish ameng levels such as honots or aceeleraied,
regullar or average; and hasie or remedlal (Oakes 1985; Moore and Davenport 1988). Fer this Stady,
English classes are categorized as honers (ineluding elasses labeled high, advaneed, and aceeleraied)),
regular; and remedial (including classes termed low and basie). These eategories Weie wARMBIEWILIy
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described by school staff. Swdent membership in particular classes was taken from class rosters and

wias verified by classroom teachers. The sample was not large enough to distinguish among schawlks
having two, Wree, of four ability levels, but the grouping systems were similar across schools im tiat
stadients were assigned to particular English classes based on judgments about their perfommance im
Engliish, rather than on how well they do in all subjects overall (see Slavin 1987, om the importanse
of this similarity). In four casss, teachers divided their time between two groups in a single room.
Measures of Instruetion

For this stedy we have relied on seven key indicators of instruetiomal discourse. More
imdiications were available in the data, but we narrowed our focus on the basis of prefimsimary
exploratory factor amallyses, inspection of reliabilities in confirmatory factor analyses, and the
theoretical cemtrality of particular indicators {Gamoran, Berends, and Nystrand 1990; Nystrand and
Gamaran 1991a). In an early analysis of the eighth-grade data, we had used a composite indicator of
discowrse guality (Gamoran and Nystrand 1990), but we learned subsequendy that there was mo singlke
underlying factor that incorporated the diverse measures (Gamoran, Berends, and Nystrand 1990).
Comsequemidy, we now use the seven variables as indicators of distinct aspects of discourse qualiity:,

We obtained three measures of student participation. Two came from the sprirg student
questionnaire: students” reported frequency of completing their writing and reading assignments. (See
the appendix for the wording of questionnaire items.) The other came from classroom observaitions:
the percentage of students visibly offtask during question-answer sessions.

For discourse coherence, we used a composite of six teacher-questionnaire iteps that asked
Aot the intereonnsctions ameng different elassroom aetivities: the extent to which teacheis ashed
students (o (9) write about what they read; (b) diseuss writing topies before writing; (¢ disuss
readings; (d) relate readings to oiher readings; (e) relate discussions to previews diseussiony; ad ()

diseuiss what other students have wiltten about (see appendix).



Uptake was computed as the percentage of questions that followed up on what someone had
said previously, averaged over the four observations. In the following exchange, for example, the
teacher’s second question uses uptake:

Teacher: Wiy didl Adfious meed Aunt Allexantira at this dimee?

Student: Tho teagp Soout safe.

Teacher: Wiy would Soout the safe wiith Awnt Allecantod?

In this dialogue, which occurred during a discussion of Te Kifl a Mockingbird in a ninth-
grade class, the teacher had specific answers in mind. Even though she was asking the student to
draw conclusions rather than simply recite the story, her questions tested students’ knowledge and use
of information instead of encouraging them to construct new ideas, and we refer to them as "test
questions.” In conwrast, authentic questions treat students’ ideas as legitimate knowledge in their own
right. A bit later in the lesson, this teacher asked students to speculate about alternative paths the
story might have taken: "What are some ideas for Atticus not having Aunt Alexandra come?"” Here,
she was asking an authentic question, showing interest in students’ ideas rather than testing for a
prespecified answer, We computed the percentage of teacher questions that were authentic, averaged
across the four observations, as another indicator of discourse quality.

Finally, we counted the number of minutes per day devoted to discussion. Discussion is
defined more narrowly than simply teacher-student discourse; it refers to the free exchange of
information among teachers and students, without the usual question-response-evaluation structure of
ordinary recitation (Mehan 1979), Often during discussion, students speak to one anether without
interruption by the teacher (Nystrand and Gamoran 1991b). We focused on discussion because from
the standpoint of instructional discourse, it is qualitatively different than ether classroom activities

which are heavily dominated by teachers.
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Suatigtical Models

Our initial questions are descriptive. They concern the compositions of the different groups
and the differences among groups in the quality of instructional discourse. Subsequently, we turn to
the analytic questions of net achievement differences between groups, the effects of instruction on
achievement, and the extent to which variation in the distribution and effects of instruction produce
ability-group differences in achievement.

To address the analytic issues, we used maximum likelihood methods. We chose this
approach because it permitted us to specify the latent "abiliry” construct described above. It also
provided tests for the comparative fits of various alternative model specifications. We divided the
data into the three groups: honors, regular, and remedial classes. First, we set aside the instructiomal
data and estimated models of ability-group differences in achievement net of the exogenous variables
{sex, minority status, SES, fall reading and writing performance, and ability). After selecting a
baseline model and estimating achievement differences between groups, we added the instructiomal
data to the model. We compared the fits of models in which the instructional variables were
constrained to be the same across ability groups with models that permitted different effects in
different groups, After selecting the best-fitting model, we re-examined the achievement gaps
between groups under various instructional circumstances.

Results

Does ability grouping divide students on more than solely academic dimensions? Previous
writers have maintained that minority students and economically disadvantaged students are
overrepresented in low-status groups and tracks (e.g., Oakes 1990), and our data conform to that
pattern. As Table 1 shows, whereas the sample as a whole consisted of nearly 20 percent minority
students, honors classes had just half that proportion while remedial eighth- and ninth-grade English

classes averaged more than twice the total sample mean. The contrast is even greater if we foeus on
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e disirict in our sample with the highest proportion of minority students. In that district, located in
a working-class ufban aiea, 52 percent of the students were black or Hispanie, but the propertion
miemify was 26 percent in the honors classes, 52 percent in regular classes, and 65 percent im
remedial ¢lasses. Similar patterns appear for the social class composition of the ability growps: nm dhe
tworall sample, honors ¢lasses averaged .37 standardized units above the mean in SES while low-ability
diasses swood ar .42 standardized units below the mean.

These findings are far from new, and they cannot be used a8 evidence that assigmment
procedures were discriminatory. As previous studies have shown, the direct impact of socio-
demographic conditions on track assignment is small, compared to the overwhelming importance of
academic performance {e.g., Gamoran and Mare 1989; Gamoran 1992). The point here is to show
thait sorting students js not neutral with respect to social and economic inequality: the allocation of
stamus within schools tends to coincide with status differences in the wider society, and if ability
growping magnifies achievement inequality, then it tends to reinforce initial differemces (see also
Vanfossen, Jones, and Spade 1987, Gamoran and Mare 1989; Lucas and Gamoram 1991).

Distiribution of Instruction among Ability Groups

Are there imequities among ability groups in the conditions of instruction? Table 2 displays
class-level means of imstructional variables for the different types of classes. As expecied, studemts in
honors classes exhibit the most consistent participation, and students in remedial classes are least
emgaged in their schoolwork. These findings replicate those of other studies, both im their comsistenit
patterns and in that the differences, while statistieally significant, are not large substamtively (Oalkes
1985; Gamoran and Berends 1987).

In contrast; most aspeets of instructional diseourse did not differ signifieanty between elass
types. If anything; regular classes eoniained higher proportions of authentic questions and quesvions
wiith wpiake, as well 85 a higher degree of eoherenee, but these differences are not vwriztieally



significant. Only discussion favored honors classes over other classes, but it was not a common
occurrence even there, averaging only about 75 seconds per day. Authenticity and uptake were also
infrequent, with less than a quarter of questions having one or both of these qualities in regular
classes, and smaller proportions elsewhere. Coherence was reported to be more common, with
teachers citing an average of about twelve activities per week, or more than twice each day, in which
reading, writing, and classroom talk were interwoven.

The results are consistent with descriptions of classroom discourse as domimated by teachers
and emphasizing reproduction rather than production of knowledge (Mehan 1979; Goodlad 1984).
We did not find evidence of especially fragmented and recitation-oriented instruction in low-ability
classes. Although we observed significantly more discussion in high-ahility classes, it remains to be
seen whether this difference is related to achievement gaps in light of its infrequency. Similarly, even
though participation was greater in honors classes and lower in remedial classes, it is not yet clear
whether these differences help account for achievement gaps between ability groups. An additiomal

possibility is that differences between groups in the effects of instruction, rather than differences in

instructional means, produce differential achievement. To assess the impertance of the findings so far
we must examine the contributions of instructional conditions to student learning.
The Effe f Ability Grouping on Achievemen

Before bringing together grouping, instruction, and Jearning, we need first to determine
whether students in different types of classes obtained varied achievement, net of pre-existing
conditions. To address this question, we estimated a model in which the effects of all background
variables were constrained to be equal across honors, regular, and remedial classes. This model fit
the darta reasonably well, with a chi-square of 55.89 and 32 degrees of freedom.5 Table 3 shows that
each of the background conditions contributes significantly to literature achievement. Girls, non-

minorities, and high-SES students scored higher than boys, minority students, and the economically
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disadvantaged, respectively. Swdents with higher initial test seores and higher sstimaiéd ability ase

performed betier on ouf test at the end of the year,

Siince all the effects wese constrained to be equal, the enly differsnces among modeks for the
thiee geoups are in the intercepts. Consequently, the intercepts reveal differences in schievement
bemween groups, net of background conditions, These show gaps of .843 peimts betwieen the honos
and regolar classes, and another 1.147 points between the regular and low-ability classes. These
diffesences are not large — they constitute about 12 percent and 17 percent, respectively, of the total-
sampliz standard deviation — but because they occurred within a single academic year, they meed to be
taken seriously.b

To test for suatistical significance of ability-group differences in achievement, we cannot
compate the intercepts with their standard errors; that tests whether the intercepts differ from zero,
amd we meed to test whether they differ from each other. This question is addressed by comparing
this model to amother in which the intercepts are constrained to be equal across groups. We estimaned
the equal-intercept model and found that its fit was significantly poorer, yielding a chi-square of 66 62
wilh 34 degrees off freedom. The chi-square difference between these two nested models is 10.73,
with 2 degrees off freedom, a difference that is significant at p < 0. Hence, we conchude that the
type off class students attended made a small but significant difference for their achievesent.

Ability Grouping, Instruction, and Achievement

To what extent were the achievement differences produced by variation in the distribution and
effiects of instruction? We first included the instructional variables wsing the same specification as we
used for the background variables — that is, no differences between elass types ih e effeels of
imstrugtion on achievement.” Fit statisties for this model are presenied in the first iow of Tuble 4.
This model fit the data fairly well, but we had reason to question the assumption of equal SR
sffects across groups. Our conceptual formulation, and some preliminary analyses, seggesed tal
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offftask beavior, awdhenticity, and discussion might have varied effests, and we estimated thiis modisll
Rext. As shown in the second row of Table 4, this model fit significantly better. Subsequent
modifications, however, failed to improve the fit. Hence, the data suggest that completiom of resdiing
and writing, coherence, and uptake exert similar effects in honors, regular, and remedial classes, but

the effects of offtask, authenticity, and discussion vary by class type.

mt. Table § displays the results of the best-fittimg maodkst .
Each off the variables with similar effects across groups contributes positively to achiewement; students
wiho seport completing more of their reading and writing scored higher, as did those in classes witth
mete uptake and more coherence among instructional activities. The effects of the other instructiomsl
variables are more complex: Offtask behavior led to lower achievement in regular and remedial
classes, but not in honors classes; authentic questions resulted in higher achievement im honors classes
but lower achievement in remedial classes; and discussion benefitted honors students but reduced
acliievement for those in reguilar classes.

The participation variables appear to exert substantial effects. For example, a 10 percent
imerease im offtask behavior would reduce achievement by about one and a quarter to mearly two
points im e remedial and regular classes, a loss of almost 20 percent to 30 percent of a standard
deviation. Similarly, students who did half their reading and writing assigmments would score moie
tham two points lower than those who completed all their work, other things being equal, Ameng dhe
discourse variables, the impact of coherence stands out: A ¢lass with twice the average level] of
cotherence (a difference of almost two standard deviations) would raise achievement by nealy twe
points on average, other things being equal. This is espeeially important because aetivities thaf
promote eoberence ocewr with regular frequency, aceording to teachers, although they aie meie
common in some elasses than sthers. Effeets of other disesurse varigbles are more medest, but vl

lazge enough to be substantively as well as statisiieally meaningful. 1n light of these ingtruckivnal



effects, we can ask whether differences in levels and/or effects of instruction account for achievement

differences across ability groups.

Accounting for achievement gaps: Variables exerting the same effects in all groups. Not only

do completion of reading and writing assignments contribute to achievement overall, but they also
contribute to achievement gaps between ability groups. This is because students in honors classes
tended to complete higher proportions of their work than students in regular classes, who finished
more of their work than those in remedial classes (see Table 2). If these conditions were more equal
across classes, our results imply that achievement would be more evenly distributed.

As noted above, coherence and uptake have significant positive effects on literature
achievement. However, they do not contribute to achievement gaps, because they do not vary
significandy or consistently among the three class types.

Accounting for achievement gaps: Variables exerting different effects in different groups.

Authentic questions, discussion, and offtask behavior do not have the same effects on literature
achievement at each ability-group level. Whether or not they contribute to gaps in achievement
depends on how frequently they occur in honors, regular, and remedial classes. At the very least,
they demonstrate that the same type of discourse can result in unequal achievement in the different
types of classes. The greater the incidence of each, the wider the achievement gaps. For example, if
there were no authenticity, discussion, or offtask behavior, the intercepts would capture all of the
differences in achievement, suggesting little difference between regular and low groups

(-7.081 - -7.144 = .063) and higher achievement in regular than high classes (-8.502 - -7.08] =
-1.421). At low levels, say 15 percent authenticity, half a minute per day in discussion, and no
offtask, achievement would be roughly similar across all class types. More realistically, when

instructional conditions are at the averages for all classes, achievement is similar in regular and low
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Jpsses But about two points Righer in high-ability elasses. Henee, achievement gaps resuit from a

comitbination of differences in the levels and the effects of instructional conditioms..

fiects. How should we interpret the differences across groups in the
efffects of offtask behavior, authenticity, and discussion? Results for offtask were anticipated by
pievious research; We predicted that offtask behavior might be more harmful in lower-status classes,
becatuse such activity reflects resistance to schooling in such classes, whereas in honors classes
muiithenavior does not necessarily indicate cejection of schoolwork. In addition, high-growp students
wiho are pot themselves offtask may be less distracted by offtask behavior than studemnts in regular amd
remedial classes.

Although the data are consistent with earlier work, they conflict with the onganizational goals
off alvillity grouping, which call for alignment of classroom conditions to students’ meeds. Imstead of
less offtask where iit is more damaging, we observed less offtask behavior where it was
imcomsequential. 'We cannot interpret this finding conclusively, however, because we do mot know
whetber the low-ability students would have been similarly disruptive in a mixed-abillity class.
Perhaps their levels of misbehavior would be even higher in a heterogereous comtext, and sinee our
madiels do not speak 1o that possibility, we cannot fully dismiss this aspect of the ratiomale for ability
grouping.

In light of the positive (though non-significant) coefficient for offtask in high groups, another
interpretation must be considered: Offtask behavier may oecur in honors classes after students have
marvered the material. Perhaps students who have figured out the answers and complieied their weu
are afterwards likely to relax and misbehave. In that ease, high achievement may lead to offtask
belvavior, rather than the reverse. This interpretation ehallenges the eausal erdering speeified in our
aiodiel.
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Auihenticity oceurred with roughly similar frequency across class types, yet it was bemefisial
im high-ability classes and detrimental in low groups. This finding is not consistent with the
organizational logic of differentiation, which encourages greater emphasis on activities where they are
meie effective, But it is also incomsistent with our speculation based on prior research that authentisc
discourse offers greater benefits in low-ability classes than elsewhere. We foumd just the oppasite.
Reswlks fior discussion were more closely aligned with the organizational perspective, in that high-
abilliy classes had more discussion time and also derived greater bemefits from discussiom, but thiis
finding comtradicred our expectation that discussion would benefit low-ability smudemts most of ail.

How did these results come about? To better understand the patterm, we retumed to the data
10 examime the content of authentic questions and the contexts of discussions in different classes. We
diiscpvered thas teachers in honors English classes were much more likely to ask authentic questions
aiboust ligeranure, whereas authentic questions in remedial English classes pertaimed to @ wide variety of
gopics. Ome teacher in a remedial class, for example, asked authentic questions about test-talding:
"How do most off you feel about test-taking?” Another example was brainstorming: "“What things
would you associate with lying in the sun?" By contrast, authentic questions in high-abitity Emglish
cilasses generally focused on ideas and issues found in literary texts. Overall, we counted 73.4
percent off authentic questions had to do with literature texts in honors Emglish classes, but only 31.3
percent off authentic questions in remedial English classes concerned the texts studens were readiing .

The pattern for discussion was similar but the interpretatiom is less ¢lear-cut. Almost all the
instances of discussion in honors English classes concerned literature, whereas only half the
discussions in remedial English classes were about texts studemts weie reading. However, tweorthindsk
off the discussions in regular English classes were on litetary texts. Thus, we are et able w aceout:

for the substantial negative effect of diseussion in the regular elasses. Diseussion was so inPrequek ith
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regular classes, however, averaging only 12 seconds per day (see Table 2), that the negative
ooefficient may not be meaningful.

Like the results for offtask, the pattern for authenticity could alse be interpretied as reflecting
a mis-specified causal sequence. This interpretation would suggest that authentic questions about
topics other than literature are the teacher’s response to, rather than a contribution to, low-track
students” poor performance in literature. At present, we are unable to test among these competing
causal chains. More generally, we cannot test whether high-quality instruction prodiuces higher
achievement, or higher aclhievement leads to better instruction. Our model does not presume a causal
order between participation and discourse variables —we assume these conditions are interrelated —
but on the basis of our controls for prior ability and achievement, we have assumed that instructiomall
conditions afffiect year-end achievement rather than the revetse.

Conelusions

The results of this study indicate that differences in the nature and effects of clasgroom
imstruction constitute an important part of the explanation for widening achievement gaps among
students assigned to classes a¢ varied levels. The findings are thus consistent with a long-standing
hypothesis, although the particular patiern of resulis complieates the stery. As has been widely
assumed (but not documented empirieally), the greater conformity te instructional demands among
students in honors classes aecounts for part of their achievement advantage, compared to students in
temedial classes. Not enly deo high-ability students turn in their assignments more ofien, but they are
less often offtask; and yet offtask hehavior is detrimental only where it is more frequent, in middie-
and low-ability elasses.

Differences in the quality of instructional discourse were smaller than we expected on the
basis of prier researeh. Only diseussion time was elearly mere evident iR honers elasses tham

élsewhere, and ifs absolute level was small in all types of elasses, This difference tumed out o be
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potent for achievement inequality, however, because discussion only benefitted studemts in the high-
level classes. Authenticity was also consequential for achievement gaps, but not in the way origimally
expected: It occurred with similar frequency across classes, but was beneficial to high-ability students
and detrimental to those in low-ability classes. This occurred, we believe, because of a key
difference in the context of authentic discourse; whereas authentic questions in honors classes
generally concerned literature, this was not the case in remedial classes.

On the one hand, one might argue that the types of authentic questions and discussions that
occurred in low-ability classes were just what was called for, Perhaps by holding brainstorming
sessions, talking about test-taking, and so on, these classes were meeting students’ needs. Although
these encounters failed to improve (and perhaps impeded) literamre achievement, they may well have
contributed in other areas. On the other hand, this conclusion admits defeat in the effort to engage
low-achieving students in serious academic work. Students in remedial classes were not denied access
to authentic questions, but they had far fewer opportunities to address such questions in the context of
literature, one of the major foci of secondary school English. Hence, it was not the interactive style
but the content of the interaction that favored honors over regular and remedial classes.

To the extent that ability grouping continues to be used, our results suggest that achieverment
inequality could be reduced by raising the caliber of both instructiomal content and instructional
discourse in regular and remedial classes. In addition, the findings indicate that high-quality
instructional discourse, characterized by student participation, coherence, discussion, authenticity, and
uptake, can improve student learning when it occurs in the context of substantive academic content.
The data failed to support our speculation that authentic discourse and discussion are especially
beneficial to academically at-risk students — perhaps not because such instruction is ineffective, but
because little of this type of instruction occurred in low-ability classes studying literature -- and this

remains, in our view, an open question.
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Although sehools follow a common organizational procedure when they divide students on
academie criteria, the procedure engenders atypical consequences, because sorting students is not a
neutral act, and because imstruction is an uncertain and complex technology. Ability grouping divides
students on social as well as cognitive characteristics, so by magnifying achievement inequality it
contributes to overall achievement inequality among social groups. Moreover, the teachers in our
sample did not establish effective instructional conditions in all types of classes; some aspects of
instruction were equally effective and equally distributed (coherence and uptake), but other forms
were unequally distributed (student completion of work) or exerted unequal effects (authentic
questions) or both {(offtask behavior and discussion). This pattern indicates that the practice of ability
grouping must be reconsidered, and if not replaced with other organizing principles ~ an option to
which these analyses do not speak —then the quality of experiences in regular and remedial classes

must be improved — as clearly indicated by the results of this study.
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Notes

5 Yo refer to *technology” in the organizational sense, and fot merely in referemce to electromic aids

0 imsiruction, as the term is used in the educational vernacular.

3 About halif the cases in the analysis are students who were included in the study twice, once as
ijghth praders and a second time in ninth grade. These students are represented twiice in the data set.
Alhough this may artificially increase the correfations among the predictors to some degree, the
im¢rease does not appear serious. The eighth- and ninth-grade data were obtained im separate years,
and] measures of dassroom instruction, the key independent variables, were completelly independent
firom one year to the next. We could find no meaningful differemces between students who
participated once amd those who participated twice (Berends, 1992), and we gain mudh statisticzl
power by pooling the data across grades. We also tested for differences between gradies in the effiects

off the background variables on achievement, and found no significant differemces.

4 The schools were less successful than we were at obtaining data from all students; about 13 percent
off students for whom we had complete data on background and prior achievement ludied standardized
fest resuits. Scores for these students were imputed on a distriet-by-distriet basis from our

background and prior achievement data.

5 The fit of the model coiild be improved slighily by allowing all backgtound varkitiRs © have
diffferent effects across groups (chi-square difference = 24.62, d. £ difference = 12, difference is

significant & p = .016). We ehose to estimate the more eonstrained medel besavte (@) we had o
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$ong prior grounds for predicting between-group differences in effects of backgrownd variables; (b)
tne relaxed model would greatly complicate the estimation of track effects; and (c) after instructiomsl
variables are added, the improved fit from allowing varied background effects is not statistically
sighificant (¢hi-square difference = 19.01, d.f, difference = 12, p = .088).

% All maximum-likelihood estimates were obtained using LISREL (Joreskog and Sorbom, 1987). We
companed these results to an ordinary least squares (OLS) regression in which the standardized test
seoies were inciuded as single-item variables. This analysis yielded track effects that wege
considerably larger, at close to one and a half points for each gap. Hence, our medet is a more
coaservative test for rack effects, and probably does a better job of accounting for pre-existing

differences among students assigned to different types of classes, compared to an OLS analysis.

7 To simplify the model, we did not specify causal paths from the background varidiles to the
imstructional indiicators, but left these relations as zero-order correlations. This speciffication does mot

afffiect he estimation of direct effects of background and instruction on achievement,
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APPENDIX
Wording of Questionnaire [tems

Sudient questionnaire
Compiction of reading: "About how often do you complete vour reading assignments for this class?"

Completion of writing: "About how often do you complete your writing assignments for this class?"

Response categories; Never, almost never, less than half the time, about half the time, more tham half
the ume, most of the time, every time. Responses in these categories were scored 0, 10, 33, 30, 67,
90, 100, respectively.

Teacher questionnaire
Discourse coherence:
“Abboutt how often do students in your class write about (or in response to) things they have read”"
"About how often do you discuss writing topics with your students before asking them to write?”
"Albouit how often do you and your class discuss the readings you assign?"
"When you ask students about their reading assignments in class, how frequently do you attempt to do
each of the following?
"Ask them to relate what they have read to their other readings"
"About how often does your class relate its discussion to previous discussions you bave had?*
"About how oftem do you and your class discuss things students have written about”"

Response categories: Never, less than once a month, once a month, twe to three times a month, omee a
week, more than once a week, every day. Responses in these categories were scored in a monthly
scale of 0, .5, 1, 2.5, 4, 10, 20. Then they were summed across itemas, and divided by 4 to convert to
a limes-per-week scale,



Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations of Variables.*

Variable Total Honors Regular Remedial Source of Data

Dependent Variable

Uterature Achievement 15.822  (6.776) 19.774  (6.110) 15.625 (5.933) 9.838 (5.268) Researcher-administered

llackground Variables

Sex (female = 1) 0.504 (0.500) 0.512  (0.500) 0.503  (0.500) 0.491 (0.501) Student questionnaire
Minority (black or Hispanic = 1) 0.187 (0.390) 0.096 (0.295) 0.154 (0.361) 0.426 (0.495) Student questionnaire
SfiS 0.001 (0.815) 0.372 (0.738) -0.071  (0.768) -0.415  (0.808) Student questionnaire
Fall Reading Score 27.418 (7.630) 29913 (7.185) 28.594 (6.430) 20.097  (6.9006) Researcher-administered
Fall Writing Score 5.995 (1.390) 6.767 (1.366) 5.714  (1.247) 5488 (1.274) Researcher-administered
Standardized Math Score” 64.237 (19.240) 80.412 (14.462) 60.828 (16.074) 46.847 (13.258) School records
Standardized Reading Score” 62.110 (17.771) 77.662 (13.344) 59.167 (13.559) 44.476 (13.032) School records

Instructional Variables

Percent of Reading Completed 83.700 (23.612) 86.971 (19.433) 83.101 (24.704) 79.938 (26.104) Student questionnaire
Percent of Writing Completed 87.387 (20.364) 92.112 (15.904) 86.475 (20.753) 82.076 (23.948) Student questionnaire
Percent Offtask 4202 (5.666) 2220 (2.673) 3.794 (3.854) 8.583 (9.718) Classroom observation
Percent of Authentic Questions 20.554 (16.900) 16.991 (12.125) 24.234 (18.849) 16.404 (15.839) Classroom observation
Percent of Questions with Uptake 19.967 (11.566) 20.553 (8.440) 21.656 (12.399) 14.396 (11.999) Classroom observation
Minutes of Discussion Time 0.563 (1.409) 1.163  (2.041) 0.167 (0.323) 0.653 (1.582) Classroom observation
Discourse Coherence® 11.970 (6.514) 11.016 (6.570) 13.109 (6.464) 10.436  (5.989) Teacher questionnaire
Number of Students 1564 480 793 291

' Standard deviations are in parentheses.
6 Normal curve equivalent of national percentile.
“ In scale of times per week (see appendix for questionnaire items).



Table 2. Qlass-level means of instructional conditioms.

INSTRUCTIONAL CLASS TYPE
YARIABLE Honors Regular Remediial
Parvicipation
Percent of reading completed™ 87.791 §1.986 80.417
Percent of writing completed® 91.306 84.657 82.546
Offtask in class® 2.043 4.079 6.840
Discourse
Percent authentic teacher questions  16.635 22943 16.973
Percent of questions with uptake 19.409 21.313 17.05%
Minutes of discussion per day® 1.224 200 643
Coherence of instruction 10.865 13.351 10,367
Numbber of classes 24 44 .

*F-test for difficrences between class types is significant at p < .05.



Table 3. Maximum kelinood estimates of background effects on literature achievement in
cighth- and Rinth-grade ability-gxouped English classes, N=11564 studemts.

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES Effect Standard Error

Backgnound
Sex (female=1) 1.051%* 263
Mimority (black or Hispamice=1)  -1.292** 347
SES b61** 179
Fall reading score 292*** 020
Fall writing score £29** 1068
Ability A0 018
Intercepts
Honors classes -1.707 1.337
Reguiar classes -2.550* 1.081
Remedial classes -3.697* 930

Chi-square equals 55.89 with 32 degrees of freedom.

* aseffidiant s twie itts standard error
o~ oeefifiatent is thaee times its standard error
s ooelfiftdiont is fowr times its standard error



Table 4. Alternative models of the effects of background and imstruction on achievement.

COMPARISON TO PREVIOUS MODEL

Degrees of  Chi-square Difference in

MODEL Chi-square  freedom difference degrees of freedom P

(1)  Same effects of instruction in 123.69 67
cach ability group

(2) Varied effects of offiask, 86.33 61 37.36 6 < .01
authenticity, and discussion

(3) Model (2) plus varied effects 86.19 59 0.14 2 > .50
of uptake

(4) Model (3) plus varied effects 85.74 57 0.45 2 > .50
of writing completed

(5) Model (4) plus varied effects 85.65 55 1.09 2 > 50
of reading completed

(6) Model (5) plus varied effects 85.17 53 0.48 2 > 50

of coherence




Table 5. Maxmum likelihood estimates of background and instruetional effeets on literature
achievement in eighth- and ninth-grade ability-grouped English classes. N=I11364 students,

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES Effect Standard Error
Background
Sex (female=1) 1.188*** 252
Minority (black or Hispamic=1) -.652 339
SES 155 174
Fall readimg score 202 ** 024
Fall writing score S12%* 103
Ability Jd21*** 018
Instruct on
Completion of readiing 022** 006
Completion of writing 025%* 007
Offtask in class
Honers classes .149 092
Regular classes -, 193*** 044
Remedial classes 124>+ 028
Authentic teacher questions
Honars classes 056* 022
Regidar classes 003 010
Remedial classes -.050* 017
Uptake 063>>* 013
Discussion
Honers classes 277 429
Regular classes -1.510* 591
Remedial classes 0435 169
Discourse coherence 1582 022
Intercepts
Hanors classes -8.502%** 1,385
Regular classes -7.081*** 1207
Remedial classes =7.144*** 1061

Chi-square equals 86.33 with 61 degrees of freedom.

* coefficient is twice its standard error
** eoefficient is three times its standard errer
k¥ eoefficient is four times its standard error
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Middle School Ability Grouping and Student Achievement
in Science and Mathematics

Thomas B. HefTer
Northern lilinois University

Ihis paper analyzes the effects of niuhile school ability grouping on cognitive achievement in
mathematics and science. In contrast tv most previous resedrch on tracking,. this analysis
compares outcomes in grouped and nongrouped schools. The hypotheses tested here are, Jusvt,
dhai ability grouping raises the aggregate level of student achievement and, second, thal abilily
grouping achieves this end by increasing the learning of all studemts. Comparimg average student
achievement growth from the seventh to the ninth grades in grouped and nongrouped schoals
shows thal overall gains from ability grouping in either subject are negligible. controlling ffou
differences in student social background and initial les-els of achievement Compasrimg the
achiewanent growth of nongrouped students and high- and low-group studemts shows thal high-
group placement generally has a weak positive effect while low-group placement has a stronger
negative effect. Ability grouping thus appears to benefit advanced students, lo harm slower
students, and to have a negligible overall effect as the benefits and liabilities cancel each other enit

Why do students differ in their learning of
basic skills and knowledge? What might
schools and school systems do to raise
achievement levels and reduce learning in-
equalities? Initial efforts to answer these
questions emphasized the importance of stu-
dent social backgrounds and school social
compositions (Coleman, et al., I'966; Jencks,
el al., 1972). Subsequent efforts to identify
the mechanisms of these general factors em-
phasized the importance of socialization dif-
fierences among students, particularly the en-
couragement for academic success that
students receive from parents, teachers, and
peers (Jencks, Crouse, & Mueser, 1983;
Sewell, Haller, & Portes, 1969), and school-
based opporiunity differences (Kerckhoff,
1976). The mest important school orgamza-
tion variable has proved (o be student ability
group of eurticulum-program assignment. A
nuriber of eareful studies have shown that
student placement exerts a powerful inde-
pendent effeet on achievenient and attan-
meits and explains part of the total effects of

social class om these outcomes (Alexander &
McDill, 1976; Gamoran, 1987, Gamoram &
Mare, 1989, Hauser, Sewell, & Alwin, 1976,
Heyns, 1974, Vanfossen, Jones, & Spade,
1987).

An important practical conclusion of the e
scarch on ability grouping and high schoed
tracking is thal these practices constitute signil
icant barriers to ihe goals of greater equality ok
opportunity and outcomes and to higher aver-
age academmic achievement (Orakes, 985,
1990). This conclusion and the research lioim
which it is derived have recemtly heen called
sharply into question, however. Slavin (1994h)
concluded from his best evidenee ieview ok
some 25 studies that ability grouping lias ne
significant overall effects on  seeondaiy
schoot achievement. Further, Slavin lownd
that the effects of grouping are negligible foi
students at all ievels of prior achievemeni I
Slavin is correct, then the considejable bodty
of sociological research on fhe effeets of
tracking om cognitive achievement is simply
wrong and is properly discarded.
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Synthesis of Research

Is Ability Grouping Equitable?

Adam Gamoran

Grouping and tracking
do not increase overall
achievement in schools,
but they do promote

inequity, research suggests.

To reduce inequality, we
should decrease the use
of both practices, and,
where ability grouping is
retained, improve its use.

bility grouping is one of the
mdlt common responses to
roblem of providing for
styfent differences, but is it
an equitable response? Few
questions about education have
evoked more controversy.

Grouping has different effects in
different circumstances. As currently
practiced, it typically leads to
inequitable outcomes. To place the
debate in its proper perspective, we
must remember that decisions about
grouping are preliminary and that
what matters most comes next: deci-
sions about what to do with students
after they've been assigned to classes.
Given poor instruction, neither hetero-
geneous nor homogeneous grouping
can be effective: with excellent

instruction, either may succeed.
Drawing on the best research we
have on grouping. I want to describe
conditions that make one system or
the other more likely to result in
high achievement that is equitably
distributed. Then I'll look at the
challenges educators face depending
on which approach to grouping they
take. But. first, let's clarify two terms.

Tracking vs. Grouping

"Curriculum tracking” and "ability
grouping” are sometimes used inter-
changeablv. T use "tracking” to mean
broad, programmatic divisions that
separate students for all academic
subjects. For example, high school
tracks divide students into academic,
general, and vocational programs.

October 1992



Elementary schools “wrack™ students
when they divide them into separate
classes fior the entire day.

lwse ability grouping” to refer 1o
divisions among students for partic-
nlar subjects, such as special class
assignments for math or within-class
growps tor reading. “Ability," stricily
speaking, however, is not usually the
criterion fior grouping. Rather,
stwdents are typically divided
according 1 measured or perceived
performance in school, Because
school performance is related to social
mequality ourside the school. such
divisions contribute to the separation
of students firom different racial.
ethnic, and social backgrounds (Oakes
ef al. 11992).

Kehisvement Eifects

of Sisuying and Traeking

To consider the effects of ability
grouping. we need to keep two
questions in mind. First. how does
grouping affect the overall level of
schievement in the school? This
us & question about "produetivity.”
Wowld the scheel preduee higher
achievement (if ability grouping were
“liminaied?

Second, how does grouping affeet
the distribution of achievement in the
sehoel? This is & qusstion abeut
“inequality.” Would schievement be
more equally distributed in the
ibsenee of ability grouping? 1A the
past. adveocaiss of grouping have
tended do focus on the first question.
and enities have emphasized the
second. To engage in 3 balanced
disewssion. we must examine Both:

Grouping and preductivie: Lifile
evidense suppors the claim hat
tracking OF grouping By 1Bility
produces tigher averal]l achisvement
than RElerogenequs groping: At the

H Eovee 4 okl CeApeaship

elementary level. most grouping
systems fail to raise achievement.
Some forms of subject-specific
grouping—particularty within-class
grouping for math and cross-grade
grouping for reading—tend to have
positive effects on overall achieve-
ment (Slavin 1987). The issue has
received less attention at the
secondary level, probably because
almost all American secondary
schools have some degree of tracking
(Qakes 1983).

In a well-designed British study,
Fogelman (1983) and Kerckhoff
(1986) followed more than 9.000
students in grouped and ungrouped
seeondary schools for a five-year
period. finding little difference in
average scores on standardized tests of
math and reading achievement.' The
absence of overall differences between
types of schoals. hewever, masked
important differences that eecurred
within the grouped sehools,

Grouping and ireqgualiv: In the
British study, there were no average
differenees beitween grouped and
ungrouped sehoels beeaunse within the
grouped sehools. high-group students
perforthed better than similar students
iR #fgreuped scheols; but low-group
students did worse. Students in rewe-
dial classes perforthed sspagially
pesEly compared (8 ugrotped

students with

similar family et —not Just iy
backgroumds and mwm
initial achiewe projucts. Storative

ment. With low-

group losses offseting high-group
gaims. the effects on producmvity wene
about zere. but the wmpact on
inequality was substaniil.

In the United States, high seherli
tracking results im similar imereases inh
inequaliiv. In a natiomal swrwey thai
followed rore than 20.000 studens
frovn grades 10-12. academic tiadk
students gamed sigmificanily more on
tests of math. seience. readivng, verah-
ularw, writing. and ¢ivies, compaed ©
sipmilar studems im geneial| and veorar-
tiomal tracks (Garhoian 198712 In
fagt, aehieverent 2aps betwesh
students in ditferent tracks widened
mete than the overmll disparivy
between students Whe diropprd out off
sehool after 10th grade and ke W
staved in sehool. This meahs thak
which progidih a student pursied i
high seheRd mattered more for
achieverent thak whether of hot ke o
she was in sehool' Unkerteinided .
studies like this ehe do hot SHoWw
whether inereasing inequaliiy oecred
in the eomiext of Hyihg o lling
aechievemneht for the sehoo)l as a whidke.
Beeduse tracked ard) Whdeked SRk
WEFe ROt COMmpared.




Elementary school studies alse
show imcreasing imequality over time
(Weinstein 1976, Hallinan and
Sorensen 1983, Gamoran 1986). Even
when overall achievement rises,
inequality may grow because high-
group students often gain more than
stodents in low-ability groups (Oakes
et al, [1992).

Slavin s "best evidence syntheses. ™
Perhaps the most comprehensive and
careful reviews of research on ability
grouping are Robert Slavin's reports
off grouping and achievement in
elementary (1987) and secondary
{(1990) schools. Other than the
elementary school xceptions noted
above, Slavin argued that ability
grouping has mo effects on either
productivity or imequality: grouped
and wngrouped schools produce about
the same [evel off achievement. and
neither high, nor low, nor average
groups obtain any special benefit or
sufffer a particular loss due to
grouping. $lavin reached these
conclusions after examining a diverse
array of studies conducted over a 60-
year period. Some of the studies
showed positive effects; others yielded
megative mesults. fior productivity and
inequality. as a result of ability
grouping. Because the results aver-
aged out to about zero. Slavin
concluded that ability grouping has no
effiects and that the effeets that
appeared im many studies resulted
firom random or systematic errors of
measurement (Slavin 1990).

I hink another intsrprstation is
mare likely: the diversity of results
does mot mean the true effeets are zero
but. rather. that ability grouping has
different effects depending en where
and how it is implemented. The
studies Slavin ceviewed provided
almest no imformation on what

Which program
a student pursued
in high school
mattered more
for achievement
than whether

or not he or she
was in school!

occurred inside the classrooms after
students were assigned. [n some
studies, teachers may have provided
exactly the same instruction to the
grouped and ungrouped classes, and
there would be litile reason to expect
achievement benefits or detriments to
ability grouping. In other studies.
reaching quality may have favored one
group or the other, leading to
outcomes that differed by group.
Slavin's ultimate conclusion echoes a
finding that is more than haif a cemtury
old: ability grouping has no effects on
achievement unless teachers use it to
provide different instructiom to
different groups."

Tconclude that grouping and
tracking rarely add to overall achieve-
ment in a school. but they often
contribute to inequality. This finding
is most consistent for high school
tragking. but it is not uncommon in
other forms and at other levels. Tvpi-
callv. it means that high-track studemts
are gaining and low-track students are
falling farther behind. But the effects
of ability grouping are not the same in
every context, and we need to diseover
how they come about in order to
improve productivity and reduce
imequality.

Sourcas 6l Achisvement Ineauality
Why does tracking eften benefit high
achievers but not their eonnRIPANS in
other groups? Maest researeh om
grouping and achieverment has fajled

o consider hew students were treaned
after they were assigned to their
classes. Forumnately. a pumber of case
studies and a few Surveys providie
informasion om what gees Om im
different groups and tracks. Tihese
reports suggest that the quality ef
instruction and the climate for leaming
favors high-level groups and heners
classes over low groups and remedieal
classes.

Unequal instructiom. At the
clementary level, several researdhonrs
have docuimented fast-paced readimg
instruction in high-level groups and
slow-moving progress in low graups.
This occurs for both withim-class amd
between-class grouping (Barn and
Dreeben 1983, Gamoran 1986, Rowan
and Miracle 1983). From these
studlies, ome cannot tell whether slower
instructiom in low groups meets the
needs of these students or wmneces-
sarily holds them back. When midike-
and low-group studemts of similar
prior achievement are compamed,
middle-group studemts gaim mome,
suggesting that slow-paced imstruction
contributes (o the low-group deficir.
This interpretation is bolsterad by a
recent survey of elementary scihool
mathematics classes. im whiclh mididie-
and low-growp students were sigmifi-
camtlv more likely tham high-group
students to say their class was oo easy
(Coley et. ak. 1992). Other researcies;
indicate that low readimg growps offer
a less conducive learming emvinon-
ment. with more interruptions dham
middle and high groups (Allirgtem
1980. Eder 1981

Differences in comtext and clifraie
have also been deseribed at the
seeondary level. First. collegetmnek
students take more academmic COLRS
tham stederts in other tracks,
comtributing to their achievermar

WIWH



Ending Ability Grouping Is a Moral Imperative

Cloyd Hastings

ip-depth educational

researgh, such well-intended
writers as Robert Slavin and

titative methodologies does not suffi-

cientlv distinguish them from the
supporters of homogeneous
grouping. Both share a common
belief in the power to persuade and
influence others through statistical

data. This common dependence upon

numerical data is the cause for a

continuing battle. It blinds the world

to a different paradigm.
The answer to the debate on

ability grouping is not to be found in
new research. There exists a body of

philosophic absolutes that should
include this statement: The ability
grouping of students for educational

opportunities in a democratic society

is ethically unacceptable.
We need notjustify this with

research, for it is a statement of prin-

ciple. not of science. It should
become a moral imperative along
with the beliefs that slavery is
immoral and that all people are

advantage (Gamoran 1987). Second,
observers report that high-track
teachers are more enthusiastic and
spend more time preparing (Rosen-
baum 1976. Oakes 1991). Teachers
may compete for the opportunity to
teach honors and accelerated classes,
and those with more experience or
better reputations tend to win the priv-
ilege (Finley 1984. Oakes 1991).
Although problem solving and critical
thinking are not especially common,
they are more likely to occur in high

14 Educational Leadership

Oakes have attacked ability
grouping. Their reliance upon quan-

created equal under the law.

Our individualism is a defining
element of our membership in
society: it should not exclude us. We
must accept and celebrate diversity
because we are all different. We must
believe in the fundamental worth and
dignity of each person.

The individual is fundamental to
democracy and most religions. The
individual should be fundamental to
all educational decisions. Because
much of our thinking about mass
education practices is derived from
factory model thinking, commitment
to the individual will be more diffi-
cult to implement in public educa-
tion. We now have, however. 100
years of knowledge and technology
that was unavailable to the devel-
opers of mass education, and we
have new models.

For example, a bicycle company
in Japan is filling orders for individu-
alized bikes. In a nation that has
established itself as a champion of
mass production techniques, the
Japanese have discovered a way to
customize production on a mass

tracks than low tracks (Oakes 1985,
Gamoran and Nystrand 1990). In
contrast, low-track instruction tends to
be fragmented, emphasizing work-
sheets and recitation (Page 1992).
Teachers in low-track classes spend
more time on behavior management
and less time on instruction (Oakes
1985).

Unequal oehavior and attitudes
among students. These differences
cannot be ascribed solely to teachers,
however, because students' responses

level. This is the challenge facing
American education. How do we
customize educational opportunities
and experiences on a mass level?
The bicycle company starts with
what is common, and defining, about
the product and then incorporates
what the customer believes is neces-
sary to fulfill the concept of a bike.
In education. we must start with
what all learners need and then
customize based upon the individual.
We need to stop standardizing
expectations based upon aggregated
data and begin to customize based
upon disaggregated knowledge of
the individual. Standardized testing
used for sorting, categorizing, and
labeling must be ended. Account-
ability in terms of student progress
can. and must, be maintained on an
individual continuum and not on a
group continuum. Difficult? Yes!
Challenging? Yes! Impossible? No! m

Cloyd Hastings is Principal, McCoy
Elementary School, 2425 McCoy Rd.,
Carrollton, TX 75006.

to instruction also differ across tracks
and ability groups. Low-track
students are off-task more often, spend
less time on homework, and turn in
fewer assignments (Oakes 1985,
Gamoran and Nystrand 1990).
Current data do not indicate whether
low-track students respond less well
because instruction is less engaging or
whether instruction is less engaging
because students are not responsive.
Both processes are probably at work.
Case study writers have long



wontehded dhak macking polarizes the
student Dody lmtw "pio-school” and
amti-school” gioups (Hor example.
[Lacey |70, Abralham 11989). The
[resk suFvey resdarch sappons this
claim: Betends (I19BL) found that
wollege- and momeolliege-track students
diffier mote ower Wime in the extent of
diseiplinary piobiems, i engagement
wiith scthhoolwork. and im expectations
thor tuture schooling.

Winstt Crm Be Diomg?

Altthowgh tthe research 5 not definitive,
it does Sugzest two actions: meduce
rthe wse of wacking and grouping and
improve the way ability grouping is
msed wibere it s retained.

Reduce whe wse off racking and
grouping. Generally, the more rigid
the twacking system. e more research
studies have tiound mo tenefits to
overall school achievement and
semious Jdetmiments (© equity. Students
wiho meport being assigned to different
tracks im Hiigh school become more
wnequal im their acivievement over
ttime. and the imonease i inequality is
greatest i schools where students
warely change tracks (Gamoran [1992).
I elementary schools. thetween-¢lass
grouping tor the entire school day is
[legst lhikely do show any henefiis
i(Slavin |987). As Slavia (1987)
explains, digid tracking systems are
hikely o fiail hecause when a single
division by ability ds miade for all
Subjeets, elasses wemain heterggensons
o diost skiills; so (s 15 A9 i prave:
cReRE 1 the it Betwesn studends'
mesds aad the priovision of instruetion.
I addition; migid Hacking $VSiEMs
ey e mose lhikely do imduce polar-
ized atitedes loward schasling
(Gameran 1992): T moving fo reduss

Observers report
that high-track
teachers are more
enthusiastic and
spend more time
preparing lessons.
In contrast,
teachers in low-
track classes
spend more time
on behavior
management and
less on 1nstruction.

the use of grouping. then, the first step
should be to eliminate the most rigid
forms of tracking. such as broad.
inflexible program assignment in high
schools and between-class tracking for
the whole day in elementary schools.

Efforts to reduce tracking must
grapple with the fact that in at least
some cases. high-track students
perform better than similar students in
heterogeneous classes. The elimimar-
tion of grouping must be accompamied
by staff developrent appertunities for
teachers (o leamn strategies for
enhaneing the learning of all studenis
in clgsses that are mere diverse thag
these te whieh they are geeusiemedt.
At the same time. those whe stHve t®
mainiain ability groupipg out of
concern for high-track students must
come to grips with the grewth in
inequality that eeenrs iR MARY ases,

fmprove the use of ability Srouping.
To the extent that greuping is net

compietely elifminaled. it must be
implemented more effestivealy tham is
typical. First, it is essentidl t® avsid
leeking in teachers and studants i@
their track assigmments. Permmanent
AssigRments resuld in a viciows opats.
in which the expectations of (eachass
and students emfer & dew-mw-ad sypivedl
(Page 1992). Schools mMmust malke: att
least twe sorms Of v eSuments @ thihmg
greater flexibillity to their groupime
systems: (1)) they Must reassesss
students” capabillities and ke mew
informatiom into account winem making
assignment decisiwons,. and (2)) they
must enable students to malke wp
curricular material thew may hawve
missed—for example, im twteris
during the schoaol year or the
sumimer—so that those wie are readyy
to advwamce are mat held back by lack
of curricutum coverage. The kamter
requires investment notjust by
schoolis. butt by stwdents as welll, wip
must undertalke extra work o cateth wp,
Implementing mane tlexilblie erouring
systems also means rotatng teadiens
so that all studers have oppotuiiias
to leam from the most effectine
teachers and to prevent the loss of
mmerale that sometimes ocowrs for
teachers who are assigmed © low
tracks year after yeur.

Second. those whe wse abilioy
QIOUPIRG FUST IFRTOVE IRSHNRYEQN ik
low growps. This coulld. at the sune
tirhe. reduee the inequaliio: dhat ofiem
fesulls fromh Sroupmg o raise dhe
overall level of ackievement i e
sehool. This reecommendation is
extremnely diffioull to follow—indned,
were it net o difficulie, Abilifsy
grouping would be a lok loss coiiv-
versial! [t is diffieule becatss (p) by
virtue of their 2sigRmmeHe, eastHars

Dcrdser 1992 H



and students i low wacks have low
expectations for academie work: and
(2) low-mack students often resist
challenging academic work. One
otbserver found that low-track students
preferred worksheets to discussion,
because the seatwork kept private
wihat students did and did mot know
(Metz 1578).

Iis it even possible? Can high-
quiality instfuction ever take place in
lw-status groups? We have many
mnore examples off unsuccessful low-
mack ¢lasses than sucoessful ones, but
ihere are Some cifcumstances under
wihich low-group smdents receive
efffective imstruction. At the elemen-
tary level, grouping systems that
diivide students on the basis of skills
closely rejated o the curmiculum and
tthose that adjust curmiculum and
imstruction to address students' needs
are more Jikely to be effective. This
comclusion is based on studies of
wiithin-class grouping tior math and
ross-grade, subject-specific grouping
fior reading (Slavin 1987), but the
sonclusion is probably generally valid.

At the secondary level, a few case
studies suggest that low-track classes
may serve their remedial purpose—
that is. they allow students to catch up,
or at least prevent them from falling
tverdher behind—under the following
sonditions:

w Teachers hold high expectations.
mamifested by their emphasis on
academic work,

® Teachers exert extra effort.
compared o their efforts in other
classes.

® Teachers and students have oppot-
runities fior extensive oral interagtion,

w There is ne proeedure in plaee that
assigns weak of less experienced
teachers to the lower track (Page and
Valli 1990, Gameran 1991).

H EgucaTtional LEapership

Current data do not
indicate whether
low-track students
respond less well
becatuise instruction
is less engaging or
whether instruction
is less engagnig
because students
are not responsive.

Both processes are
probably at work.

These case studies rely on private
schools mostly with middle-class
students, and we have as yet no
evidence that they generalize well to
other situations.

One 9th grade English teacher |
observed, whose low-group students
kept pace with their peers in other
classes, fold her students: "I know it's
not easy. you guys—I know it's not
easy-—but we're not going to read
Weekly Reader in this class. All right?
You deserve to have this information,
so stick with it.” With such a persis~
tent teacher. and equally persistemt
students, low-track classes may be
effective, but the phenomenon is 0o
rare for one to have ¢onfidence that
it will become the general gase
anytime soom. All the more reasom
to curfail tracking and grouping where
possible. m

The British study is remarkable in its
comprehensiveness: it began with nearly
svery ¢hild bem in England. Seetland, and
Wales during the first week of Mareh 1938
and follewed them from Birth te age 23.
The ability-greuping anslyses eovered the
peried from age 11 to 16. The study is alse

especially valuable because it includes 2
large number of comparable schosls thad
used and did not use tracking, ox
"streaming™ as it is called in Brieaim. 1A the
United States, it is impossible to find 2
representative sample of secamdbuy seligslis
in which students are not grouped! im man

and Englisth.

Tlhese differentisl galns ocaumed for
students who were statistically equeeted im
prior achievement, and backgromndi cirarac-
tenstics. In gemaral. students in the
different tracks are far from equal] im these
areas, se the gross differences betwean
tracks were much larger.

'Slavim has statedt: "For ability growpimg
to be effective at the elemeantary lewell, it
must create true homageneity om the
specific skill being taught, and imstruction
must be clasely tailared to studemts” lewelk;
of performance” (1987, p. 323). Far the
secandiary level. he remarked:: "“The lessm
to be drawm fromn research om ability
grouping may be that unless teaching
metheds are systematically changed. scinoell
organizatiom has litte impact om studen
achiewansrt!" (1994, p. 491). Compare
these to what Ethel L. Cornell comdnsdied
in 193&: "The results of ability groupimg
seemn to depend less upon the fact of
grouping itself tham upon ... the differentir-
ations im [cunnauiar] comtemt, method;.
and speed. and the technique of the
teacher™ (p. 304),
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m Ability grouping rarely benefits overall
achievermemt, but it cam contribute 0
inequality of achievermemt, as students
in high groups gain and tow-group
students fall farther behind. The more
migid the tracking system, the more
likely these patiérns are to emerge.

@ When students are grouped
accarding to skills that are closely
rellated © the curriculum, and when
,curniculum and imstruction are tailored
1o stwdents’ capacities, ability grouping
I may naise achievememt. Research at

the elermentary level supgarts this claim

more so than at the secandary level,

where there are few examples of effec-
i tive imstruction i kow-ability classes.

m The use of ability grouping should be
curtailed, starting with its most rigid
fofs: permanent program assigm-
ments in high schoaots and betwesn-
class grouping for the whole schadl
day in elementary schools.

m Where grouping is not eliminated, its
implementation must be improved:
neither teachers nor students should
be locked into their assignmemts, and
the guality of instruction in low groups
must be raised.
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OVERVIEW OF THE TEI EWALWXTITENN

Evaluating Professional Development Programs:
The Teacher-Educator Institute of the Coundil for Initiatives in Janish Education (CUE)

([The authors off this seztion, who designed the evaluation described in the example, are Adiam
Gamoran, Ellen Goldring, and Bill Robinson.]

Program Desaription

As a catwllyst for systemiic change in Jewish education, CIJE's mission includes the tramsformaticm
aff"the sugyplementtary sdhool into an institution where exciting learning takes place, where
studiznts are stimuldated by what they encounter, and where a love of Jawisth leaming and the
womemitment to Jewish living is the hallmark off the institution.” To accomplish this task,
supppdlementany schools must become places where "exciting, innovative teaching by
knowledgeablie zmd commiitted ediucaiors™ takes place. While research undertaken by CUE has
shown that Jewish educsiors are commuited to a career in Jewish education, the research also has
Higihllighted the suibstantial deficiencies off Jewish educators in formal udaic trainimg, One way @
adithess these issues is to transform the types of professional development prograns being offksied
tw Jewish ediuzatiors in thair schools and communities from one-shot workshops focised on giviig
ediucaiors mew techniques 1o more extensive and content-fich professional develepmemt
oppemumities that increase the capacity of Jewish educators to Jearn in and from their practics.

To dizvelop this option, the Teacher-EEducator Institute (TEI) brings together teams of
edtucational leaders from diifferent commumities and denominations to inquire through reflective
peactiice ito the mature off good Jewish teaching and good professional develepment. Teams are a
wenial element off TET's change strategy - failitating the developrment of lecal cohests of
edlusators who Hhave shared an intense learning experience, developed a shared vecabulary and
wesdie off edlueational discourse, and wrestled with conception of goed teaching and learning and
mrofessionall dievelopment. TEI models the type of professional development opportunities that
the edlucational leaders may offer to the teachers in their particular schoels and communities
threugh such asiivitles as'

- Tnvestigations off videotaped lessens
- Currisular investigations
= Investigatiens into actual teachers' practices

Partieipants aitend six seminars lasting about four days each ever the course of we YRS,
Between semiinars pariclpants are asked to eomplete exercises, such 2s ebservation of teachers
?gﬂ @&9@; &xperiments. At the epd off the twe years, participants are expecied 1o have

ped:
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= Improved undierstandings off teaching and learning, Jewish content, teachers as leamers,
and professional development

- A personal repertoire of strategies for designing, implementing, and assessing
professional development opportunities

- The alliity to articulate a vision of good Jewish teaching, images of worthwhile
professional development, and the relationship between the two

Program Evaluation

The focus offthe evaluation is to examine:

- Chapgemittthe antepption siahg rcicieeobfttbe TE papaitigpatgs

- Climagersninttbe dnitroe b fitha cuhohlsrinukhitiIEE ppartigiaacssailllbbeworkiagrking
- Clihagereshinttaddnnulbp midessinalad elevkiporertppoggaan o flifeeedt conupdlemettany
school edincators in their comnmumity and schools

We dietermined that if TEI was to produce change it was most likely to be
obsenvable in these three areas.

Formal Professional Development Programs
To evaluate commumity wide changes in professional development prograras an operationalized
szt off ideall chavacteristics off professional development programs was developed:

= Content: the program is designed fo contribute to the Judaic content knowledge of the
padicipating educators

- Audience: the program is designed for a specific group of educators

~ Sessions; the program is a series of sessions designed to address a coherent theme

= Groups: the program requires educators to attend as school teams

- Practice: the program is designed to help educators reflea on and apply learming to
their practice

= Plan; the pregram is part of 2 commprehensive plan, sustalned ever time, for the ongeing
professional development of the educators

= Ineentives: incentives are provided to encourage the participation of educaiors in the
pregram

+ Evaluation: the program sontains a worthwhile evaluation pracess

A survey off the professional development programs offered by the central agency and
suppllementary schools was administered In flve of the communities that sent teams te TEL. The
daa yielded a base-line map against whieh ehange can be measured when the surwy is re-
adiimtilistered in a few years. In adéition, the findings from this survey Rave been shared with the
TE] faculty, whe in tura have used the data In commuiity presentations designed to mobilize the
lay and prefessionals in the paricipating commuities to ehange their eurrent professional
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drveiopment offerings to be more in accordance with the articulated characteristics of good
professionall dievelopment.

ong PFACLICE E | Participants
To e changes in the conceptions and practices of the participants, interview protocols were

disigmed in consulation with the TE] facullty and an outside expert in professional develogment.
The flirs iintemview protocol, admimistered to participants from the same five communities prior to
thaiir pemtiicipatiion in TE], focused on:

< Thar past work as teacher-ediucators

~ Thaiir current relations with professional colleagues
~ Thelir pmior learning experiences

- Thaiir images off good professional development

The fiindings provided both a base-line picture of the participants and insights into the nature of
the environment in which they are expected to create change. A second (imterim) interview
protocol, adininistered during their participation in the TE] seminars, focused on the perceivad
sigmilicance aff TEE] to the participants and the influence it has had on their work witth Jewisdh
atiuzators. 1n adidition, it dlso probes for changes in their conceptions of good professional
dievelopmentt and perception off their own educational needs, The findings from these interviews
wiill helip tine TEN faculity umdierstand the impact of TEI and reveal any unexpected aspects of
maricipation. Timely reporting off base-line and interim findings will allow the faculty to adjusy
cllements off he program fo lave a better chance of reaching the intended goals. Im additiom,
the iinterim interviews allow the evaluation team to begin to understand the processes and
wondiions through which change will or will ot occur in the participating communities and
scthouls. Later interview protocols will be developed based on the findings from these initiall
interviews and the survey, s well as any changes in the program.

re off e Schools
To evaluate changes in the culture off schools and to continue menitoring changes in the practices
offthe TE] panicipants, case studies off the participants will be conducted following their
comyllation off the TIEI seminars. Glven limited resources, we decided to conduct the case studies
i el twe exfthe participating eommurnities. This combination of limited case studies and moie
Widespread inerviews and surveys was the result of a conscious decision to flad an oplimiwm
halanse haween gefting faivly easlly obtained data from a large rumber of particihamis and
procuing perentially richer daa on actual changes in participants’ practices and thelr effecis that
ae mere dlifiiicult to obtain fram a smal number of particlpants. The case studies will invelve:
ethsgivaiion of actual teacher-eglwsalor oppertunities designed and implemented by the TEX
paiicipants andl interviews with paricipating teachers about the significanee and influenee of
these eppsriities on their learning and teaching.



-— —_ - - - - dm b D L L L L R e S oFiltee £ wm_}!w". m,/@

General Comments

The TE] evaluation is currently a work-in-progress. It is important to understand that not only
sthould the program designers be responsive to interim findings of an evaluation, but the
evajuation dlesigners should be responsive to their own findings in (rejdesigning future elements of
the evaluation. Both are iterative approaches. Nevertheless, one must not lose track of the initial
purposes off any evaluation; otherwise, at the end you may be left wondering as to whether or not
the program actually "worked.” In the evaluation of TET we have been and continue to be
responsive to the results of our interim findings and fo changes in the program itself; yet, we
vemiain committed to evaluating the program against the goals off TEI that were articufated at the
beginning. In designing and implementing evaluations of professional development programs,
swecess often hinges upon maintaining the proper balance between formative and summstive
purposes, between the breadth and depth of data gathering activities, and between focusing on the
initial goals off the program and ongoing changes in the program.
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Councli for Initiatives in Jewish Education

Teacher-Educator Institute

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM SURVEY

IMPORTANT
Please complete a Professional Development Program Survey for each in-service program that
is offiered by your institution. Answer all of the questions as completely as possible. If you have
any difficulty in answenng a particular questian, explain why next to the question.
in addition, please complete a single questionnaire for your institution’s staff meetings ONLY If
the meetings contain an ongoing professional devalopment component as part of am institutional
siaff development plan.

Please include a COURSE OUTLINE and EVALUATION INSTRUMENTS far the programm.

Name of Prognam

Structure of Program:
(Check one)

[] single Session

[] course

lz] Study Group

Sponsoring Institluiom

Name and Title of Persen Completing Survey

FPROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM BURVEY Page 1
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I PROGRAM AUDIENCE

Tha following questions ask you about the educators who attend the program.

1. Tie= goosgram pedticipants work imthe fialiowing ROLES;
{Check alll tinait appily)

8. Teacher

I | b. Teacher Aide

[ ¢ Educational Director or Principal

[I]] dl Assistartt Educational Director or Principal

I @. Department Head (e.g., Hebrew department
chair, director of primary program)

| f. Tutor

| © Central Agency Staff
| i Other (specify)

2. The program ganticipants work in the following SETTINGS:
(Check ail that apply)

@ Day School
t. Supplementavy School
| €. Pre-school

¢l. Adis Education

&. Central Agency

[Tl  oher spesity

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 8URVEY

Page2
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3. The pregfam panicipants work in schools with the following AFFILUATIONS:
{Chack all that appily)

a. Reform

l
[I:l] k. Conservative
l

€. Traditional

[] e orthodox
I]:ﬂ 2. Reconstructionist
I

f. Community

g). Jemvish Commumity Center
I Other (specify)

—

4. The program participants work with the foliowing POPULATIONS:
{Check all that apply)

a. Pre-school

b. Kindergarten
c. Elementary School (1 - 5)
dl. Middlle Schooi (6 88) |
e. High School (9-12)

f. Adults

| g. Other (specify)

5. The progrem pamicipants have the following level(s) of EXPERIENCE:
(Check all that apply)

[[] @ Novice in lewish Education (5 years or less)
[[] b Experienced in wish Education

[] e Other (spestty
[} o1 dont keiow.

PROFESBIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM BURVEY

Page 3
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6. The pragram paticipants have the following type(s) of FORMAL TRAINING:
(Check all that apply)

| a. No Formal Training

b. Degree or Certification in Educatian
c. Degree or Certificatian in lmwish Content
d. Degree or Certification in Educational Administratiorn/iLeadership

&, Other (specify)
f. Ndon know.

Il. FROZAAM DESON

The following questions ask you about the subject matter, goals, and organization of the program.
(Please inciude a course outline.)

7. Please describe tthe sulbject matterthat is covered iin the regram (e.g., Hebrew language, life cycle,
lesson planning, drama techniigues)?

8. I the pragram vuere successfid, lnow would maticipants tse different as a result of their pamicineion?

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM SURVEY Page 4



9. What Is(are) the primary format(s) of the program?
(Check all that apply)

OO OO0 Occ

a. Lecture

b. Lecture-discussion

C. Text—study Session

d. Mentoring

e. Coaching (working on specific skills)

f. Videotape Analysis

g. Curriculum Development or Analysis

h. Classroom Experimentation and Reporting Back

i, Investigating Problems of Practice

I:I j. Demonstration Teaching

[

k. Other

10.Who are the faculty of the program?
(Check all that apply)

|

|

d

a.Teacheis

b. Principals or Educational Directors
c. Central Agency Staff

d. Rabbis

e. Lay Leaders

f. Outside Experts (specify)________

g. Other (specify)

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM SURVEY
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11.. Who diesigned tihe progiam?
(Check all that applly)

D 2. Teachers
D tp. Principalls or Educational Diractors

L__ . Central Agency Staff
d\. Rabbis

e. [Lay Leaders
f. Outside Experts (specify)

@. Otiver (specify)

NI

12. Were the spztific people who served as facuity aiso invelved in designing the program?

Yes NIoE]

L. PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS i

The following questions ask you for additional information about the program participanis.

13. Typically, fhow mamy people attend the program as participanis?

14. I?ém m:m ﬁ;ﬁd as individuals, members of a school team, or along with their entire facuity?
[] & weividuals
D . School Team without Principal
D € School Team with Principal
(] o Enee Faculty
(] & Ower spesify
If you chegked mere than one response, please explain,

PROFESSIONAL BEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 3URVEY Page ®
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5. What imtentives and/ar supports are available to partidipans?
(Check alt that agyily)

A, Niona

b. Stipend (How muti?)),
€. Salary imgrease (How mzhi?)

——

DI d. Release Time d. Release Time
€. Academic Credits

f. License or Certification

®@. CHU (Contimuing Ediucsiion Wtts)/
SDU (Seif Development Units)

h, Trip to israel
i, Required ty Contract

00 oo

&, Aveciimoesibives prowidiad] direattyytotte sstivad) ortthe ir el gadikipaion in e pregeany

Yes@ NOE

If Yes, please describe the incemtive(s) and the criteria for awarding it

V. PROGHRN MBEMNGS

The following questions ask you about the duration and Intensity of the program, as well as the
reistionship between program meetings and other programs,

17. i {ofa, hew many meekings oscur during the cowrse of the pregeam™______

18. How often do the mestings oseuw? _ _ _ _ _ ___ ____

19. On average, how many hours is each meeting of the program?

20. Over what peried of time dees the entire program runv_______

PROFESSIONAL BEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 8URVEY Page 7
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21.. 1is tihe content of one meeting related to the content of subsequent maetings?

Yes 1 NO [2]
IFYes. piase explain.
22. Is fthere @ relationship behween the content of this program and any ether pregram being offered i the §
comTraLHIiR?
Yes ft Ko 2
(f Yes, psllease explain.

PROFESS|ENAL BEVELOPMENT PREGRAN SURVEY

Page &




e e - UUl ] u-izxim , urnN 24 nuukS A DAY= 72 2 662837:%15/25

V. PROGRAM EVALUATION

The following questions ask you about ttie evaluation of the program.
(Please include evaluation instruments,)

23, Is the program being evaluated?
Yes Ne (If No, you have completed this questionnaire.)

24. What is the focus of the evaluation?
(Check all that apply)

a. Participants’ Satisfactiion
b. Participants’ Knowledge
¢ Participants’ Attitudes
dl. Participants’ Skilis

@. Students’ Classroam Behaviors

£ Sucthaniss Weoovidetige
@. Students’ Attitudies

th. Other (speifgy)

100000008

How is this information collected (e.g., participant self-report, observations of teachers in their own classroons)?

25, Who dlesigned the evalyation'?
(Check all that apply)

E7] a Faculy

E b. Participants
= @ Quisiis Bogesits ((aiity)
E] d oerpecity)

Thank you very much for your cooperation!

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM SURVEY Rage 9
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CLE Teacher-Edueator Institute (TED)
MEF Evaluation
INTERVIEW PROTOCOL;
EDUCATIONAL DIRECTORS
(COHORT #1)

{Revised May 1926)

The following aie the questions and probes for the interviews with the supplementary school and
pre-ssdinnl| ediscational directors in the SECOND COHORT.

A. BACKGINOURNY

1 would like to begin our interview with some brief questions about your backgraund.,

1. How diid you come to be in the position that you currently hold?
[Probe: How long hawve you held your current position?)

2. For how mamy lours per week are you contracted to work in your current position?
[Probes: dio you currenily hold any other positions in Jemish education? lin general
ediucation? In other areas? For how many hours per week are you contracted to
work in these other positions?]

3. What other positions Iawe you beld in Jewish education?
[Probes: For how mamy years have you held a leadership position in lewish education? In
total, how long Ieve you worked in Jewish education?]

4. What types off educational experiences have you had that have prepared you for your cutiemt
pexition?
[Probe for formal degrees and certificativn/licwnsure in lewish studies, education, and
adwmiiietration/Jeadership. What kinds of formal and informal Jewish educatiomal
eperienses did you receive as a young persen?)

5. What hive you heen deing ever ihe last two years to continue developing yourself as a Fewidh
atlieniond leader?
[Brobe for formal and infermal professienal development experiences in Jewidh studies,
edlucion and aduiiicdration/leadership.]
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B. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PRACTICES
The next set of questions concerns the work you do in your position as [fill in].

Ii. Describe to me something that you did with teachers in the last five years about which you felt
pasticularly good?
[Probes; What did you do? What did the other teachers do? Why did you decide to de
this? Why do you feel particularly good about this? How did the teachers respond? How
would you do it differently now?]

2. Describe to me the types of interactions you have had with teachers during the past year.
[Probe for both formal and informal interaction. Spedifically, probe for interactions which
support their teachers' work. In regard to this, probe for why they decided to do this, how
they planned it, how the teachers responded and how would they do it differently. In
addition, probe for differences among teachers and if their support addresses these
differences.- Probe for learning of Judaic content.]

3. Describe to me the types of interactions you have had with other educational leaders during
the past year,
[Probe for what happens at Council meetings, Prabe for informal interactions and other
formal events, such as mentoring groups, Probe for both other educational directors and
central agency staff. Probe; Who do you go to for support in your work?}

C. PARTICIPATION IN TEI AND ITS RELATION TO PRACTICE

Now let’s talk about your participation in CUUE's Teacher=Educator Institute (TEI) and its
refations to your current work.

1. Avecthieecspreeifiicthivimgsabloos tyyus rexpeeitaceein THI It Haatyoatayee townddt tobleepasticaldaily
sigmificant?
[Prabes: Why is this significant? Hove you encountered this before? Wiere? Has your
experience in TEI changed the way you think about this? How?]

2. Are those playing a role in your current work? How?
frdbe; How does this illustrate what you have experienced in TEI?]
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3 Please deseribe in deiwil some professional development work you are doing, which hias beer
influenced by your participation in TEI?

[Probe: Deseribe the typical encounter. What did you do? What did the participants d67]

The following questions focus on this particular work.

4. Why did you decide to do this?
[Probes: Did you want to learn something from doing this? Wihat? Do you expect
the others to be different as a result of their participation? how? Wihat do you think
this activity will lead to these changes?)

5. How diid you plan this?
[Probe as 1o how they decided to do spedific aspects: How did you decide to do
this task or present this concept? With whom did you talk? When? Where? In what
ways? What is your rejationship to this person? Why this (these) person(s) and not
others?)

6. How did the participants respond to this?
[Prabes: Can you describe to me a particular incidence that makes you think this?
Has their amtitude toward the program changed over time? How do you know
this?]

7. Would you do it differently now? In what ways?
[Probe for if they have learued anything from doing this? What? Probe for what
they may have learned about the participants, the participants' learning, the subject
matter, the context, and their own abiities.}

8. Do you consider this to be a good professional development experience? Wiy?

Now 1'd like te return to you experiences in TEL
9. How diass TEI qomypate to ctiar prsfiesd o diveippment: exqpatiences yowu e sttemdied?

[Plr@bes In what ways is TEI more valuable for you personally and professionallly? im what
ways is it less valuable?)

0. Wit do yasi tthithi oy nred v [kaim albewit proffssionail devalppment??
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¢. FUTURE PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PRACTICES
The fnal set ofrquestions deal with your plans for the coming year and into the future.

1, What issiues off professional development do you want to work on with your teachers during

tthe coming yean?
[Probe as to why s/ive has decided to work on these particular issues ]

2. Piease diesunbe how you plan to address these issues.
[Probes: What willl you be doing? What will the participants be doing? Will other
edlcatars being helping you in your work? [n what ways?]

3 In fiive years from now, what would you like to see happening in regard to the proffessiommal
dievelopmentt off the ediucitiors in your commeumiity?
{Probe: Who are you referring to? What do you see as the obstacles to achieving tthis
visioni?)
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GENDER DWFFERENCES AMONG TEACHERS IN JEWISH SCHOOLS:
A STUDY OF THREE COMMUNITIES

ABSTRACT

Researchers thawe tocumented gender differences among teather, including differences in
salarylevels, im secular, private, and Catholic high schools. While recent community studies
have macle dlata o teachers in Jawish schools available, gender differences have not been
imwestigated. This paper reports findings from a survey of Jewish school teachers in three
commuriities: Atlanta Baltimore, and Milwaukee. The findings suggest important differences
between women and men teachers. Women tend to enter Jewish education primarily Th order to
wgrkwith childfen, while men are more concerned with learning and teaching about Judaism.
Similarly, while a substantially greater percentage of women have been trained in education as
compared to Jewish studies, the reverse holds for men. While women and men have similar
lengths of experience and'Both ovenvhelminalv plan to stay in Jewish education, a substantially
greater percentage of men as compared to women see Jewish education as a career. Finally,
women receive lower salaries and fewer are offered health benefitsjhan men. Using a linear
regression analysis, gender'A/as shown to be a significant predictor of salary differences, even >
when controlling for various setting and personal characteristics.

a2
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GENBER BWFERENGES AMONG TEACHERS IN JEWISH SCHOOLS:
A STUDY OF THREE COMMUNITIES

BACKGROUND

In 1990, researchers at the University of Michigan found that women high sdwol teadheis
HateMWide earmed an average of $2,300 to $3,300 less than men who teach in high schoals
(Lee and Smith, 1930) The study used data from a sample of 8,894 teachers in 377 high
sehorlls compied ciufing the 1983-84 school yaar as part of the U.S. Ediucation Depantment's
UrgRIMg High School and Beyond study. Even when controlling for educational badkgrounds,
exqpanionie, and diffiering wage lavels across cities, the authors of this study found that wemen
teachers im puiblic, private, and Catholiic high schools still eam less than men. These findings
zonform i a general pattern of gender-ivased salary differences in the workplace,_which has
theen decumented for decades.

While muich research has been conducted on issuas of gender equity wikhin the
dlassroom and its effects am students, gender differences among teachers in sakary level and f
sttver impotant career: related issues has mot received as widespread atteation. A faw studies
(Lee, Smith, and Cioci. 1993; Huberman 1993; Kalaian and Freeman, 1884), have pointed
‘toward specific gender d'rffgrences |n teashﬂe}rs’ reasons for choosing an educationalt , thewr
orientation to pre-service tralrinzg‘thelirh gér%?ﬁitment to a career in education, and their
perceptions of leadership ”

Reesnt ommunity-wiigle studies of teachers in lwisn schools in Bostan, Los Angeles,
and Miaw, iin adaition to CUE'S stucly of teachers in Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee have
wsvided valuaile infermation abeut the backgreunds, careers, ane work conditions of lawitdn
sausaiors (Aron and Bhillips, 1988; Gameran sfal., 1997, Naava, Margolis, and \Waimmer, 1992,
Sheskin 1658 Hlonever, Aene of thess studies have fecused on gender differences.
EoRsidering the AUt oF gender inequality ameng teachers that has appaared in other
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eentexts, itis imponant to find out whether the same condition holds in leswish seheels. The
exisienee and degree of gender differences may have important implications for the recruitient,
waining, and retention of teachers in Jawish schools.

This report explores gender differences in three related areas: career paths, Judaic and

2ducational batkgrounds, and current work conditions. 1t seeks to answer the foltowipg

questions:
v Do teachers differ by gender in their reasons for entering Jewish education?
y Do teachers differ by gender in the length of their experience and their commitment to the
proféssion of Jewish 8duacdiior?
V Do teachers differ by gender in_their early childhood Jewish education?

Do teacher differ by gender in their formal training as Jewish educators?

\ f "Do teachers differ by genderin regard to the conditions of their work (i.e., hours, salary,

benefits) -

METHOD OF STUDY

n 1992-93, the Council for initiatives in liswish Educattion (CIUE) in eollaboration with the
Jowish conwmumities of Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee conducted a study of all ludaica
teachers i the day scheols, congregational schools, and pre-schools in those communities. A
Sufvey was agministarad to the entire pepulation of ludaica teachers (1192), and a response
raie of 29 (983 teaehers) was obiained. Formal in-gepth interviews wera conducted with 125
Jowish educaisrs. ineluding teaehers and aducational directors of day schools, congregational
sehesls, and pre-scheols, as well as eeniral agency staff and lrswish educators in higher
éducation: The fineings. on teachers are highlighted in CIUE's Policy Brief (Gamersn et a!,, 1994)
and reporied more completely by Gamoran et al, (1997).

The data for this paper are taken primanly from this survey. Data from the in-depth
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interviews highlight the quantitative findings. In analyzing and reporting the results, we have
avoided sampling inferences (e.g., ttests) because we are analyzing population figures, not
samples.A Data from all three communities are combined for all analyses. Despite 30me
differences, the teachers in each community are largely similar. The broad comparability of
results from the !three communities —delineated in the study mentioned above -suggests that the
genaer differences and similarities presented here are likely to resemble that of m&ny other

Jewish communities.

FINDINGS
DEMOGRAPHICS

Eighty—four percent of the teachers (804 teachers)’ in the three communities of Atlanta,
Baltimore, and Milwaukee are women. Overall, teachers are divided fairly evenly among day
scnools (31% or 302 teachers), congregational schools (40% or 392 teachers) and pre-sefioois
(29% or 283 teachers) However, almost all pre-school teachers (99%) are women, whita 29% of
schools, the percentage of men rises to 45%, while in non*Orthodox day schools ?pen only
account for 6% of the teachers, in total, almost half (48%) of the male teachers work in /
Orthodox day schools, while 43% work in congregational schools.

Almost all (&7%; of the teachers are Jewish, the 3% who are notJewish ana all women.
Sixty—two percent of male teachers are Orthodox, while women are spread fairty evenfy srflong
the denominations: 33% Reform; 27% Conservative; 26% Orthodox; 8% Traditional; and %
Other. Mon and women are similarly represented in all age categories: The mean sye of both
groups is 36. Eighty percent of women and 84% of men are married; thirteen percent of women

and 14% of men are sirgie Three percent of men are separated, divorced, or widowed,

1There were 22 cases with missing data on gander.
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WhRieas 73 of wormen have this maerital status. Lastly, while the large majerity of men (89%)
and wemen (8%%) teachers were bom in the United States, 8% of wamen wera bem in Israal
compared o 3% of men. Ninety-four percent of the israglli-borm teachers in the three

commumiies are women,

JEMSH EDUCATION AS A CAREER

Ertering Jewish Education  _

Miest teachers enter Jewish education for its intrinsic, as opposed to any extrinsie,
tewards (Gsmoran et af, 188%). Do teachers differ by gender in their reasens for entering
Jewish education?

As Table 1 imdicatas, men tend to value these intrinsi¢ rewgrds associates with the
teaching and leaming of Judaism more than women do, though most women did value those
ighily. Eighty-fiive percent of men as compared to 63% of women reported that “teaching abeut
Judaism” was a very imporant reason for entering Jswish education. Similarly, a greater
percentage of men indlicated that *love of Judiaism" and "learning about ludsism" were vary
imgentant 1o them 2

I contrast, greater psrcentages of wemaen favered rgwards agsociated with feaching
children as mperant factors W choosing to enter lwwish education. Eigitty-two percent of
women, as compared 1o 63% of men, reported ‘werking with children" as very important.
Similady, though pereantages were low for both groups, more than bwice the perceniage of
Wemen than men saw 'recognition as a taacher' as a very imponant reward.

¥R regard to the axirinsic rewards of teaching, mere women (46%) than men (14%)

2 Gender AERAOREAiftRl engs- ipiaradboRpid merp (alaptisknil andbasprd contt sahbielipkadhimhand danoefination of
the sshesl (Prinadex and noti-Orhedex). The exly exception ia that similar pefcestages of men and women
songregaviond sshasis and 110n-Orhiedax schosls feperied "karaiag mere about Judaism” as a very imponant reason
{or aiNering inte Jowish education.
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‘eided '® consider the "part-ima nature of the profession” as a very important inducement te
entering the field. Also, mofe women (46%) than mmen (20%) entered Jamiisih education because
it could piodde 8 Supplemsat to theif income.” Sesmmingly, when men enter Jewistr education It
% R kel that they desire a full-tirme position in which the salary from Jewisin education weuld
be their mam source of income. Findings on this issue -

women consider their salary from Jewish education to bt* ure» “I mvAnm - muirraiy
confirm tihis pragosition.

When asked about the factors that influenced thair decisions to work in the school at
whiich they are currently empioyed their answers comroborate the previous findings. As Table 2
indicates, the highest pecentages of both men and women reported that schedulingwas an
immptant consideration though 83% of women compared to 78% of men indicted this as a
consideration. Whiie the religious character of the school was ranked second by menjim regand
to tihe percentage of respondents who indicated it to be a factor), it was the fourth mest
imynortant consideration for women (as a group).

Both sets of findings ilustrate diffierences between men and women in the factors used in
considering whether or ot to enter the field of liswish education and in selecting a particular
school at which to work Tor men, religious (Jewish2 considerations seem to dominate. For
wormen, teaching children in a flexible work environment seems most important. Jntesmitaws
congiciad with Jewish educators highlight these differences.

A weman teacher told about beginning to teach Sunday sehool in order to pay for her
tiion iin @ gracuate social work program.

I thinking abeut whai | really loved to do during those two years that | was in graduate

seheol, I realized it was the teaching. |iked my Sunday morning better than anything

6158, betler than seeial work sehool.

MGRESVEF, riERy WemeR relatad hew the part-time nature of the profession facilitated their
enianse e the field
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I 3 7y i €hild, and Il was feeling like | needed to get out and do something, but |
eouidnt @e sefmething on a full-tme basis. [Working as a Jawish educator] seamed @
coincide with what | needed at the time.

| weed frstim ¥ pubiic schoolls. When mmy children were little, | could only accept the
malf-dRy kihd of jeb, 30 that is how | origimally started working (in Jtawisin education].

Experience and Commitment

As & gfoup, Jewish teachers show considerable stability. Only 6% of all teachers were In
the first year of Jewish education when they responded to the survey, while thirty-eight percent
Ihad taught for more than 10 years (Gamoran et al19%B4) In addition, only 6% plan to leave
Jewish education during the next several years (Gamoran et al., 1997). As another meaaure of
commitrment, wihen asked if they considered Jlawish education to be a "career," 69% of fulltime
teachers and 54f% of part-time teachers said “Yes." Do feachers differ by gender in the length of
theiir expenence and thesr commitment o the profession of Jewish education?

As Table 3 itustrates, both men and women show considerabie stability. Slighty more
than two-thirds of both men and women have worked in Jewish education for six years or more.
The slightly higther percentage of men compared to women who have worked in Jiswigin
education for 21 or mo=’years may be accounted for by the growth in non-Orthodox day schoels {/a
and pre-sahngsils over the kast two decades.

(W regard 1o their length of employment in their current position (see Table 3), there are no
substantial gender differancgs. For both men and weman, approximately 60% have worked in
their susent position for only 5 years or less.

Fhe future pfans of men and women simfilarly show little differences (sea Table 4). Only
&% of imen and 7% of weman pian to leave Juwish education. Also, 67% of men and 64% of
WemeR plian {e remain in their same position.

These findings welicate that beth men and wermen, regardiess of their diverse reasons for 1
SRisHRG Jawish edusation, 8Rd 8 siay for @ cansiderable peried of ime. Yet, de they see their
Pawicipation in Jawish edueation in the same way? As Table 5 shows, while aimost three-
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3 * quarters of the men consider Jewish education as jheir career, women report a somewhat lewer

RieniagR @x) This May ke due to the larger percentage of women as compared t Men
PR YRk RAT-HRR T Jewish edueation (see Table 8). However, if we only examine the findings
for et edhreators (these working 25 hours or mane), the gender difference is even greater
(et Tabje 3). While almest all men who teach full-time consider Lawisi educalion ta be a
career, oy 2% of wormen who teach full-time feel the same way.

Serrrrery

Weh and wornen indicated substantial differances in their reasons for entening Jemsih
ureaiion. Men rended 1© view their decision as one that would provide them with the
appatumiy to leam contimuslly and teach about Jiudisism. Similarly, their religious character of
e sthool was a strong factor in their determination of whare to work. In contrast, wamen
viewed ttheir choice of entering into Jawwish education as an opportunity to teach chidven. The
flexitille and mart-time matume of lawish schooling facilitated their entrance and was ihe primary
comsidieration iin deciding at which Jawish school to work.

However once they entered the field of Jewish education and selected a school at which

AA L W e
to work, their career paths become similar. Both men and women have stayed in Jewish

&slusation for & eansidlerable length of time, and both are comparably new to their cusrent
Resiions Seugh they overwhelmingly pian to stay in them. Nevertheless, their concepitualizatiom
S Ssir WoR s88Ms 10 e substantially different. Even when only examining the findings for full-
{ime i8achers, @ subsianiially lesser propertion of women as compared to men view dewih

SS\BHOR a6 A career

JUDAIC AND EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUNDS

Early Jewish Education

Compared 19 the gensral popuiation (sae Kesmin's Highlights of the CJF 1990 National
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Jewish Population Survey, 1991), a greater percentage of Jewish teachers had a formal Jewish
education as children. While 22% of men and 38% of women in the general population had no
Jewish education as children, Gamoran et al. (1994) reported that only 10% of teachers were not
formally educated as Jews during childhood. Differences by gender were not reported. Do
teachers differ by gender in their early childhood Jewish education? Do they differ by gander in
their formal training as Jewish educators?

As indicated in Table 6, fifty—four percent of men reported attending a day school,
yeshiva, or school in Israel, and only 2%jndicated not attending any Jewish school before the
age of 13. In comparison, only 30% of women attended a day school or school in Israel, while
15% did not attend any school before 13. Similarly, while 61% of men attended a day school,
yeshiva, or school in Israel after the age of 13, only 30% of women did. In addition, while only
15% of men did not have any formal Jewish education after the age of 13, 36% of women did
not. These gender differences seem to follow the pattern in the general population.

Formal Training

Gamoran et a! (1997) argued that preparation for a career in Jewish education should
consist of formal training in both education and Jewish studies. Formal training is defmad by
having a degree or certification in that area. Overall, 19% of Jewish teaches have training in 11((/ 1¢(
both education and Jewish studies, while 34% are trained in neither. As table 7 indicates, men
and women illustrate similar proportions. Twenty-one percent of men and 18% of women have
formal trainlngjn both education and Jewish studies, while 37% of men and 33% of women lack
formal training in both areas.

The largest percentage of teachers (48%) have formal training in either education 2 £
Jewish studies. Differences between men and women are substantial here. While only 26% of
womenAcan be considered to have formal training in Jewish studies, 56% of men have training in

Jewish studies (see Table 7). [Forty-one percent of men with training in Jewish studies have /
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naiiphmic endimation or smiziha.] In contrast, while only 28% of men can be consida!€d to have
formal training iim education, SP% of women have training in education. The figures present
alimast a mimor image of each other. In accordance with the emphasis on educational traiming
found among women 5% of women as compared to 20% of men have previous experience
working .im genera) sdlucation.3

Summary

Viencarme to the profiession of Jawish education with a stronger Judeie baelground than
women dlue to the«r early childhood education and additional formal training (often rabbinic). At

7 the same time, women approach their work in Jaswish education with a stronger foundation in

educational pedagogy gained either through study or experience in general education. Peinaps
mok surpiisingly, these finglings are consistent with their stated reasens for enterng the
prsression. As mentiomed earlier, men tended to enter Jewish education to continue thair >ife”_
llong engagement with Judaism, while women tended to enter Jewisih education iR erder e teach

children.

CURRENT WORK CONDITIONS

Full-dime Empleyment?

The field of Jewish education offers primanily par-timie amployment epportunities for
feachers. Sixty-eight sercent of teachers in lnwish sehoels are parctime (Gumeran et al., 1854
Conseguently, salary levels tend te remain lew and benefits, sueh as Realth and pensien plans,
ae uiavailable fo most t8achers (Gameran et al., 1997). Yet, do teachers differ by gendsr i
regand ke the eongitiens of their werk?

BGender ifRRAST I BRI bitoRY AR SORESIRGRN RIS Warse B4 dbe e BBWwah oJlade ermam gpattern as
alesqibed for the totel popiadion of ieachers: Ameng isschiers in congregetional scheals: 3 grsaler perceange of Med
(Od¥%) & 5&;&%@ dQ waeleR (4 196) a¥¢ iained in Reither Jawish studies of education 1 adaition, whike 3 greater
RECERiEge S WBMeR 156~ 1 #% comPpared {9 men (349%) are irained iR education. aMHast the same pereediage of MR

@%) # WomeR (32 & > framed I fewish stuiss:
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As Tabie 6 iilustrates, a greater percentage of men (46%) as compared to women (29%)
work full-time in Jewish education. Among thase who work full-time in Jlamish education, 73% of
men and 7.29% of wormen do so at one school. The remaining teachers put together the \
equivalent of full-time employment (25 hours of mome) through working at two or more schools.

Salaries

While salary levels, overall, are low in Jawish education, they are even lower for women
than they are for men As indlicated in Table 9, while 41% of men earn over $30,000 only 3% of
women take tome such high earnings, Instead 44% of women earn less than $5,000, and
another 44% earn between $5,000 and $19,999. The distribution of men’s salaries is bimodal
with over three-gjuaners of men located either between $1,000 and $5,000 or over §30,000. By
contrast, tne distnbution among women has a single mode between $1,000 and $5,000 folio’
by a quick drop and then a gradual tapering off in subsequent categories.

Some of this wage gap may be due to the larger percentage of men as compared to
women who teach fuliiime. However, including only those who teach full-time, the differences
are even greaterisee Tabile 9), While three-guarters of men who teaeh full-time earn over
$30,000, only 8% of ‘“omen who teach full-time take home similar earnings. Instead, haif of the
wamen working full-fire earn less than $15,000™

Benefits

While enyployer contributions to a health plan, overall, are unavailable te most teachers,
they are less availabnle! to women than men. As Table 10 illustrates, a greater percentage of men
(36%) as eompared D wamen (24%) reporied that they were offered health bangfits from their
schools. When only full-time teachers are considered, the difference is even greater: 61% eof

4 For conpk QoM IrsoBiON Y £HR0! therhar Hiriabitns Bl ieniinkelifurasas leess wemapdavaingy in salary
Slightly mere than thiu: (mavders of beih groups reseived beiween $1,000 and $4,999. The lack of difference i salary
levels exdst ameng congry Nadional ssheel teachers despite the farger perceatage of women as compared 1o Foa Who 4o
{ained ip egducation and 095 similar perceniage of men and wemes whe are Waited in Jowish studies (see Fooiaole 2.)
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men and 33% of women who work full-girme reported the availability of health benefits.

Thare is not a substantial difference between men and women in regard to pension
benefits, as only one-quaner of both groups has that option (see Table 10).

Summary

The findings illustrate that, even when controlling for hours of employment (ffi-time vs.
par-tinte), substantial differences exist in salary level and health benefits offered to women as
cormpared o men These diiferemces exist despite the fact that men and women have similar
stability and commitment to the field of Jawish education, and similar percentages of men and
women are trained in both or neither education and/or Jawish studies. As the earlier findings
imdiicated, they do differ in regard to the emphasis on a Jiudaic or general education background.
However, it would be doubtful if this alona accounted for all or most of the reported differences.

EXPLAINING DIFFERENCES IN SALARY LEVELS

To explore factors that smay account for the differences in salary levels between men and
women teachers, a linear regression was used with reported salary levels as the dependent
variabile.> This variable is coded as a scale of 1 to 8 with each point corresponding to the salary
categories listed in Table 9, which range from less than $1,000 to $30,000 or more. The primary
hypothesis is that whie gender differences exist in salary levels ameng eduecaters, this may be
due to other fadors”such as hours employed and professional training. The gender of the
respendent is iitially the only variable entered into the equation, as shown in Table 11. This
shows that gender by itself, is a significant predietor of salary level, though the findings alse

5The autithe authesadesheanfidevirarovalisinsaiohasrwandaninan megdedhsrcyesitargn aalary,
%ﬁzﬁ R&V8 S8RAIN Aeservations in regard to their answers to the question on bensfits. Infermal interviews
\eaders i the thies sommLiibies sugigest that teachers may not be aware of all the
: avallabk! te them. Thus, the authers hive decided to investigate further only the issue of salary
! Beiween M and WORER.



03/20/1997 09:32 4049980860 BILL ROBINSON - CIJE PAGE

12

indicate that gender only accounts for 10% of the variation in salary levels6
Next, three setting-related variables are entered into the equation in order to account for

more of the variation m salary level and to determine if gender is still significantly related when
other variables are considered. The findings indicate that hours of employment (fu!!-time or part-
time) and the setting (pre-school, day school, or congregational school) are related to differences
in salary level. Not surprisingly, full-time educators and day school educators earn more than
part-time educators and those who work in pre-schools or congregational schools or pre-schools.
The drop in the coefficient for gender between the first column (1.72) and the second column
(.93) indicates that almost half of the raw gender difference is attributable to setting and hours of
employment. Still gender remains a significant predictor of salary level even after controlling for
setting and hours. These variables together account for 65% of the variation in salary levels.

Next, six variables related to the background and career of the respondent are entered

into the equation The findings indicate that exp%i[%ce in Je[\é]vish Deﬂducation, fo_rmal training [%
education, and formal training in Jewish studies are all significantly related to differences in
salary level. Only the respondents' willingness to leave Jewish education isjnot significantly or
substantially related to salary level. Together, these variables account for 68% of the variation in /
salary level.7! Notably even when controlling for all of these personal characteristics, g&nder is
still a significant pred>ctor of salary level.

La3tly, considering the possibility that ideological differences between the denominations
may influence salary levels of teachers, a variable indicating if the setting in which the

respondent worked was Orthodox was entered into the equation. This also was significantly

6 Significance levels are reported here purely as a convention. As the data are baae, ,)r! a
population, sampling inferences such as significance tests are not really appropriate.

15

7 The linear regression was run with additional Independentvariable that indicated whether or not

the respondents considered their work inJewish education as a "career.” The results did not differ much
from those described ir Table 11; the significance and strength of the relationships remained relatively the
same.
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nellated w difffieremces m salary levels. Even after accounting for all of these factors, gender was
stiill found t te a significant prediictor of salary level.

s the gender diffierence meanimgflul? The coefficient of 1.72 in the first column (see
Table 11) means that om average, malies tend to be ahead of females by abmost twa categories
am e salary scale (see Table 8). After controlling for other relevant conditions, that difference
dhops to .39 or sligivtly less than one salary categery. This difference is still larger than the gap
etween experienced and inexmenienced teachers (a maximum of .62). It Is also larger than the
gap between trained and wrtrained teachers, a teacher trained in both education and Jewish
studies would be about .59 categories ahead of an untrained teacher (26 +,33 =.59). Viewed
iim s way, the gemake’ difference in salarias must ba regarded as substantial.

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS
The findings from the CIUE study in the three communilies of Atlanta, Baltimere, and
Mikaukee suggest that imporiant gender differences exist among teachers of Luaia. These
fingiingss have impenant impllications for the recruitment, training, and retention of eachers iR
Jowish seheols.

JUBAISM OR WORKING WITH EHILDREN

Women tend (o enter lawish education primanly because they enjey teaching ehildren,
and the sirusiwe of Jowish seheoling allows them flexibility in hew mueh and when they werk.
Their emphiasis on being fermaly raining in edueation, while lacking training in lawwism studies, is
CORSISIERL Wikh these reasens I conrast; Men tend (9 sAter lawish sducatisn prmaRly
Besause of el continued inerest in Jidkium. Similary, their 8mphasis en bsing fermally
ained i Judaic siudies (@s well as thew mere intensive 8arly ehildheed Lrwinh education), whild
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lacking training in education, also seems consistant with their reasons for entering jawmisih
education. » a similar vein, Kalaian and Freeman (1994) found that women teacher candidates
were imore cognizant of the ambiguitiies and uncertainties of teaching — a practice in which the
appropriate representation of subject matter in the classroom depends on the aptitudes and
iearming istories of the particular students. it is important to note that men and women both
valued working with children and teaching/leaming about Judiaism and that some women have
training i Judaic studies while some men have training in education. Howaver, the differences
betwieen men and women in both areas are substantial and potentially meaningful.

As mentioned earier, Jawish educators should be formally prepared in both education
and Jowish studies, Shuiman and his colleagues (Siuiman, 1966; Wikson, 1988; Wilksaim,
Shuiman, and Richert 1887) have suggested that successful teaching requires teachers to have
kinowiledige of pedagogy (education), kinowiedge of content (Jewish studies), and pedagogical~
content knowledge (knowing how to bridge the gap between the learner and the subject mattenA
If mnen tend to enter Jaswish education only with kinowledge of Juwish studies and women are
acquiring only educational knowiledge, this poses complex problems for develaping in-sernvice
programs {hat attempt io address these deficiencies. Not only frust teacher-educatoirconsider
how to develop the pedagogical-conient knowledge of all teachers, their approaches must take
o account the seemingly gender-tinked naiure of teachers' knowladge = men's knowledge of |
content and women's knowledge of pedagogy. Perhaps, in-semvice programs need to go “aga'mstl
the graim.” Programs designed to contribute to the pedagogical proficiency of those (mostly
mgle) teachers who are deficient in this area should be designed for with their particular loaming
styles of men iin sind  Similarly, in-senviice programs designed to enhance content knowledge
sheuld be designad fe fit with the ways wemen tend to leam (Belenky et al., 1986).
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HAVING A CAREER IN JEWISH EDUCATION

Drspite these nitial differencas, men and women have, perhaps surprisingly, similar
lengiihs off exprerience in jewish education. They also show a similar degree of tenure in their
cument s¢hool, and both groups overwhelmingly intend to stay in Jawish education. However,
iy Gifffer i their perception of whether or not their work in Jawisih education is a “career.”
While a slight mmajority of women (57%%) see Jmwish aducation as a career, almost three-quarters
off men (766%) do so The difierencas are aven greater when considering only fuli-time teachers.

We ¢an only venture an exgianation at this time as to why this difference exists. Jrwiih
education pesents applicants with few opportunities for advancement. Witthin individual schools,
teachers are grouped together with lidtle stratification in positions, responsibllities, or salaries.
Above themn exist 3 handful of educational leadership positions, such as educational director of a |
congregational school department head of a day school, or central agency staff, For the J
mayjority of seachers, upward motsiity is mot a possibility,. Coupled with this is the finding from a
survey of educational eaders (Goldring et al., 1996) - completed at the same time and in the
same cities as the survey of Jawish feachers - that approximately one-third of the educaition
leaders are men. This; is compared with only 16% of teachers who are men. Saamiegly, while
vertical career advancement iis limited for Jawish teachers as a whole, women may face
additional dlifficullies Perhaps, they do nof consider Iiswish education as a *career" because
there iis me opportunity for career advancement. Perhaps, in addition, many of those women who
were iimerested i pursuing a "carei left or never entered the field of lnwish educatien. If so,
the smaller percentage of women as compared to fen who view lawish education as a “career”
i6 Symptonmasic of the aifficuities invelvad in recruiting and retaining carear-oriented warmen in a
field with imiled epporuwiies for advancament (especially for woman), low salaries (especially
for wermen), and a lack of prestige aue e having baan considered \Women's work." This tepic
Will b6 examined in a suiwe paper, whieh will explore differencas between educational leaders
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and teachers im the three commumiities.

SALARIES

The mrost dhamatic gender differences among Jewish educators, theugh perhaps the
feast surprising, are found in their work conditions. The data show that while almost hsif (46%)
off the mmen teachers work full-time, most women (71%) work part-time, Yet, this does not
account for diffieremces in salary and the availability of health benefits found among men and
wormen teachers. Counting only full-time teachers, three-guiarters of men eam over $30,000 In
contrast, anlly 8% of women eamn a simiilar salary. Half of the women working full-time earn less
than $15,000. In addition, whille 61% of full-time men teachers are offered employer
contributions to a health plan, only 45% of full-time women teachers are so effered.

A limear regression analysis was conducted to determine the factors that may account for
the salary discrepancy Many factors were shewn to predict salary differences - hours of
empioyment (full-time vs part-tilne); setting (day school, congregational schael, pre-scheel);
length of experiemce in Jawish education; training in Jswish studies; training in education; and
the religious character of the school. Nevertheless, even when controlling for all of these faciors,
gendlsr was stll significantly related (o differences in salary.

Does this patiern inslicate gender diserimination in Jawish education? Although we have
mo diiect evidence on discrimination, inequities among teachers who are otherwise comparable
(8.9, i exgmtience, in formal training) must raise discrimination as a possibility. This finding is  (
sifmilar {o the findings of the study conducted by Lee and Smith (1990) on salary differences of
tigh scheel teachers m pubke, prvate, and Cathelic sehools, as described earlier. Lrawiam
89uEation iis met imvmune to the eenditions permitiing gender discrimination in the secular and
RORJIBWISH Faligious werlds.
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TABLE . REASONS FOR ENTERING JEWISH EDUCATION

Reasons % of educators who Indicated reason as "'Very importane"
Women Men

Working wath Children 8% 63%

Teaching about Judaism 63% 85%

Love offJudaism 61% 80%

Learning aivout Judaism S1% 61%

Part-time Nature off ilhe Profession 45% 14%

Supplement to Income 45% 20%

Recognition & a Teacher 29% 12%

TABIE2:  FACTORS IN CONSIDERING WHERE TO WORK

Fiactors Yédifediveators whe indicate factor as ffecting their deeision
Women Men

Hours & Days Available %% 7%

Location T6% 70%

Reputation off School & Studerits 674 62%

Religieus Oxientation 67% 76%

Sallary 49% 58%

Friends Whe Work There 47% 44%
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TABLE 3: LENGGTFHOFEBMPLOYYMENT

Years Employed in Jewish Education

Women Miem
5 Years or Less BI% ESA 78
6 to 10 Years 0% 225%
1] to 20 Years 255% %%
21 or More Years 12286 22%%

Years Employed in Current School

Women Men
5 Years or Less 60608 5382
610 10 Years 244%6 1998
1t 2D Yieauss 13386 1358
21 or More Years H% 8%

TABLE 4  FUTURE PLANS

Plans Women
Continue in Same Pasition g2
Charnge Schools or Position 683
Leave Jewish Education 68%
Dot Know 1996
Other 8%

Mean
699
83%
%
11940
5%

PAGE 23
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TABLE 5  JEWISH EDUCATION IS A CAREER?

% of teachers who considered Jewish education to be their career

Women

(Only women who work
full-time im Jewish ediuation)
Men

{Only mem who work
full-time in Jewish ediucation)

25786

@2

PAGE 24
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TABLE 6: EARLY CHILDHOOD JEWISH EDUCATION

BEFORE 13
Type % of teachers who attended this type of Jewish school
Women Men
None 15% 2%
11 Day/Week
Congregatiionall School 28% 15%
2 or More Days/Week
Congregational School 2T% 29%
Day School, Yeshiva or
School in Israel 30% 5%
AFTER 13
Type % of teachers who attended this type of Jewish school
Women Men
None 36% 15%
11 Day/Week
Congregational School 22% 11%
2 or More DayséWeelm
Congregational School 3% 1%

Day School, Yeshiva. or
Schoel in Israel 30% 61%

25
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TABLE 70 FEORHNL TIHRAARNING

Areas %6 affteautinesswiithaadbegreecsrceetiiftonionni int Hessear tass
Women Men

Both Jewish Swdiess

and Education 188% 21%

Only Jewish Studies &% 34%

Only Education 41% 7%

Neither Jewish Studies

ar Education 33% 3%

TABLE 8 FL LI-TIME?
% of teacher who work full-time (25 hours or more) in Jewish education

Women Men

Full=time 2% 46%
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TABLE 9; SALARY
Women (Full-time Only) Men (Full-time Onily)

Less than $1,000 3% .- 3% -
$1,000 * $4,999 41% ( 3%) 36% ( 2%)
$5,000 - $9,999 17% (18%) 4%
$10,000 - $14,999 17% (29%) 3% -~
$15,000 - $19,999 1% (17%) 3% ( 3%)
$20,000 -$24,990 6% (13%) 3% ( 5%)
$25,000 - $29,99) 4% (11%) 6% (15%)
$30,000 or More 3% ( 8% 41% (75%)
TABLE 0. BENEFITS
Type of Benefit % of teachers who reported being offered the type of beneflt

Women (Full-$ime Only) Men (Fuli-time Oaly)

Employer Coniribution
to 2 Health Plan 229 (#5529 38 CEN2Y,

Pension Plan 235% ((8849) 258% ((66%2)

PAGE
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TARLE iln  EXPLAINING DIFFERENCES IN SALARY

Difiereoces among proups of individuals and settings io salaries from Jewish Laucktiun.

Independent Variables
Gender (Male = i1.1.72 1.72%* 93 H4v> 88
(17) (1) (i) any
Congregationa] School -2.20** -1.88** 21.69**
(11) (11) (.12)
Pre-School -1 64** -1.33** .21
(.11) Gy (imy
Work Full=time (25 - Hours) 1 88** ] BB 1.90**
(.10) (110) (11@)
Expenence 6-10 Years 330> 33
(.10) (11@)
Expenence 111 =20 Y aars S59%* 604+
(1 (1)
Expenence 2] il ears H3%» 62«
(113) (113)
Plans to Leave Jewish Education ]| 02
(13) ¢15)
Trained in Educaiion 25% 26%*
- | (%8 (O®B)
Trained in Jevdsh Studies 40¥e 33
(10) (110)
Orthedex Seiting 37k
(12)
Ceonstant 3.36%% LR 3.38%% 3.2]%
(:07) (009) (.13) (114)
R2 10 65,65 68 68

“p<§5  Yep.Qh

Nete; Meine regression coefficients with siandard errors in pareneses: N =914 ieachers.
uatien alse indludes copirels for missing daia on sex, werks full-time, experience, irained i
on, frained ix "ewish stugies, and plans o leave Jowish education
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TABLE 22 VARIABLES USED IN EXPLAINING DIFFERERNCES W SALARY

Independent Varialbles Mean Standard Deviation
Salary 3.64 2,00
Sex (Male = T) 16 37
Day School 31 46
Congregational School 40 49
Pre-school 30 46
Works Full-time (25 “sHours) 30 A6
Experience Less than 5 Years 26 44
Experience 6~10 Years 28 45
Experience 11 #20 Years 24 43
Experience 21 5 Years 14 .35
Plans to Leave Jewish Education 07 26
Trained in Education .53 .50
Trained in Jewish Stuies 30 46
Orthodox Setting 22 41
Non-Orthodox Setting .78 Al
Missing Sex 01 09
Missing Fullt-time 06 23
Missing Experience 03 16
Missing Plans to Leave 06 23
Missing Trained in Education 03 17
Missing Trained in Jewish Studies 04 19

Note: N =914 teache's
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mow 3nau we dtudy Comprehemsive,
Colliaporative Services for Children and Families?

MUICHAEL 5..@1«;;’

Reneancins and alaors confion: Wit ehalionges in

vt‘ud‘ymg COIpTONTINIvVe, coliavoriive sevices f"7' thitdren an
families. \These challenges appear in the interaction of multiple
professional perspectives, specification of independent and de*
pendent variables, attribution of effects to causes, and sensitive
nature of the programmatic treatment. Given limitedknowledge
about these complex interventions, they will best be understood
through studies that are strongly conceptualized, descriptive,
comparative, constructively skeptical, positioned from the bottom
up, and (when appropriate) collaborative.

Edwauional Researcher, Vel. 24, No. 4, pp. 5-16

recent burpeoning of interest and activity in the in-
TFgmn"mn of education and haman services should be
i signall te-1esearchers and evaluators that there Is
work ito be donb. New solutions t old problems— includ-
img newly tedibcovered ones—have a way of suddenly
ing e *tlnmbon of policymakers, advecates, and
tibe public. Clkaihé about the new solution proliferate, as do
pillot versioms, Jabels for the activity, and purported dis-
timatfioms among hese pilots. Along with these claims, la-
tbels, amd pilot experiments comes advice ko policymakers,
pradiiiioners, and funders. And all at once there is a need
to do can=finl, probing research amd hardheaded evalua-
tiiom, o sort among the claims, characierive what pilot ini-
lintiives hawe indeed demonstrated, and discover what the
sound amd fory signifies,

We are att such @ point once again with the integration of
educalion amd human services, Voices calling for compre-
hemsive, collaboraifive services as a solution Yo the needs of
tihe “Hipdhisy™ Yanmilly and child have built to a crescendo
acwss the papt decade and especially the last half dozen
years. A num ﬁﬁroﬂ" demonstration pmpcts both great and

: c@mpr@hmwe, collaboralfive services stan-
| procedure. In so doing, all participants are
drerma of several decades past, when federal
n motion a wave of interest in serviee inte-

i@lithe late 1980s and earky 1990s has seme
learlier episade, only now it is being played
cale, and with a greater sense of urgemqy
"Mk atm @l 5@9&1 endeavor peses speelal problems fex
mesearehiers and evaluators. The purpese of this artiele is to
explere these probllems and suggest some ways they might
be productively overeome. I accomphish this ask by flrst
thiis “new” evaluation preblem and the lit-

erature tthat addresses it, slopg with several premises

about "good" research and evaluadion. Following thad, |
identify and "unpaak® five issues facing researchers amd
evaluators, and finally I briefly review some ways of maat-
ing these challenges.

A *"New" Problem for Researchn of Evaluation and am
Emerging Literature

The very act of maming the target of imquiry Wiwds at the
complexity of the research task, With semne trepidatiom, [
have chosen comprehensive, collaborative serviices for ehildean
and families instead of half 2 dozem other plirases, kaowing
that any choice wiil leave someone feeling left out or wn-
derappreciated. | will use the simypller pinrase comygrehensims,
collaboraiive services throughowt muuch of the article (withh
apologies to educators wihe wish mot to view witat they do
as a “service”). But in so deing, I inciude mest of winat is
said about the integrathem af education amd hwwar servicss,
school-linked services, serviices integration, tntemprgfessional eol-
iaboration, coordinated services for children, and fomily smp-
port—once again, acknowledgimg that meanimgfhil
distinctions can lre drawm 2mmong these terms.

The difficulty for those wie wish to study commprelran-
sive, collaborative services, howewer labeled, stears frem
their complexity and flexilrility, the mature of collaberative
effort, and the convergemce of different disciplines. Cann-
plexity derives from the sheer numiber of players, stalice-
holders, and levels of the systemn, as wuktiple services
lodged in different agemcy or disciplimary comtexds, eadh
operating from its owm premises about good practice amdl
the “client” or "conswirwr,” join forces im seure fashiom to
influenee the life prospects of highrrisk families and chill-
dren. The extent to wiidch thejir effonts are collborative die-
fies easy conceptualizatiom, mo less demription or
assessmmemt. The boundaries of research and evalwation de-
sign stretch further to handle the idiesyreratic tailering of
effort that is frequently paut of collaborative practice andl
the interplay among agemcies or otex collaborating pant-
ners. Finally, the act of studying sudh endeavars ergages
researchers from traditions that de met mexrmally compiur-
nicate with one amefiies.

Mitcha@L S Knaapr is an Asvociate Professor of Edueationm]
Leadership and Policy Studies at the University of Washingtom,
College of Education, Miail Stop D12, Unjversity of Washivg-
tondkeattle. WA 58195 His areas of specialization ane poliey -
plemertation, pelicy-te-practice connections, end the educalitnn

of disenfranelised greups.
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. *m/ura "a»e l'een unuertajsen ot comprehen-
sive, collaborative services, so there are a number of exam-
pies of what might or might not be useful ways to
understand it. These studies are embedded in a larger ad-
vocacy literature, which both makes the case for the inte-
gration of education and human services (e.g., Levy,
Kagan, & Copple, 1992; National Association of State
Boards of Education, 1991; National Commission to Pre-
vert Infant Mortality, 1991) and offers advice on how to do
so (e.g., Chynoweth & Dyer, 1991; Melavjlle, Blank, &
Asayesh, 1993). The burgeoning of this advocacy literature
lends urgency to the task of research and evaluation, be-
cause as is typical with compelling ideas about social in-
tervention, enthusiasm outstrips evidence at a rapid rate.

Much of the research and evaluation literature related to

comprehensive, collaborative services is fugitive; various
attempts to capture whatis there have been undertaken re-
cently, among them several comprehensive reviews (e.g.,
Crowson & Boyd, 1993; Gomby, 1992), selective analyses of
effective practices (e.g., Schorr, 1988), annotated bibliogra-
phies (e.g., Chaudry, Maurer, Oshinsky, Sc Mackie, 1992),
aad the activities of several technical assistance centers
fflch as the National Center for Services Integration and
me National Center for Children in Poverty.
m Case descriptions and single project assessments pre-
fifeminata in this literature, and they are, understandably, a
:mixed bag (see Crowson & Boyd, 1993, for a characteriza-
non of the literature). Add to that several surveys (e.g.,
American Public Welfare Association, 1992; Chang, Gard*
4er, Watahara, Broken, & Robles, 1991; Kagan, Rivera, &
Lamb-Parker, 1990) and multiple-project comparative
studies (e.g., Marzie, Chimerine, Morrill, & Marks, 1992),
as well as formal aotempts to study statewide initiatives of
several kinds (e.g.. State Reorganization Commission,
1989; Wagner et al., 1994) and other demonstration projects
(e.g., New Beginnings Team, 1990; Nucci & Smylie, 1991;
Wehlage, Smith, A Lipman, 1992). Some of these studies
employ elaborate, multiyear designs, especially those done
in conjunction with the more ambitious initiatives.

The methodological literature to date is thin. Although
some would argue that the existing, voluminous literatures
regarding the study of social interventions are adequate to
tKe task of studying comprehensive, collaborative services,
others have begun to recognize the special methodological
issues that arise. Attempts to address the methodological

ions have oftln approached the matter straightfor*
ly, for exampla by adapting conventional experimen-
’ ethods to the “valuation task (see Gomby & Larson,

. Other treatments note special challenges to evalua*®
tion stemming from the complex, incomplete implementa-
tion that characterizes so many collaborative ventures
(Kagan, 1991). Stemming from the family support litera-
ture, a more radical critique lias put the spotlight on as-
sumptions underlying conventional efforts and suggested a
more participatory alternative framework (see Weiss &
Greene, 1993. Work in this tradition argues for anew vision
of evaluatioitond research, emphasizing a collaborative re-'
lationship b”*Rreen those studied and those who are carry-
ing out reseath. Another alternative vision of evaluation
places more “nphasis on evaluation as an ongoing, devel-
opmental learning process serving both internal and exter-

> .wvrcu uy one extensive study of a services-integration
evaluation and its impact on policy and practice (Stake,
1986). In addition, several interdisciplinary meetings have
begun to assemble wisdom about the evaluation task (e.g..
Family Impact Seminar, 1993a; also the AERA/OERI Invi-
tational Conference mentioned in the notes).

Some Premises About Research and Evaluation in This Area

The methodological writers have begun to pinpoint sev-
eral important dimensions of the problem. But before
launching into a discussion of method, itis important to be
explicit about several assumptions.

First, discussion of method includes considerations of
paradigm, that is, the assumptions we make about how the
world works and what constitutes evidence and know!-
edge about it. Although there are fundamental differences
atissue, this article assumes that alternative paradigms can
support complementary examinations of a phenomenon,
especially one of this complexity. In particular, paradigms
supporting qualitative and quantitative studies are neces-
sary both to make sense of comprehensive, collaborative
services and to respond to the many audiences who wish
to understand these social interventions.

Second, I am assuming that good conceptualization of
what is to be (or what has been) studied is essential to re-
search and evaluation. Underconceptualization plagues
much research; empirical "fishing" expeditions unguided
by a sense of what concepts are relevant and what rela-
tionshiraare likely to yield little of value. Being clear about
what one is studying is half the battle. Much of what is
talked about as a problem of measurement boils down to
the task of constructing and operationalizing theories of
social needs and the means for addressing these needs.

Third, I am making few distinctions in this case between
research and evaluation. For this topic of study, both are con*
cemed with systematic learning about the design, conduct,
and impacts of a form of social intervention aimed at a
broad range of human needs. To be sure, studies commis-
sioned as evaluations are overtly political—that is, more
directly constrained by stakeholder interests and expecta*®
tions—and pursue a more explicitly value-laden set of
purposes than research by any other name. However, in
the realm of popular social interventions, all research has
political and evaluative overtones, and, regardless of in*
tention, may be enlisted in the debates regarding the mer-
its of one or another initiative. The terms research and

.evaluation will therefore be used somewhat interchange-

ably in this article, though doing so obscures some impor*
tant subtleties.

A few further comments will define how the term evalu-
ation is used in this article. Drawing on work by authors
such as Scriven (1974), Cronbach and Associates (1980),
and Patton (1978), among others, the term is broadly con-
Strued to include a wide range of systematic attempts to
make sense of social interventions for broad stakeholder
audiences and policy communities. In particular, I am not
restricting the term to investigations aimed at figuring out
whether initially stated program goals are achieved and to
what degree; such designs typically pay too little attention
to the evolution ofintentions over time and to the unantic*
ipated facets of implementation or effects that crop up
along the way. Nor am I assuming that randomized, ex*

educational researcher
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purposes, or process versus impact studies. In other words,
I am assuming that all evaluations are in a fundamental
sensé formative (see Cronbach & Associates, 1980) and that
progier attriutions of impact to cause can only be made by
undérstanding the process that produced the impacts (see
Pattdn, 1978).

Issues Confronting Research and Evaluation

Five sets of Issues confront researchers and evaluators
wishing to make; sense of comprehensive, collaborative
serviees for children and families. These issues are present
to some degree in studying many complex interventions,
but they are demonstrably acute in this case.

1. Engaging divergent participants’ perspectives; For whom
and with whom are we undextaking research on compre-
hensive, collaborative services? How should the perspec-
tives of different research and service disciplines,
professionals and consummers, and diverse agencies be
reflected in the design, conduct, and interpretation of
sturdiies™

2. Characterizing (and measuring) the elusive independent
variable: What exactly is it that we are studying?

3. Locating (arid measuring) the bottom line: What weould

indicate (that delivering human services in a comprehen-
sive, ¢o rative form had achieved some desirable
ends? h&?e’r:ds would be included in a such an evalya-
tion—heklth, education, welfare, the reform of human ser-
vice systems, or all of the above?

4. Attributing results to influences: Given so many p(wa’i’&
ble influences, what is to be taken as the result of what?

3. Studying sensitive processes and outcomes: How do we
capture what is going on without intruding on the subtle
(and often confidential) imteraction between service pro-
viders and consumers of services?

These issues have been framed using conventioral
eausal terms—independent and dependent variables—not
to imply that a particular research paradigm is more ap-
propriate, but rather to use a language that is most widely
understood by memmbers of the research and evaluation

commnumiy:

Engaging Divergent Perspectives: Can We Speak Everyome's
Language?
Comprehensive, collaborative services efforts—and at-
tempts to study them—inevitably involve the perspeetives
of different stakeholders awdk participants. Almost by defi-
nition, more than one professional diseipline and the tradi-
tiorfe of research that are typically used to situdy these
activities are implicated. In addition, the perspectives of
clients or consumers are relevant to understanding what is
going on and even to framing questions and research de-
signs. Finally, beframse a giVen initiative usually invelves
mofe than servide delivery, the perspectives of different
agency leaders and policymaking or sponsoring groups
are central to understanding comprehensive, eollaborative
services as a systems phenomenon

How should all these perspectives be represented in the
design, condudt, and interpretation of research? There is no
easy answer, dnd the answer always reflects the politieal

* =T QE@ET we aainkig

ﬁearch traditions. In app}oadﬁng an intervention involv-
mg sehool-based health and mental health elinies, for ex-
ample, investigators steeped in educational evaluation,
social werk research, or health research are likely to zero in
on different facets of the intervention, measure different
things, and construet accounts of the program’s effective-
ness on different bases. All three perspectives would be
helpful in framing and carrying out a research strategy. To
arrive at such a strategy means communicating across dis-
diplimary boundaries abeut assumptions, focus, productive
measures, aceeptable evidence, and so on. At the least, re-
suits may need “simultaneous translation” (as at the
United Natlons) fo make sure that different research com-
maunities understand each other (e.g,, this article may need
to be translated into ferms that would scan to individuals
primarily engaged in public health research or social werk
research).

Although the language problem just described can be
and often is addressed in a given study (e.g., through mui-
tidiseiplinary teams of researchers), a more difficult lan-
guage gap yawns between those who carry out research
and those whe are studied. Some researchers seek to close
this gap by engaging the consumers of collaborative ser-
vices as collaboraters in the act of studying these services
(e.g, Weiss & Greene, 1992). Although there are obvious
advantages fo the researcher (and the consumer) in doing
so—among them, increased access to participants, the
prospect of better quality data, and more accurate render-
mg of the participants’ perspectives and experiences—
there are also possible trade-offs in time, complexity;
analytical distance, and the sophistication of research de-
S1gnSs.

gl';mluative studies carried out in the public eye add a
third set of perspectives that must be engaged and accom-
modated—those of powerful stakeholders who are invelved
in the initiative under studly, have an interest in its out-
comes, or spansor the evaluation. If nothing else, this fact re-
duces the researcher's room for maneuvering, necessitating
compromises that may "buy” an audience's support while
weakening the study's evidence base or design logic

Churmeyerizing (and Mleasuring) the Elusive Independent
Variable: Is There Ome?

Like other broad domains of sacial reform (e.g., school re-
structuring), the integration of education and human ser-
vices takes many forms and has different meanings. This
makes for an independent variable—the programmratic
factors presumed to bring about results for individuals or
systems—of some complexity. In many manifestations of
cojmcthemsive, collaborative services, the notion of the in-
dependent variable itself ceases to be a fixed treatment, as
conventionally assumed by experimental research designs,
and becomes instead a menu of possibilities accompanied by
a series of supports that facilitate consumers’ interaction
with these possibilities.1

The meanings of comprehensive, collaborative services
range from relalively low-intensity efforts to eoerdinate
the work of different professionals to intensive, highly in-
tegrated arramgements; some writers reserve the term coor-
dination for the least intensive end of this eontinuum and
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s Dwhanced t@ﬁm; of children or families for profes-
sional help of one kind or another (e.g., as in commu-
mity-based programs described in Marzke et aL, 1992).
s Cowdimated managoment off “cases,” as when children or
immilies require more than one specialized human ser-
vice (§ee James; Smith, & Mann, 1991).
s Colocaiion off services, such as health or mental health
profiesssionals in a school building=—a key feature of
“ftallkservice schools” (Dryfoos, 1994)—or various spe-
dalists in a community multiservice center (see Marzke
et al,, 1992).
~ Ewhenced communication and information sharing among
providers of different human services through joint
databases, liaison activity, and agreements (e.g., regard-
ing confidentiality) that encourage information sharing,
algued by some o be essential to family-centered, coors
dinated services (@.g., see Coulton, 1992).
s Shamimg of reseurces, as in discussions of fiscal strate-
gies supporting coordinated services, the commingling
of fands originally intended for separate services, or the
pooling of nonfiscal resources (see Cutler, 1994; Farmow
& Joe, 1992; Garvin & Youmg, 1993; Kirst, 1994).
s Recomegpiualization of human services, by altering the
conceptions of existing professional roles (e-g., subsum-
img a kind of counseling function in the teaching role),
developing new roles such as “integrated services spe-
cialist” {see Wilson, Karasoff, & Nolan, 1993) or even re-
thhimking the relatiomship between professionals and
copsumers, as in ihe conceptions of family-centered,
tlient-responsive service (Weiss & Greene, 1992) or “con-
sumer-guided” s?hools (Hooper-Briar & Lawson, 1994).
= bt planning and execution of services, for example, in
various teaming anamgements, where different profes-
ff sionals (amd others, such as parents) pool ideas, orches-
trate a plan for helping children or families that draws
on the expertise of more than one distipline, and jn vary-
ing degrees carry out the plan firough jeint effort (see
Robison, 1993; Hooper-Briar & Lawson, 1994).

?

Comprehensive, collaborative services may involve one or
virtwally any combination of these meanings. In additien,
such injtiatives often take place on multiple levels of the
human service system and may be designed o change the
way that system functions (Agranoff, 1991; General Ac-
sounting Office, 1992). Nearly all intend fo integrate efforts
at the service delivery level, but that often requires some
imtegration one level up, among individuals and organiza-
iions providihg the first Jayer of management suppeort to
dirgct servicqd providers—school prineipals, elinie diree-
keors, Held supervisors for outreach workers—and at the
polic img] level as well, among school distriets, re-
gional or stale social service agendes, and so on. Indeed,
effiorts to mbumt comprefiensive, collaborative serviees
may target changes in the actua) serviees available to fam-
ilies and children (e.g., Philliber Research Associates,
1994), the service-pnoviding system (€.g., White, 1993), or
both (eg., Wehlage et al., 1992).

The fact that so many kinds of arramgements share the
same generie label eries ouf for ways to eoneepruglize the
differeneps in terms of eommeon dimensions, and there
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voyd, 1993; Kagan, 1991; Golden, 199i; Menrill, Reisnar,
Chimerine, & Marks, 1991; Schexy & Both, 1991). At a anin-
imum, the following dimensions of difference are im-
volved. First as noted previewsly, comprehensive,
collaborative services initiatives may adalress systemn re-
form primarily, the achual services provided to particuttar
families and children, or boti. Second, the arrangements
differ in the extent to which distimet services are actuaily
chanped or redefined through coilaborative effort, or sim-
ply relocated or made more accessible. Third, the degree te
which resources, control, and power are siared amomg the
colinborating partners varies. Fourth, the scale and scope
of arrangements vary enormousiy, from loczl arrange-
ments invelving only two service sectors to massive
statewlde initiatives that bring together mamy sectors. Fi-
nally, arramgements differ in wihat might be termmed the
flexibility or mutability of treatment—that is, the degree to
which the services provided te amy givem child or family
are indilvidually tailored, and eves changeable over time.

The last dimension gemerates some of the biggest puz-
zles for researchers. If each consumer accesses the lnnurream
service system in a different way, or im a way that changes
over time, then there may be no progranmumatic imdepan-
dent variable to study. Or put anctier weay, it is extremely
difficult to characterize wirat comprises collaborative ser-
vice over a given period of time. One researcher discussimg
collaborative arramgements for young children put it as
follows:

Since collaborations are desigued to be flexible andl meett
changing needs, their implementation is mever complistie,
Neo precise definition of implementation exists because it
is a highly idiesymearatic and mutable conditiiom. Indeed.,
the strength of collaborations is that they are tailored to
meet changing local circumstances. For example, it is wett
uncommon to find collaborations that deemn themselves
well implemented one day and fledgling the mext:. Sweln
changes are predictable and underscore the evalvation
dilerona; while imnplevmemtation flux is a practical meces~
sity, it remains an empirical nightware. (Kagam, 1991, p.
74)

Because the independent variable has many meanings,
both aeress and withim collaborative services arran
ments, researchers and cvaluators may oftem be talking
past each other, and not talking about the samme thing, even
within the same studiy. Beyond the questiom of figuring eut
what is being studied and regardless of wihich comception
of eollaborative services we emplay, the imtervemtion is al-
most always geing to comprise multiple, oftem sejparate
eomponents. Simply multiplying the numiver of imdepen-
dent variables (as in multivariate correlational desigms) is
no real answe; one rapidly runs out of analytic capaeity to
handle and interpret the many diserete variables that come
to mind, and one misses the "glue” that may bimd these el
ements together into a more integrated wholic.

The researcher is left with difficult questions: Hlow to de-
seribe the independemt vaxiable(S) under study”? What are
its eonceptual boumdarics? What isn't part of the indepen-
dent variable(g)? What are the nmost meanimgful umits (and
levels) of analysis? What indicators mest efftelently eap-
Hure the presence and wnutability of the indepemdent vari-
able(s)?
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Fts vaned a3 e independent varisbiia(s) may be in stud-
ies of comprehensive, collaborative services, so may the
dependent variable(s) be. In part a refiection of the differ-
encis in perspective and paradigms held by the different
services that are integraied, the initiatives under study can
aim at remarkably different outcomes, among them the
academic achievement and attainment of children, their
soclal adjustment or health status, familty weifare, and so
on. The temptation ko which ambitious collaborative ser-
vices efforts often succumb is to say, in effect, “all of the
above."

Whatever the stated goals of a collaborative services
arangement, the researcher’s altempts to pinpoint out-
comes face three issues: (a) the large number of possible
outcomes, (b) the interdependence among them {including
developmental interdependence over time), and (c) the
range of abstraction from discrete, modest outcomes {e.g.,
children immunized by age 2) to those that are more global
and complex (e.g., children adequately educated for fur-
ther education and work roles). Consider the foillowing
child and youth outcomes, offered by one group of re-
searchers as a core list ampund which outcome accountabil-
ity might be developed (adapted from Schorr, 1994). The
outcomes are conceptualized as higher rates of:

w

* Healthy births (as indicated by decreases in low birth-
weight babies and births to school-age mothers; high uti-
Linkition of prenatal care).
. -olds immunized.

Children ready for school (as indicated by completion

immunizations, detectiph and remediation of pre-
ventable health problems, no signs of abuse or neglect,
or school readiness measures as identified by preschool
or kindergarten),
# Children succeeding in elememtary, middle, and high
school (as indicated by academic achievement measures
and lower rates of truancy, retention in grade, suspen-
sions from school, dropping out, or placement in special
education).
* Youngsters avoiding problematic behaviors (as indi-
cated by lower rates of school-age pregmamcy, substance
abuse, sexually tramsmitted diseases, or invelvement in
violence either as victim or perpetrater).
* Young adults who are self-sufficient
4 Children in families with incomes over the poverty
line.

F‘

The jtems in this Yist are only a selection from among the
many possible outcomes that may be relevant fo a given
comprehensive, collaborative services arrangement. To be
sure, a mole discrete subset of these outcomes might be the
focus of if\quiry, as in one evaluation (Philliber Research
Associates, 1994) of a schaol-~community partnership aim-
ing at children’s {a) persistence and safety in the home (in-
dicated by rates of abhse, children’'s nemoval from the
home by social services), (b) noninvolvement in the juve-
rulle justice system, and (c) persistence and perfermanee in
school (indicated by students’ absenees, werk habits, so-
cialemotional growth, and academic performanee). But
studies are just as likely to attend to diverse faeets of ehild
and family welfare, as in a current study eme state’s

» Basle family meeds: access to food, clothing, trails-
portation, and child care.

» Employment: jobs for parents and young adults (for
those seeking employment).

¢ Heaith care use: participation in public health ser-
vices, Inddence of Injury or {liness, and access to mediical
and dental care.

* Emotional healti: seif-reported depression, swicidai
thoughts, and problems with hostility and angar.

* Youth behaviors: rates of sexwsl activity amd teen

preguancy.
* School performance: students’ grades and classzoom
behaviars.

The outcome pu2te is especially troubling wiken a coilab-
orative services initiative encourages different arrangev
ments across sites, as in the case just cited, or winen services
are individualized for each consumer in such cases, re-
searchers must attend to a wide range of possible out-
comes, though not necessarily for whole populations.
Furthermore, if the outcomes represent a developmental
progression over time, as in the first list presented previ-
ously, then later outcomes are dependent on earlier ones,
and the ultimate impact of the collaborative services
arramgement will have to be tracked over long periads.

The outcomes described previously apply to individnzls
and groups, and despite seme difficulties in measwrement,
are relatively discrete and digar. System outcomes are gen-
erally not as discrete or clear as those that apply to indi-
viduals. Take for example, the challenges imvelved in
capturing the following kinds of system outcomes: peme-
tration of services inte communmities or the "rommunrity
embeddedmess” of service systems (Bruner, 1994), agemcy
restructuring and siared authority meeded to realize mare
integrated forms of service orgamization and fumding
(General Accounting Office, 1992), "consumer-guided and
consumer-driven schoolimg™ (HoaparBriar & Lawsom,
1994), or “deep-structure systems changes™ related to pro-
fessiomal behaviar, administrative "scripts,” and transac-
tion costs (Crowson & Boyd, 1994). As these varied
disfissions of system outcomes himt, the mere huwram ser-
vice systems are erganized and operate in fully collzbera-
tive and integrative ways, the more complex and elusive
the outcomes become. For example, it is one thing te cap-
ture change in referral rates or wtilizatiom of existing ser-
vices when these are colocated to render themn merc
accessible, because referral and wtilizatiom are relatively
easy to measwre. Lt is another o capture the slowly emerg-
ing views of collaborative practice that might conne about
as the colocated professionals have greater access te one
another and mere immediate reasons for interacting with
ene another.

So the researcher confronts a fundamental guestion of
ends for which the integration of services is presumably
the means. What ends (incuding, but not limited to, st ted
program goals) might come about as a result of the integra-
tion of services? How many can be meaningfully ceonsid-
ered and at what level (individual, systesn)? What
outcomes conceptually represent steps takem towands
more ultimate ends?
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Spoul Change?
Tiwe complexity and mukability of the independent vari-
aitliz(s), combined with the large number and interrelation
among dependent variaibies, generate an attribution task of
iine first magnitade. To what do we attribute the state of
chilldren and families who participate in integrated forms
off education and human service? Put another way, how do
we accouni for e Jevel of any of ithe child and youth varis
alhlies noteq previously?

The diredtor of a stndy evaluating a statewide integrated
sRIwices initiatiive described the problem this way:

If we measure benefits for kids and families, what do we
ity contribated ® it? Their individual services? The
("program" as it existed in tdhe 3 months they were in-
oledf? .. Tlhe program in one month is not the same as
/tthe mext (@ new parimer joims ifbe collaborative, changing
;e mix of staff, the number of services, the level of trust
mr conflict in the collaborsifive, et ))... There is so much
going on out there, so much fux fhat even if we can doc-
hmcnt chamge or improvement, we have little idea what
0 atitrithute i to. We have one school in the study that is
@m integrated early childhood program site, site of 2 Blve
s managed-care experiment, a new charter school,
tthe meciipiient of = state grant, and in a neighs
thorthwod that is e recipient of family preservation funds.
I we measure improwement im health indicators for the

athildren, is it the carly childhood program or the man-
aged experiment? If iibere are educational benefits, is
iitt ¥ tukoriing program in the early childhood pro-

or fhe restnuctorimig gramt or the “charter school-

mess'? (M. Wagner, personal communication, September

1994)|

Researchers who study complex social interventions are
wsed to fhis problem in one sense: They commonly act
Knowledge ithat many outcomes worth studying have mul-
\eauses. But the number and elusiveness of the relevant
eng varisbles make this situation especially chal
L1g Add (o he attribution 1ask the difficulty of ex-
g why certain children fail at school, or why
families experfence multiple problems
whieh tthey 4re net able to cope {e.g., see Dym, 1988,
i ﬁé@@]@g ol views of the family; Knapp &
Waotblvertom, 1995, [or a discussion of the role of soeial elass
in dehoolirig; or FiRener-Briar & Lawson, 1994, regarding
“reist e’ of el] Jdren's problems in Jearning snd devel
opdqent), Clearly, [the availability or nature of human ser-
— atkempts ot smneliorating seheol faflure o families’
igns—{is only one contributer fo such predieaments.
Pervasive soclal conditions plaee individuals and greups in
adisenfranchised position; human serviees have enly a lim-
ited eapacity 19 address questions of soeial position.

Ikn other words, neseardhers studying eemprehensive, eol-
laberative services face 2 familiar ehallenge, that of coR-
sivating eoneeptual maps hay link one thing te anether
But As ey do se; they know (he many influenees that
i it bring about results may not “stand sHll” long ensugh
tto confident elaims about # partieular initiatve.

Studying Sensitive Processes and Outeomes: How Do We Sge
Wie's Reatly Happening? |

A fimal researeh issue has o do with measurement; intu-
sion, and the relationship behween researchers oF evalna:
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e euu jitusnepants i a program under study Many of
the progranmatic évents that lie at the core of comyprelnen-
sive, collaborative services are private matters—for exaun-
ple, between a social weornker and a troubled familly, or 2
member of the family and a substance abuse conmealnr—
and as such are not readily oper lo inspection by someome
gathering data. This creates a double problem for those
who would study the integration of edueatiom amd laveam
services: Not only is the nature of service bledked from
view, but also the conmections among services. The isswe is
compounded by the potemtial additiom of data gatfremars te
the cadre of professionals with wiromn troubied famnilies
must interact outside of the context of direct service provi-
sion; dably, many consumers are mmwilling te
cooperate with resesrch requests, as are the sedial wwrkers,
counselors, or others wie werk most closely wiidh them.

Though not insurmoumtable, this matter mikes am al-
ready difficult task more so, precisely because the target of
integrated services is likely to fimd research am imtrusiom smdl
because the nature of integration is likely to iawelve moare
than one hard-to-inspect service. The situation is among, the
ones that lead the call for a more participatory conception of
research or evaluation (Weiss & Greene, 1992).

Ways to Address the Issues

If the preceding analysis captures essemtial problems im ex-
amining comprehensive, collaborative services, them heowr
can researchers and evzllgators proceed to addiress these is-
sues? What forms of reseawch and evaluation are likely to
yield the most useful understandings regarding this broad
class of interventions at this stage of public imvestarent in
the integration of sexviwes?

Resolving these isswes im partieular instances, is too de-
pendent on context, and there aye too many such imstamees;
for a short article such as this to effer specific advice abentt
research questions or study desigms. But it is pessible to
characterize, at a more global level, attributes of reseanch
that appropriately take into account the matters just raised].
It is also possible to suggest particular kinds of studiies that:
are more and less likely to yield wseful knowiedipn,

Desirable Attribuies for Reseanch and Evaluation em
Comprehensive, Collaborative Services

Te be mast helpful in making sense of integrated services;
studies need to be strongly conceptualized, descriptive,
comparative, constructively skeptical, positioned from the
bottom up, and collaborative (when appropriate).

Strongly conceptualized:, The elusiveness of independent,
or dependent variables and the relationships among theim
are In part a matter of conceptualization. More thaw e
kind ef eoneeptual framewerk is relevamt te
sive, eollaborative serviees, and these meed to be wrlkesﬂ
out with seme eare, both to ¢larify what is being studied
and to illuminate assumptions ow wihich programenatic it
tatives are founded., At a pimimuen, rescarehers and] evedl-
uators need to make explicit—before and aftex they have
ealleeted data—the coneceptual dimensions that wadeilie
the InitHatives widier study: One useful Pramewerk fr
studylng ecollaboratiens netes the following dimnensivns
(Mexrill et al., 1990

¢ Compeosition of target groups.
® Sergice seope (e-g:; edueation, health, socinl seivice, ¢ie),
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s LLpcaltion of services.

» Sponsorship and service-provider participation.

« Commnitment of pattiid pating service organizations.
= Parental and community parddpation.

Mamy other ways of identifying dimensions axe possibie,
and some promising ones have been suggested (see, for
example, the yeferences noted in discussing the elusive in-
dependent variable). The importank thing is not that any
fome frammework be selected by everyone who studles coi-
Iboratiive services, but rather that researchers dlrify in
comoepitual terms what is being studied. In this way, re-
searth will begin Iv answer the all-important questiam: Of
what is amy instance of comprehensive, collaborative ser-
vices a {vonceptual) case?

But the conceptual work doesn't end there. Two further
kimds of conceptual models operate within a given coms
predhensive, collaborative services initiative, and it is up to
tthe researcher to make ifoem explicit, and hence open to in-
spection, or p put more powerful conceptualizations in
place of the ones held by partidpants. First, impliatly or
explidtly, comprehemsive, collaboraljve services efforts
nest on assumplions about those whom integrated services
auee infended to serve and about the conditions that gemex-
ate their need for service. Programs operating on a defidt
model, for example, tend lip locate the problem in the high-
sk chilld and his or her family. There are good reasons to
wiew such models as insufficient and unhelpful. More sue-
wessful conceptualizations of the problem addressed by in-
Hegrated services will consider the joint roles played by
imdividual characteristics, family and community condi-

tiisms, and expectations or routines of serving institu-
fiioms (see, cxample, Dym, 1988, regarding ecological
views of , Casamova, Plaaer, & Guil-

Kbyle, 1989, mgamlms mbtlmnal views of at-risk learners in
sefiools),

Second, the program’s “iheory of action” {Patton, 1978)

is invelved. [Given! some eaneeption of a problem to be ad-

, program designers and implementors fashion an

erition strategy that directs effort af key peints of

1 ge To take a simple examplke Consider a coliabora-

tive Jper¥iees arraiigement tliat coloeates a health worker

in high schools. Their presence is in-

- s g s nmnaC B

forts and the sources of manmﬁmwﬁ belkmtmnl, pirsfles-
sional work (to illumimate the presumplioms of, amd
constraints on, professional rolesy mulliculfnral imiamedion
(to make sense of the imierface between high-nisk cliends
and professionals, and aniong professionsls wiith ditiferant
professional cultwres); power and infivence (to make semse of
the sharing of condrol over serviees) policy pirocess (10 con-
sider the power and limits of programmatic efforts im con-
text); human development (to attend to stages and conditions
affecting normal and abnormal growith977m Ly dyramics (to
understand families as systermrs); and growp process (1@ ap-
predate the evolution of collaborative groups).

Some provucative and helptul ¢ i woorlk fras
begun to appear in the literature. Treatments of the pihe-
nomena within overarching ecological framewarks (e.g..
Dym, 1988; Mawhinney, 1993) provide 2 compeliimg ac-
count of how child developoment, family wiliiare, and fam-
ily service interventions operate im commumity comtest:.
Discussions of professional and imstitwtional moms
{Mitchell & Scott, 1993} and the way these warlk at the iin-
dividual level provide further theoretical groumds feor mn-
derstanding what suppesedly collaborative professiomas
do and do not de. This wark complements recemt attamyty
to view the sitwatiom at am imstibetional lewel drawing ar.
the constructs and temets of the "new imstitmforreissmt;
see, for example, wark by Crowsom and Boyd <1994) it
focuses on the deep-sitructure of mornns, rules, rowtimes, ard
administrative scripts operating wiitihim service-pravidijng
institutions.

Descriptive. If sexvice imtegration cam be so mamy diffferr
ent things, and the collaberating professionall diecipliines:
are still not sure wirat formn(s) such imtegration shewld ap-
timally take, then it mnakes sense to put a great deal of am-
phajfic on the description of particular cases of
comprehensive, collaborative services, Ideally, swelh die-
scripions should be guided by (and sheowld imfonm) tie
strong eoneeptual framewerks called for previewslys, end-
less narrative and detail will not serve amy wsefll punpase,

Qualitative "thick™ descriptions (im the semse origirally
proposed by Geertz) ave espeanlly approptiate, thowgh
they are not the enly kind of useful desariptive accqunt:.
Qualitative techniques are esperially heljptul im itlummiirett-
ing what collaborative arrangements mneam to partidipurts,
how sueh efforts differ from serviee-ag-usuall, and witad: the:

tended tenpedvidepudvie addicounsbictyytaitlo whithrvho fliture of collaboratiom is. The semsitivity of the reseanchh

likely tdiKedvotael
tieauomitied diseasts, and engage In other destruetive be=
haviors. The operates on the premise that the
of Mhese individuals willl inerease aeeess to good
adwee and, when Asadled, treatment; in addition; the pres-
enice of these individuals, it is assumed, will stimulate re-
fervalls fwom teachers and others in the building. By spelling
out this strategy, researchers (and partidpants) have the
shamnee to exgmine the logie of intervention. Is it reasonable
%o presume that nee will ineresse aeeess? Are there
other mediaGng factors that influence whether the pre-
suffind relaionship weild held? Ultimately, data ean be
gathersd to test the assumpaons 8R Whieh this legie rests.
In eonstructing useful frameworks for Isaking at com:
prehensive, collaberative serviees; researchers will need f8
dray oR the concepts of different sedal sdence disdplines:
1

granpregianthecanirgptetd sprerdipexuilpie makes good qualitative description dificult im mramy

instanees, but there are ways to gaim aceess to even the
maost diffieult researeh sitwations. In this regard, mowewailr-
ative researeh may make a greater contelbution thawm el
pliditly evaluative studies, In wiich the stakes are Miplpar
and serutiny by researehers ean take om Fhere negatine
meanings.

Careful deseriptions are meeded of at least the followings:
organizational arrangements; the interface between the
consumer and serviee providiers purperting te cooidinale:
their efforts; the sharing of resounees, idieas, and prefis.
sional werlk; the experience of collabexation:; and the extent:
and nature of ehange in the eonsupner's belhavinys, attitudios,
BE life eircumstanees.

Comparative. Given StEORg coneeptualization (whikiy Wr

Hils eross-ease comparison) aRd geed description, the
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of it carikidly whder way. Bueh srudies are uh-
lixely o Offer Whe Kind of compariens presumied by exper:
MR ieaearch oF plmed vaFpaGen studies, but they can
e imsEnative Rgadng the renge of conditions hat sup-
POt o IiEHR olipbemiine work, as weli as the pessible
wamH pis-ow-iR-hame that make up promising prachee
WWhameVRT COnENTIME ¢hies ¢an be chesen with particular
%m;;hm 3?“1. kRy dimensiens i xgh mind; studies ean offer
ROrg pow comparaliive insights.

Wym Research needs w help audiences
see thamgigh e hype, prescripiion, and program Thetoric,
whilk semaaing Sympathetic with overall programmatic
2ims- A consiictinely skeptical stance is thus highly ap~
PIOpFRR al this sge i our widerstanding of integrated
serines. oo fow discossions in this arena acknowiedge, as
dioes Galiden (199Y), that

I iitis mot @tsitols it collaboratiion always has good rather
Iberd eifecis om services for families and children.

t Eakeoeditun'pight lead agencies @ camry out ¢helr dif-
[ aemizteed, precollaboraition mission Jess well . . .Collab-
itom Tight Jead a program that has been effective on

‘% il o becomne 1ess o, ifit collaborates with a

more MHigid bareaudraliic progiam and its mission and cul-
tuse ane diluted. For example, stafff in 2 @enage program

W wiisiittzdl for neseanch on welfare and children's ser-
wickss were mervous about dhe emphasis on males that
thidjr unsuceessful) collaboration with a local
walitne was, iy tthoughl, itnposing on iheir ser-
wiags. {gp. 83)

ﬂkqplimm is fior regardiing many kinds of claims

mm]pmhnemme collaborative services,
o cmmple, Wdﬁng cost savings, mutually reinforcing
effferts, itttithoiiion # programmaltic efforts, stability of col-
IethonatiVe aranprnents, incenfives for collaboration, and
aliramyges im approach o service, to mention only a few of
e candlidates. But even at the stage of conceptualizing
iz, neseanchers and evaluators would do well fo con-
siider, 26 do some $atholars (see Caxwwson & Boyd, 1994), the
ibilifty of izationa] self-protection in fhe face of
five priessures or the chance that professionals
wopk in 2 Jess intentional and purposive way than collab-
onztivm dheories seem o imply.
+Theme are obvious complications in keeping a skeptical
stince comstrwctiive in evaluative sitpations, Program op-
entis are likely ito pounce on any negative evidenee as
arfunumitfion in fnture debates shout program ecentinua-
Hon. whereas program promoters will wax defensive af the
Hiiinyt off cenitfiiion.| Im addition, the unrealistically high ex-
pectstiions and short tion span of most policy commu-
miifies malkes skepticism problematie. At fhe same time,
tiheeme iis mo grea¥ virtwe in prifomging the lifetime of Inter~
wenliions tthat mestt on shaky logie and little evidence.
Sileepiticiom may notfbe eonstruetive if researeh ques-
tiims, designs, and mepsures are inappropristely applied
o the program in question, for example, by prematurely
searthing for impacts at 3 relatively early stage in the de-
velopment of 2 eomplex program of pressures
feom coriain stakeholders (o do 56): One extended case
staxly of evaluation in the integrated services arena (Stake,
198%) offers 2 cautionary tsle in this regard: In that ins
stz tihe single-minded focus of the evaluation stidy en
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sites of the CIHEFM-5Eh0sIs program sanamied Aagive

gvidence about the program iR 3 Wy that may Fet Rave
rRpresented subtle e ths' ym involved. To
guagd against this posbilily, Fevearchars and evaAWNOT
nedu t6 MAIRGIIA 3 eonstFuctively Mm@ai stanee regargl-

ing their own capacity to ask the Fight questions, employ
sufficiently sensitive measwes, and inlarpret wihed they

find appropriately.

Bosttioned from the bottom up- Eollaborative sanvices e
ultimately integrated as they comvarge om individwals,
groups, oF populations they serve. Resquteh and evaiva-
tion that trace backward from the expariencss, bahavinr,
perceptions, and status of service recipients willl be mese
likely to show if and how the imegrition ecaured amdl
whether it achieved valuabie ends. Sweh stwdies focus on
the consumer and the consumption of sarviees, but need
not be restricted to activity at the street lenal Mamy weefurl
studies of interagency dynamics, the orchestration of re-
sources, and other features at higer levels im the system
are possibie from this vantage point, bt by anchoving tie
investigation to the consmimat, researchers are iess likely to
be distracted by studying meams amdi thereby lese sight off
ends (following the notion advanced by Golden, 1951D).

Approaching the research probiem from the bettom ayp
needs not be solely concerned witlh the comsuwmer's-eye
view of comprehensive, collaborative services. For ewam-
ple, in sketching out it evaluation sirategy forr the New
Futures initiative, the Amnie E. Casey Fourndation emwii-
sioned three compoments to its evalmation, eme of wihicth
would feature individual qualitative pirofiles of yotin wr
dergoing change, another assembling quantitative dats re-
lated to aggregate impact om and the thiirdl
examining institutiomal effects (Centex for the Study of Se-
cial Policy, 1987). The imperntant point is that s dedigns
prominently feature the nature and mezning of sarvice andl
system benefits at the ground level, amd] that the evidenes
for such benefits reflects the specifies of particuitar cases in
their local settings.

Collaborative (whem approgriate). Because it iis esveontial to
engage divergent perspectives in studiies of comprelem-
sive, collaborative services, it is tempting to expeett
research to be itself collaboratively desigmed amdl imnyple=-
mented, either by researchers of differemt diisciplimes or Iy
researchers and participants (service providers, con-
sumers) in the collaborative arrangememts wmdiar a
Discussions that call for a "partnershijp” between evalun:-
tors and program people contribute te the call for more coll-
laborative research on collaborative services (e.g., Weiss &
Greene, 1992).

There are obviows adivantages of putting headis togetirar
in sueh a way: Collaborative approaches te resenrch cam
help to draw attention to conceptual elesnemts that ohe Fe-
searchiradition pays close attention to wihille ethwis de #eft,
identily"the assumptions and perspectives wiitlh wiHicty dif-
ferent types of professions approach collaberative W,
develop appropriate measures, and find BT
ings in results. Collaborative researeh that eneomirages dinr-
logue with service reeipients regarding reseanel
approaehes, or m\djag% ean probably helb resenehers %)y

Hined to eonsumens’ porspeetives (wikich are often
ti_a aé):pmfssiena!s Yy to develop befter ways of %ﬁ%
elients).
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applicable to research than to service delivery. Good col-
laboration is difficult and time-consuming (a challenge to
research that must be done on a tight budget), requires a
sharing of control (while the logic of many research de-
signs calls for tight control), and may involve unproduc-
tive wrangling over paradigms.

" w

Some Promising Kinds of Studies

What follows is not an exhaustive list, but rather several
examples of kinds of investigations (or components of
large-scale investigations) that embody the attributes dis-
cussed previously and are likely to yield more insight at
this stage in the understanding of integrated services. Five
kinds of studies spring to mind: (a) profiles of individual
partitipation and change, (b) multiple-case, thick descrip-
tions of collaborative service arrangements at the point of
service delivery, (c¢) analyses of cost in both quantitative
and qualitative terms, (d) single-subject (and single-sys-
tem) time-series research to demonstrate impact (at both
the individual and organizational level), and (e) investiga-
tions of exemplary and typical practice. A sixth type of
study—analyses based on management information sys-
tems that track comprehensive, collaborative services—has
promise, as well, though there are difficulties in develop-
ing and maintaining such systems.

Profiles of individual participation and change. This kind of
study answers the questions: How does the individual
child or family participate in collaborative services? What
does participation involve? In what ways do these individ-
ual partiripants change? By treating the individual's paT-
tidpation and experience as the primary unit of analysis,
investigations of this sort bypass the problem of treating
the whole program as a meaningful treatment Qualitative
and quantitative dita can both be part of the profile. Sam-
pling of individuals to study (and gaining access to these
individuals) becom'es a major issue; depending on the size
and complexity of [the sample, such investigations could
present a picture of comprehensive, collaborative services
across the range of people within a community, or even

f multiple communities.

I  Multiple-case, thick descriptions of collaborative services
arrangements at the point of service delivery. This sort of study
represents a kind of programmatic counterpart to the pre-
ceding one; rather than focusing primarily on the con-
sumer, it examines the nature of professional work and the
contexts in which this happens. This kind of investigation
answers the questions: What do professionals do to inte-
grate their efforts at the point of service delivery? What
forces and conditions impinge on their attempts to address
social needs through collaborative effort? The rationale for
this kind of ktudy presumes that collaborative work in-
volves subtle! shifts in professionals' conceptions of their
craft, work routines, and approach to particular consumers;
qualitative approaches are espedally suitable for capturing
such phenomena. This kind of research is needed to char-
acterize, both conceptually and empirically, the elusive in-
dependent variable in comprehensive, collaborative
arrangements. Comparative attempts to describe and con-
trast different kinds of integrated arrangements, chosen to
vary along key dimensions, would be particularly helpful.

MAY J9S5
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complex in collaborative services arrangements, and de-
serves constructively skeptical research to understand
whether the costs of these services are simply prohibitive
for ail but a few children and families. The deceptively
simple questions to be answered are: What do comprehen-
sive, collaborative services arrangements cost the human
service system, the public, and the consumer? Are these
costs "worth it," in terms of definable benefits or effects?
Because most such arrangements are new and experimen*
tal, there are major start-up costs, as professionals develop
new roles and working routines. These costs need to be
disentangled from ongoing costs in time, energy, complex-
ity, burden on service providers or consumers, foregone
opportunities for less labor-intensive ways of addressing
human needs, and long-range failure to address the needs
of high-risk children and families. Costs need to be exam-
ined in perspective, with "full-service'" arrangements con-
trasted with less comprehensive ones. Reliable numbers
will be difficult to obtain but important to pursue, accom-
panied by some attempt to characterize qualitatively the
njjure of "cost" To date there is little work that examines
costs responsibly, though some have begun to argue the
importance of doing so and to identify the key considera-
tions involved (e.g., White, 1988).

Single-subject (and single-system) time-series research 10
demonstrate impact on individuals or service systems. It is e&
sential to understand impact on children, families, and sys-
tems in context The bottom-line question—What do
comprehensive, collaborative services initiatives do for
children, families, and human services systems?—must be
answered (the constructive skeptic does not assume that
such arrangements accomplish what they purport to do).
But getting at this matter through group comparative de-
signs, the most common approach to ascertaining impact,
may be fruitless when "treatments" are so individualized,
meaningful control groups hard to construct, and attribu-
tion of result to cause so complicated to trace. In such in-
stances, the individual unit's behavior over time may well
be its own best control, as argued by the tradition of single-
subject time-series research. Such designs call for some
baseline of repeated measures over time prior to partidpa-
tion in collaborative services, a fully described treatment,
and a follow-up pattern of repeated measures that can
demonstrate change in trajectory associated with exposure
to treatment Though complicated to apply in its conven-
tional form (e.g., as practiced in special education research)
to many comprehensive, collaborative services, this design
can be adapted to the purposes of studying such initia-
tives. An analogous design logic pertains at the organiza-
tional level to get at the impacts of systems reforms (see
Knapp, 1979).

Investigations of exemplary and typical practice. In this kind
of study, the researcher or evaluator works backward from
instances of presumably effective or "average' practice to
explanations for the apparent success. This study answers
the questions: What do apparently successful arrange-
ments for comprehensive, collaborative services accom-
plish and how do they accomplish it? What forces and
conditions enable these services to do what they do? Pre-
suming that through some combination of reputation and
rough outcome indicators, one can identify instances of

13
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good things for children and families, careful study of
ibese instances using either qualitative or quantitative
means {but ideally with some kind of quantitative outcome
indicators} should be especially instructive. By including
sikes that kpment more typical practices in the scope of
e study, the researcher can cast the accomplishments of
exemplaryjsites (and the conditions that support these ac-
cpmplishments) in perspective.
Analyseslof data from management information systems that
comsumers” aceess to, and use of, multiple ser-
wices, A sixth kind of research also has promise though it
faces significankt obstacles in practice. Researchers and pro-
gram designers alike have noted ithe importance, as well as
tthe difficulties, of getting succinct data that track how peos
ple interact with services, especially where these services
are separately housed and governed by restrictions on the
filiow of information. Experiments have been undertaken to
put information systems in place that gather and record the
presumably comprehensive provision of service (see Fam-
ily Impact Seminar, 1993a, for a summary of the work in
tihis area). In theory, such fools may be useful for answering
questions such as: What services have X, 7, and Z used,
when? What did service providers do in attempting to
meet the needs of, childrem A, B, or C and their families?
What changes in indicators are associated with which pat
terns of service use? Such systems are only as good as the
data put into therri, however, and it is not easy to ensure
tikat high-quality dkta are entered and updated on a regular
basis. Often, more data are collected than are needed for re-
searchers' or any one user’s purposes, and ithis can quickly
fize]l birdensome fo partidpants at the “strset-level” espe-
daly if imposed from the top down. Systems that previde
service providers af the eperating level with information
they want and can use are more likely to get better quality
ata; when such information cormesponds with what re-
ers and evaluators need to know and where their ac-
@ess o such information is politically and ongamizationally
feasible, this device has considerable potential.2
None of these six lypes of studies constitutes a compre-
hensive investigation analogous to what is calked for in
most of the major evaluative studies now under way. Qb~
viously shese kinds of studies and others like them ean be
vigwed is compori/uis of a large investigation. The payoff
to stich’claborate quuilies is net always assured, but for
large system initiatlves and elaborale demonstration prt=
jecls, more complex|investigations are hard e aveid.

Types of Studies i May Be Less Useful

Once again, with no attempt at completeness, some
appreaches to resbarch seem less likely to yield usefu] in-
sights, givin whal we now understand about comprehen-
sive, collaborative services for children and families.
Competently executed, these forms of researeh may eep-
trilbute fo an understanding of collaborative serviees, but
there are serious questions regarding the degree of payoff.
One of these fo p-comparatve experimental
studies—has willie pepularity ameng researehers and gvak
uators, as well ag their sudienees.

IGrowp-comperstive experimental studies contrasHng

enls with nonrecipients. The obvious advantages of sueh de=
signs indude the eompelling logie and apparent riger of
experimental eontrasts (where the assumptions en whieh

[ 1
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this form of knowledge generation among many audi-
ences. But the drawlracks are many, as seme discussions im
the literature on comprehensive, collaborative services
have suggested (see Brumer, 1994; Famlly Impact Semmiimar
1993a; Weiss & Greene, 1992). The burden of proof is om the
experimentaily inclined researcher or evaluator to demen-
strate that key assurmptions are viable (e.g.. Is there am
identifiable and uniform treatmemt? Are recipiemts amdl
nonrecipients sufficiently comparabie?). As bas beem
learned from years of sacial experinzents, including studiies
of programs that are much more easily specified and ap-
plied to groups (e.g., academic programs im school set-
tings), group comparative studies are harder to realize im
practice than on paper, and the legic often breaks dowm. A
great danger exists that the requirements of the research
design will force evaluable situations to be comstructed
that compromise or limit what comprehensive, collabora-
tive services are attempting to de. A simnilar danger is that
the press for experimental results will foxce a premature
search for evidence of widegpread immpact—just the thing
that new and ambitious programs are least able to providie,
regardiess of their merits.

Several other categories of research’and evalyative activ-
ity are less commonly called for, but appear at first glamce
to offer insight into the implementation and impact of
comprehensive, collaborative services. On closer examima-
tion, these approaches may be less wsluil.

Factor analytic studies that search for empirical clustering af
large numbers of programumatic and nonprogrammatic variohles.
Given the many pieces of the indepenmdemt variable, re-
searchers may believe that correlational imvestigations
have the most to offer. Unless they are very strongly conr
ceptualized, such attempts risk idemtifying statistical
clusters that are nearly imnpessible to nanne meambwgfiully—
precisely the kind of results that will de little to advamece am
understanding of collabeorative services. The circumstamees
surrounding most collaberations and the desigm of these
services invite too many ways for variables to be spuni~
ously correlated.

Mieta-analyses of service imtegration stdiies. As large memi
bers of studies emerge, itis tempting to undientake am ap-
parently rigorous way of aggregating wihat has beem
learned from all of themn. Mieta-analyses may appear to
offer this possibility, amd some have argued for themn witlh
reg family support programs (HausenCram., 1988).
But in the absence of a commonly defined independent
variable (er even comparable euteonne measwres), this
technique seems either premature or altogether umswited
to this portion of the secial interventiom research terraim
{Bamger{-Drowns, 1986}. Other approaches te aggregativg:
results (e.g., Schoxr & Both, 1991; Wang, Haeitel, & Wal-
berg, 1994) appear to offer naexe at this poiat, even thewph
their reliance on reviewers’ judgments appear to weakeh
the eonclusiens that ean be drawm. In addition, et
analysis cannot be applied to qualitative findings, awdi
these, too, beg for some kind of meaningful ageregation ay

‘they aceumwulie:

Conclusiomns: A Call fox Appropriate Rescaneh on and
Evaluation of Comprehensive, Collaborative Serviees

In one sense, there is little need to eall fox stidies of com
prehensive, collaborative services for ehildien and fapi-
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R 3 droves. Numerews shudies are under way and more
3 O e draving board: Big investments beget big eval-
wEiYh Sdies, and Maay are in process at this wrikng (see
PriNmam, 1332,, wid Farmilly Tmpact Seminar, 1993b, for a
lﬁ%& %ff'é‘ﬁt]l\i%‘ﬁ‘{r% HHERS MW IR PrOETess).

Blm with which tnis arécle cenecivdes is for re-
AN AT evalualors, and Wnese whe spenser studies
(@ denand Uhey be done), to consider what is appropriate
0 a9k and answer ak e carrent stage of development, ex:
PREMA @GN, and understanding. These are generally not
malere Programs imak have developed a relaliNely stable
Todmns operandis il ost chses we are witness o (and par-
Hgpanis M) Rpidly evelving expermentation within wF-
baleat Tform contexts. We are observing a class of
infrrention ks hard ¥ name, no less describe. And we
have yet o answer a arilical question; What do the many

imsaces of rafion represent conceptually?

Im this combestdiit is debatable what we should be study
ing—ithailt is, wha)l makes a study appropriate or not. To do
3 lies ayond Y scope of this artidi, and there are other

eiforts wader way that are attempting to suggest a more
specific research agenda in this area.3 Nonetheless, several
pserwaliions ¢an be made. In such circumstances dhere are
wompeiling Fasons o engage in research and evaluation of
Kinds. Tive earlly program rihetoric, filled with visions
ises, may be taken as gospel (and already is in
quaitters) long before we kmow whether anyone is
ot whether we can afford it; just as likely, impatient
will Jose faith in collaborations because no evi-
ence appears of instant impact. There is a sufficient num-
amd varjety of investments in comprehensive,
eoibibomifive services initiatives %o afford numerous op-
jporttumities fior learn|ng and various forms of "matural ex-
periments.” Agd children amd families who are the
mdipiientts of integraled services are 1o needy and oo nu-
mnerwRs ¥ ignore.

Buit there are big dangers in overinvesting in unproduc-
Hivee fi of research. For ome thing, we may end up

img only what we know how to study, and not en-

im the kind of methodological learning that new

fiorms of so¢ia] intervention require, For another, we may

preemstuncly declare iihe experimentation a failure, neglect-

iimg %o be clear about what failed. Or, we may proclaim and

descrile programmatic victory, only fo find ithat multiply

served children confimme %o fail in sehoo] or their families

comtiimue e confromt health snd sodal challenges with
which ey cammot cope:

‘Mhere are more subtle dangers as well, some of them
aniising when we follow our own adviee 160 welll Eager to
 detect wombinations of services that are mere potent, we
"may megleet o note the way these serviees eategorize and
dmm Whe peaple they serve—If it is not eareful, researeh

e, collaborative services may help reify a
ne’w deficit model of the “truly disadvantaged or “su-
pemeedy.” Or, mindful of the fuZZiness regarding the
imdependent variable, we may unwittingly become preoe-
cxpied with the inteacies of eollaboration o the different
formms of interprsfiessional werk and lose sight of the ends
€g. children’s health, edueation, and €) for whieh
s fis only one means: Finally, in an atéempt fo engage all
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cm o8 Al BT IO DR HHORERINRS A, col-
laborative services the resiit that service Providisss
and the cORSHmErs the@f #FE LYing to help feal bm&g@;l W

these things come tp pass, the segment stavdely for wiham
comprehensive, collaborative services are baing deniaal
will Ret be well served by the resezreh and evalvation eam-
uRity: We can and arist de hakat

Nigtias

This article is 57 1dapred varsion of 3 Backgrownd PARIFheari ﬁh,t
same title prepared for #n msmwmg@mm &
mhemm Sehovi-Linked Services for Childiran and Fanilies aLa%:

rg, VA, September, 1994, howed by the Ul$. Dlgnantment of

Eéuahan/@fﬂs@ of Educationwd Resewrch 2aa impmvsm.w GIa8).
the Amemican Educativnal Researah Assnaidion CABRA), and) aavemm)
other professisnal asspciations. The aviber widhes to thami Riak Bian-
dom Mike Kirst, Bill Morrill; Liz Reisnat, Masy Wagnag an sm:gr
MoUs Feviewirs, and many wﬁaﬁm iR @h@W&rm
hem comiributions in devalaping this

indeited to Mary Wagrqofmiﬂﬂmﬁ&ml forr tins vy off
deseribing ene of the essential dilenriras fegarding the indspanitant
variable in research on comprehensive, collabnmtive samvideas.

IThis point is based on an shsaVation made By Bill Momill of Minth-
tec, inc., who has carried out informal Analyses contrastng "top-
down® information systenns im imegiated serviees srrangemants with
other information systems that are more difectly responsive to prana-
fioners’ needs at the service delivery lewal.

3Fur exampie, the resuits of the AERA/CTER! eonfurence referemant]
earlier in the notes are cwrrently being asseanited im flsymm,
as one outline of a comprehensive research agemdin related to colltio-
rabve services.
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BACKGROUND AND TRAINING OF TEACHERS IN JEWISH SCHOOLS:
CURRENT STATUS AND LEVERS FOR CHANGE

ABSTRACT

A survey of teachers in day schools, supplementary schools, and pre-schools in three
communities shows that only 19% of teachers have professional training in both Jewish
content areas and in the field of education. Despite incomplete professional backgrounds,
teachers in Jewish schools engage in relatively few professional development activities: pre-
school teachers reported attending an average of 6.2 workshops over a two-year period,
while supplementary teachers attended an average of 4.4 and day school teachers attended
3.8 workshops over the two year period. What can be done to enhance and expand
professional growth activities for teachers in Jewish schools? This paper examines three
possible "levers” for changing standards for professional growth: state licensing requirements
for pre-schools, state requirements for continuing education among professionally-trained
teachers, and federation-led standards for training of supplementary teachers. Results
indicate that pre-school teachers in state-licensed pre-schools and supplementary school
teachers who were paid for meeting a professional growth standard reported that they were
required to attend more in-service workshops, compared to other teachers who were not
faced with these standards.



BACKGROUND AND TRAINING OF TEACHERS IN JEWISH SCHQOLS:
CURRENT STATUS AND LEVERS FOR CHANGE

"A mew two-year study of Jewish educators in three North American communities offers a
striking assessment of teachers” preparation and professional development in day schools,
supplementary schools, and pre-schools.” -— CIJE Policy Brief

Recent research at the Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (CUE) shows that
only a small proportion of teachers in Jewish schools in three communities are formnally
prepared im both Jewish studies and in the field of education. This paper preseats and
extends selected findings from the CUE research. In addition, it moves beyond findings that
have been made public thus far by exploring mechanisms that may raise standards for in-
service teacher wraining in Jewish schools. These levers include state licensing requirenmnents
fior pre-schools, state requirements for continuing education among professionally-trained
tiachhers, and federation-led standards for training of supplementary teaehers.

Background

In 1991 the Commission on Jewish Education in Nerth Ametrica released 4 Time to
Act, a report on the status and prospects of Jewish edueation. The repert eoneluded that
building the profession of Jewish education (along with mebilizing eemmunity suppert for
education) is essential for the improvement of teaehing and learing in Jewish sehools. This
conclusion rested on the best available assessment of the field at that time: “well-trained and
dedicated educaiors are needed for every area of Jewish edueation....to motivate and engage
children and their parents [and] fo create the neeessary edueational materials and metheds"
(1991; p.49). In tespense; the Commission ereated the CUE, whose mandate ineludes
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establishing three Lead Communities in North America, and working with these communitics
D> serve as demonstration sites for improving Jewish education.

What is the current state of the profession of Jewish education in these commumnities?
What mechanisms are available to improve it, and how will we know whether improvement
im the profession training of teachers fosters better teaching and learning? These questions
camnot be addressed fully ——in particular, no data are available on the links between training,
teaching, and learning -—but this paper begins to address the issues by examining the current
professional backgrounds of teachers in Jewish schools as well as considering potential levers
fior increasing teacher’s professional development activities.

Professional Preparation and Development in Jewish Edueation

Modem conceptions of teaching emphasize formal, specialized preparation (e.g..,
Sediak, 1987). This preparation typically involves training in both pedagogy and subjeet
matter, as well as in the links between the two (Shulman, 1987). Moreover, teachers are
expected to maintain their subject matter and pedagogical skills through continuous
professional development. As Aron (1990, p. 6) explained, teachers need "to keep pace with
mew developments in their field. The knowledge base of teaching has grown and
camgzadl.... Therefore, it would be imperative for veteran teaghers to have mastery of this
new body of information, skills, and techniques.* In Jewish edueation, where many teacheis
lack formal preparation for their work, professional development is Aot a maiter of keeping
pace; but of getting up (o speed.

In public education, the profession of teaching is regulated by eertification at the state
level. Although exceptions are made; generally states require formal preparation in the field



of education, including study of content knowledge and pedagogy, for teacher licensing. In
addition, many states require a set amount of professional development over a fixed period of
time for the renewal of one’s teaching license. In Jewish schools, because of a shortage of
certified teachers, it is often not possible to hire only teachers who are formally prepared in
their fields. Hence, the question of professional development becomes especially salient.

What circumstances lead to more in-service workshops for teachers? On the one
hand, schools with teachers who are more professionally oriented may be able to place
greater demands for professional growth of teachers. A staff that is trained for Jewish
education, holding degrees in education and in Jewish content areas, and viewing Jewish
education as a career, may create the kind of community that allows professional norms to
flourish, including more extensive professional development.

On the other hand, even without a highly professional staff, there may be conditions
that can increase the amount of professional development activity. In this paper we examine
three possible mechanisms, or levers for change, which may lead to more in-service
workshops. The particular mechanisms we explore were not chosen on theoretical grounds;
rather, they are the mechanisms we encountered in a study of three Jewish communities. We
found that communities and schools varied in their policies and in the conditions associated
with policies about stafff development. This type of “natural experiment” can yield important
information about the prospects for increasing professional growth activities in Jewish
education.

The possible levers we encountered were as follows:



(1) State certification for pre-schools. Most of the pre-schools in our study are
licensed or certified by the state, and certification requires a set amount of staff
development for teachers. For example, in one state teachers had to take 18 hours of
in-service per year for a school to maintain its certification. Other states had different
requirements but all demanded some level of in-service among teachers to maintain
certification. Consequently, one may expect to find higher rates of in-service training
among pre-school teachers compared to other teachers, and we reported this pattern in
our earlier work (Gamoran et al., 1994). Here we test this interpretation by
comparing in-service training in the pre-schools that are not certified to those that are.
We expect to find higher rates of in-service required in state-certified pre-schools.

(2) State in-service requirements for re-licensing. The communities we studied are
located in three different states. One state requires that licensed K-12 teachers engage
in 180 hours of workshop training over a five-year period in order to be re-licensed.
Another state requires 100 hours of in-service over the same period. The third state
has no such mandate. Are Judaica teachers in Jewish schools responsive to these
mandates? Even if teachers on average are not affected by these requirements, one
may expect that teachers who are professionally trained would keep up with licensing
requirements.

(3) Federation incentives for supplementary teachers. In one community, the
federation provides an extra incentive to encourage in-service attendance among
supplementary school teachers. Teachers who attend at least 4 workshops in a year (3

for those who teach only on Sundays) receive a special stipend. In addition,



supplementary schools in which at least three-quarters of the teachers meet the in-

service standards receive funds from the federation. Thus, the incentive program

encourages mot just individual but school-wide professional growth. If these

imcentives are effective, we would expect to find that supplementary school teachers

reported more workshops in this community than in the other two.

Data and Methods

Data from this paper are drawn from two data sources: A survey of teachers, and
intensive imterviews with a sample of teachers and other educators. The surveys and
imterviews were conducted in the three CUE Lead Communities: Atlanta, Baltimore, and
Milwaukee, in 1992 and 1993. All Judaica teachers in day schools, supplementary schools,
and pre-schools were asked to respond to the survey, and a response rate of 82% (983/1192
teachers in total) was obtained. Formal in-depth interviews were carried out with 125
educators, including teachers and education directors of day schools, supplementary schools,
and pre-schools, as well as central agency staff and Jewish educators in higher eduecation.
The survey and interviews covered a wide variety of issues, such as teachers’ background
and training, earnings and benefits, and careers of Jewish educators. Only matters of
background and formal training are addressed in this paper.
Statistical Methods

For the most part, we combine data from all three communities for our survey
amalyses. Despite some differences between communities, on the whele the results were far
more similar than they were different. Also, our results are largely eonsistent with suFveys

carried out in other communities, where comparable data are available. Moreover, in this



paper we will explicitly examine some of the more salient differences across eommunities.
Finally, whereas the data will mainly be aggregated across communities, we will generally
break down the data by setting: day school, supplementary school, and pre-school.

We present both descriptive and analytic results. The descriptive results are cross-
tabulations of background and training variables by sefting. The analytic results derive from
ordinary least squares regressions aimed at sorting out predictors of the extent of in-service
training.

The analyses rely primarily on survey responses. Information from interviews helped
us frame our analytic questions - in particular, they allowed us to discern the levers for
change examined in the regressions -- and they helped us understand the survey findings
more thoroughly.

Variables

Most variables indicate aspects of teachers’ backgrounds and experiences. These
were drawn from surveys. Others provide information about the settings in which teachers
work. These came from survey administration records.

Workshop attendance. The dependent variable for this study derives from teachers’
responses to the questions, "Were you required to attend in-service workshops during the
past two years? If so, how many?” Only teachers who were required to attend at least one
workshop are included in the analyses, and first year teachers are excluded because of the
two-year time frame implied by the question. This resulted in an effective sample size of
726 teachers. About 15% of teachers who were required to attend workshops failed to

indicate how many, and these are treated as missing and excluded from the analyses,
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resulting in a sample of 574 teachers, or 85% of the eligible cases. On average, teachers in
our sample said they were required to attend 4.75 workshops over a two-year period.
(Means and standard deviations of all variables are listed in the appendix.)

ldeally one would like to know how many workshops teachers actually attended,
wihetther required or not, in addition to how many were required. Unfortunately this was not
asked in the Lead Community surveys. Future versions of the survey will include an
additional question that addresses this distinction (Gamoran, et al., 1995).

Background variables. We employed several measures to take account of differemces
among teachers in their professional backgrounds. Teachers indicated their years of
experience in Jewish education. To allow for possible non-linear effects, we divided
experience into four categories: 5 years or less, 6-10 years, 11-20 years, and 21 years or
more. An additional category indicates persons with missing data on experience. (We used
this strategy of dummy categories for missing data for all independent variables in the
regression analyses.)

Teachers also responded to questions about how mueh sehooling they had, what their
majors were, and whether they were certified in Jewish edueation. For this study, we
defined “training in education” as a university or teachers’ institute degree in eduecation. We
defined "training in Jewish studies" as a eollege or seminary degree in Jewish studies, or as
eetifiegtion in Jewish edueation.

We used twe measures (o indieate teachers’ professional orienation. First, we asked
wihether teschers think of their work in Jewish edueation as a eareer. Seeond, we asked
teschers about (heir plans for the future, and from this item we construeted a single indieater



for teachers who said they plan to leave Jewish education in the near future. Presumably it
would be possible to demand more in-service work from teachers who are oriented to Jewish
education as a career, and are not planning on leaving the field.

Finally, teachers reported their sex, and this is indicated by a dummy variable with 1
= male and 0 = female.

Context and_policy variables. Dummy variables are used to distinguish among
teachers in day schools, supplementary schools, and pre-schools. Teachers who taught in
more than one setting (about 20% of all respondents) are counted in the setting in which they
taught the most hours.

For pre-school teachers only, we created an indicator to distinguish among schools
that are accredited by the state and those that are not (certified = 1, not certified = 0). For
supplementary school teachers only, we created an indicator for the one community with an
incentives program for in-service workshops (incentives program = 1, others = (). For all
teachers, we created indicators of the amount of in-service required for re-licensing: 180
hours and 100 hours are compared to the reference category of no in-service requirement.

Results

First we present descriptive information on teachers’ professional backgrounds in
education and Judaica. Then we examine possible mechanisms for raising levels of in-
service training in Jewish education.

Descriptive Results
What sort of professional training in Jewish education characterizes teachers in the

three communities? Overall, Table 1 shows that only 19% of teachers in Jewish schools are
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formally trained in both education and in Jewish studies. Thirty-five percent were trained in
education but not Jewish studies, and another 12% were trained in Jewish studies but not
education, This leaves a significant minority -~34% --with no formal preparatiom in either
field. Table I further shows, not surprisingly, that day school teachers more often have
training in Jewish studies than teachers in other schools, and that day school and pre-school
teachers more often have professional backgrounds in education than teachers in
supplementary schools (combine rows 1 and 2 in Table 1). However, the greater proportion
of teachers trained in education in day and pre-schools reflects one- and two-year degrees
from teacher training programs as well as university degrees in education. If non-university
programs were excluded, day school and pre-school teachers would have formal backgrounds
in education similar to that of supplementary teachers.

Further analysis shows that the dearth of formal training is not compensated by
extensive in-service education. Table 2 shows that {excluding first-year teachers) day school
teachers were required to attend an average of 3.8 workshops during the two-year period,
supplementary teachers averaged 4.4, and pre-school teachers were required on average to
attend just 6.2 workshops over a two-year period.

Clearly, the infrequency of in-service training is not adequate to make up for
deficiencies, nor even to maintain an adequate level of professional growth among teachers
who are already professionally trained. What can be done to increase the level of in-service

training?
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Analyti

Table 3 explores background differences in workshop attendance. The first column
shows a trend for experience that is roughly linear, with teachers who are more experienced
reporting more workshops. In addition, one can see in the first column that controlling for
sex and experience, pre-school teachers still reported 2.36 more workshops than day school
teachers (the reference category), and supplementary teachers reported .66 more workshops
on averapge. Thus, the pattern that emerged in Table 2 is maintained in multivariate analyses.

The second column presents results for the same model with the additional effects of
pre-service training. Teachers with formal preparation in education did not report more in-
service workshops, but teachers who are trained in Jewish studies reported that they were
required to attend 1.02 workshops more than teachers without such training. The third
column of Table 3 shows that teachers who think of Jewish education as their career reported
more workshops and teachers who plan to leave the field reported fewer workshops than
other teachers. Note also that the initial effects of experience appear to diminish in the
second and third columns of Table 3. This pattern suggests that more experienced teachers
reported more workshops because they tend to be better trained in Jewish studies and more
oriented to a career in Jewish education, two conditions that are obviously connected to
longevity in the profession and apparently related to in-service standards as well.

Does the higher rate of reported workshops among pre-school teachers refleet state
licensing requirements, as the interviews led us to conclude? Te further probe this
imerpretation, we present in Table 4 the results of a regression that is restricted to pre-school

teachers, and which includes an indicator of state-certified pre-schools. As Table 4 shows,
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teachers in certified schools reported 3.35 more workshops, a substantial difference

congidering that the average for pre-school teachers was 6.2 (see Table 2). As in the full-
sample analysis, career-oriented pre-school teachers reported more workshops, and those
planning to leave reported fewer, aithough the latter coefficient is not statisticaily significant
due to the smaller number of cases when the sample is restricted to pre-school teachers.
(Sex is excluded from the pre-school analysis because all but one of the pre-school teachers
are female.)

Do state requirements for re-licensing of trained teachers encourage higher levels of
required workshops? Table 5 indicates the answer is no. This analysis, restricted to day
school teachers, shows that teachers in states requiring 180 hours or 100 hours of workshop
training for re-licensing did not report more workshops than teachers in the state without a
fixed workshop requirement. The second column of Table 5 shows that even day school
teachers who are formally trained in the field of education did not report more workshops
when they worked in states that required many hours of workshops for re-licensing, These
results may indicate that day school Judaica teachers do not see themselves as bound by the
norms of the general teaching force in the state.

Finally, did the federation-sponsored incentives program encourage higher rates of
required workshops? The regression reported in Table 6, restricted to supplementary
teachers, shows that teachers who encountered the incentives program reported an average of
2.52 more workshops than supplementary schools in the other two communities, where such

federation programs are not in place.
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Discussion

This study shows that teachers in three Jewish communities have relatively little
formal preparation for their work in Jewish schools. Moreover, they are not typically held
to high standards for professional development. However, it appears there are policies that
may raise the quantity of in-service. Teachers who are trained in Jewish studies and who are
oriented towards a career in Jewish education reported more required workshops. This
finding suggests that standards for professional development could be raised by recruiting
teachers who are committed to the profession. Better recruitment is an appropriate goal, but
it remains a major challenge in light of the relatively small number of opportunities to obtain
formal preparation for teaching in Jewish education (Davidson, 1990).

Teachers in certified pre-schools reported substantially more workshops than teachers
in other pre-schools. Could this type of policy be implemented in supplementary schools,
and in the Judaica divisions of day schools? Where would certification standards come
from? One answer is from the community level -—the federation or central agency might
certify schools whose teachers engage in specified levels of professional growth. For this
certification to be meaningful, however, it must be accompanied by some sort of rewards.
Parents of pre-school children take certification into account when choosing a school, but this
logic does not hold when one is choosing a supplementary school. However, it may be
possible to raise parents” expectations so that they seek out supplementary schools and day
schools with higher standards for professional growth. In addition, other incentives sueh as

financial support might induce school to seek communal certification.
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Although certification of pre-schools made a difference, re-licensing requirements fot
K-12 teachers did not. In one sense these results may reflect the particular question we
asked on the survey, which concerned required workshops instead of any workshops teachers
may have attended. Teachers who are meeting individual re-licensing requirements may not
have indicated that such workshops are required by their schools. Another interpretation of
the results is that rewards and sanctions aimed at individuals are ineffective, but that
incentives for schools, as in the case of pre-schools, have more impact.

Finally, supplementary teachers reported more workshops in the community that had
an incentives program. This finding suggests that incentives for both individuals and schools
affect teachers” professional growth in a positive way. Hence, we conclude that incentives
for individuals can be effective if the incentives are meaningful (for example a cash stipend
as in this case).

This paper addresses only the quantity of in-service education. The question of
quality is at least as important, if not more so. It is essential to consider recent ideas about
creating more effective opportunities for professional growth (e.g., Sparks, 1995), at the
same time as one thinks about raising the amount of in-service to which teachers are heid.

The CUE’s ultimate hypothesis is that building Jewish education as a profession is
critical for improving teaching and learning in Jewish education. This paper does not answer
that question, but it addresses two crucial concerns along the way: What is the state of the
profession? What can be done to improve it? By exploring three potential avenues for
reform, we are furthering the broader endeavor. The results of this study suggest two
mechanisms -—-community incentives and certification of schools -- that can increase the

professional growth activities of teachers in Jewish schools.
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Table 1. Professional Training of Teachers in Jewish Schools

Day Supplementary  Pre- Alll
School School Schoel Schools
Trained in Education
amd Jewish Studies %o 13% 9% 19%
Trained in Bducation Only 1% 2% 50v% 35%
Trained in Jewish Studies Only 2%5% 11% 3% 12%
Traimed in Nelither Education 16% 44% 38% 3%

Naor Jewish Studies



Table 2. Average Number of Workshops Teachers in Jewish Schools Were
Required to Attend

Average Number of Workshops
in the Past Two Years

Day Schools BW
Supplementary Schools e
Pre-Schools 602
All Schools 4.8

Note;  Figures include only those teachers who said they were required to attend workshops, and exclude fivst-
year teachers.



Table 3. Differences among individuals and settings in number of workshops teachers
reported they were required to attend.

Imdigpendent Variable

Sex (Malke= 1) -.61 -74 - 86"
(-39) (.39) (39)
Experience 6-10 years A48 .45 16
(.35) (-35) -35)
Experience 111-20 years B1* 67 26
(.37) (.38) (39)
Experience 21+ years 1.02* .69 34
(.43) (.43) (43)
Trained in Education -.02 -1
(.29) (29)
Trained in Jewish Studies 1.02%* 60
(.33) (.34)
Jewish Education is a Career 1.3Q%
(.94)
Will Leave Jewish Education -1.00
(.50)
Pre-school 2.36** 2.76%* 2.63%*
(.36) ('391* (3/? o
Supplementary School 66* 8= 1.19%=
(:33) (:35) (.35)
Constant 3. 37k 2.89%* 2.54 %«
(:37) (.43) (.44)
R2 09 10 A3

% € 05 *p < .01

Wotes: Metrie regression eoefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N=574 teachers.
Equation alse includes eontrols for missing data on sex, experience, training in
&dueation; (raining in Jewish siudies, eareer, and plan to leave Jewish education.



Table 4. Differences between certified and uncertified pre-schools in the numiber of
workshops teachers reported they were required to attend.

[ nt Variabl
Experience 6-10 years -.81
(.82)
Experience 11-20 years -.84
(.94)
Expenience 214~ years -74
(1.18)
Trained in Education .09
(.67)
Trained in Jewish Studies .59
(.95)
Jewish Education is a Career 1.53*
(.75)
Will Leave Jewish Education -1.76
(1.18)
Certified Pre-school 3.34%*
(1.00)
Constant 2.74%
(1.17)
Adjusted R2 .08

*p < .05 **p < .01

Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N= 169 teachers.
Equation also includes controls for missing data on experience, training in education, traiming
i Jewish studies, career, and plan to leave Jewish education.



Table 3. Differences in the mumber ef workshops day school teachers were required to
attend in states with different professional growth requirements for fe-

licensing.

-1.07* -1.05*
(.45) (46)
Experience 6-10 years 1.62* 1.61*
(.64) (.64)
Experience 111-20 years .12 111
(.62) (.62)
Experience 21+ years 1.61* 1.62*
(.67) (=67
Trained in Education -32 20
(.42) (-49)
Trained in Jewish Studies 23 =20
(49) (.53)
Jewish Education is a Career -25 -.24
(.57) (.58)
Will Leave Jewish Education -.65 -.60
(.94) (.9%)
11%0 Hours Required for Re-License -.08 -.11
(.54) (92)
100 Hours Required for Re-License -.36 -3
(.48) (.76}
180 Hours X Trained in Education 03
(1.14)
100 Hours X Trained in Education =51
93
Constant 3.26%* 3.19%*
(:66) (-68)
Adjusted R2 .05 04
< 05 *p < .01
Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N= 176 day

school teachers. Equation also includes contrels for missing data om sex, experience,
training in education, training in Jewish studies, career, and plan to leave Jewish

education.



Table 6. Number of workshops supplementary school teachers were required to attend
in a community that offered incentives for attendance, compared to other

communities.
Independent Variable
Sex (Malle=1) -13
(.46)
Experience 6-10 years 58
(.42)
Experience 11-20 years 1L11*
(.49)
Experience 21+ years .84
(.57)
Trained in Education -.06
(37
Trained in Jewish Studies .81
(44
Jewish Education is a Career 1.{6¥%
(+38)
Will Leave Jewish Education -.53
(.57
Community Incentives for Workshops 2.52+%*
(.35)
Constant 217>
(.35)
Adjusted R2 .30
*p < .05 **p < .01
Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N=229

supplementary school teachers. Equation also includes controls for missing data on
sex, experience, training in education, training in Jewish studies, career, and plan to
leave Jewish education.



APPENDIX

Means and Standard Deviations of Variables

Standard
Mean Deviation
Number of Workshops 4.75 3.31
Sex (Male= 1) 15 36
Experience 2-5 years 27 .44
Experience 6-10 years 31 46
Experience 111-20 years 25 43
Experience 21 + years .15 .36
Trained in Education 54 .50
Trained in Jewish Studies 32 A7
Jewish Education is a Career 62 49
Will Leave Jewish Education .07 .26
Day School 31 .46
Supplementary School 40 49
Pre-school 29 .45
Accredited Pre-school .26 A4
Missing Sex 01 Al
Missing Experience 02 A5
Missing Trained in Education 04 19
Missing Trained in Jewish Studies 04 .20
Missing Career 02 14
Missing Plans to Leave 05 22

Nete: N = 574 teachers.
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BMAIL>

As we H°cided at the conclusion of our meeting, here are (a) notes from
our m ,ing and (b) a list of potential tasks for us, tentatively priori
and a corresponding list of support needed to carry them out.

AGENDA
We were able to discuss four major items on our agenda:

(1) The board subcommitte on research and evaluation
12) the MEFwork plan

13) the MEFadvisory committee

(4) dissemination beyond Lead Community reports

BOARD SUBCOMMITTEE
We observed two problems with the recent meeting of the board subcommittee:

(a) Membersof the subcommitteewere not familiar with MEF, and the linkage
between MEF in Lead Communities and CIJE's research mission was ambiguous

(b) Membersof the subcommittee seemed unaware of CIJE’s overall program
of promoting Jewish continuity by improving Jewish education; some
questioned whether why we were studying personel (how did we know tha
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BMAIL
would make a difference?) and others, stimulated by Barry Kosmin’s
presentation, asked whether we should perhaps study identity instead
of education.

As you explained, this is a problem of educating the lay board. At the next
meeting, we need a serious discussion of what it means to set out a researc_
agenda for Jewish education. This may require a panel of experts. Is there
a potential for research on Jewish education in Americar If ves, what would
be the role of the Jewish community, and what would be the role of the
secular educational research community?

Your view was that the October meeting must be carefully thought through
and planned well in advance. You also noted that alternate staffing of
Ellen and Adam is problematic in this context.

There are three main tasks to working with a board committee: (1) Working ~

with the chair; (2) Working with other committee members; (3) Working on 7
the content. Of tnese, the third is the real work.

MEF WORK PLAN

/Vv

H1S K
liM* S va N

J)k C ’'5 (A4>0<-0
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Intreipondimg te our work plan of 4/1/94, you raised four concerms at the
owkset.:

(i} There is not enough attemtiicon te infemmal educatiem.

ti){ You are pleased to see educatiomall leaders addressed, but noted that -
only the charactenristics of leaders, and not leadership itself, willl be
addnessed. That is a concern.

&33 It is mot clear how the work plam mpwes beyond three communaities, as
1JE is plannimg te do.

(4{ The timimg of writiing the crosscoommumity report on educatioms was
mot satisfactory.

Essanitially, you said that the pieces of the work plam are fime im themselves,
but the timimg and priorities they imply need further discussiion.

Nobb ilizat iom_ ‘
We discussed our omgoimg mosiitorimg of commundity mobbillizatiom, and reached
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a co :nsus that the documemts produced by the field researchers, though

rich (n detail, are better seem as raw data tham as interpretiwe reports.

Me discussed the need for a crosscoommumity report on mobtiillizaticon with

more interpretatiiom. Thiss mhgdlit bee usedtull foor three bwendd subaommitteee om

mobb ilization, as well as flur (AUE sttaffff. Addm suggesdted tihat aa comparatiiee
re}Emm‘t could be helpful in drawing lessems itn amtitdppatian of CIDESS

likely tramsfommatiom s emwisioned im bhe ild-yyear phan. '

Institwtiiconall Proffiles_

In light of the emmrging cemtrality of the goals Brojiect,, an imstnument

to create institwdivonal profiiles will definitely be needed. Our task

now should be te studly and desiigm an instoument for the profiles, without

necessanily plannimg te implement them om a commooiity-wide basis next fall.

On the comtrary, we should mwve more towards an instrument usefwll to

individuwal institutoons (as opposed to an inmstmument mainly for commuwiity-wide

punposes), which wowld be used by institwdibons en%agedi im visicon-drivwen

reform. (Note: We raised, but did not have time te discuss, the questicom of l’

what happens to systemic refanmm when innovatiom is driwem by imdiwidhuall

institutions.) If possible, we should have an instrument ready te be used

;I;{ institwtitons that get “om-board” after the goals seminar this swummer. //
e purpose of the instrument wouwld be te permit baselime assessment of //

iy

-
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the institution(s) so that progress could be assessed over tiime. f

Ne also discussed the nced for deeper profiles that would include data T
about teachers’ sense of miissiom, unity of purpose, etc. We did not |
set a time frame for addressimg such isswes. Eﬁm’ng a step further, !
we also discussed the need for data on comstitwemcies (amd pothartiiadl /L/j

comssitituencies) —— i.e., parents and studenis. We did mobseat aa ttrime )
frame for this work either.

We concluded that Bill should go ahead with interwitews of experts im
Jewish education, with the aim of creatiimg a draft instrument to present

at the August MNEF advisory committee meettimg. The draft would be accompanied
by a ratiemale for each indicator. o

Bill needs to talk with Dan Pekarsky to discuss the linkage betweem the T fir
instituticonal profiles and the goals ;tnro,lect.. {Probably we’lll brimg him /
to Madfison for this. He can alse meet with Roberta te get her imput om

the indicators. Elllen’'s participatiton in the goals seminar willl also be
hellpfinl. )

The decisiem not to try to implememt instithuttiponall profiles im the Lead
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Communities, at least not next fall, is a MAJOR CHANGE in our work plan.

Reports on Educators_

In your ideal schedule, we would have a cross-community report on Jewish
educators ready to present at the October board meeting and to release ~/
at the November GA. This is not possible. However, we could make a /
presentation at the GA (and previewed at the board meeting) on a fairly
narrow topic — for example, educational backgrounds and professional
development of teachers — at the GA, to accompany related presentations
by leading educational figures. We anticipate having a draft of the
full cross-community report to our advisory committee by December 31.

We understand that this project is our TOP PRIORITY.

MEF ADVISORY COMMITTEE

We discussed the meetings and composition of our advisory committee.

It is desirable to add another educational researcher, especially if ‘He
Jim Coleman is not able to participate. We discussed a few names but

did not reach any conclusion. One possibility is to elevate our committee

into an advisory committe for research, for which MEF in Lead Communities

Hit :> for next page, to skip to next part...
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is but one component. In that case, we might add David Cohen and Lee %
Shulman as committee members. We think this is a promising idea that 1
warrants further discussion. e J

We set a tentative date for our next advisory. committee meeting of

August 24-25. An alternate would be August. If you agree, we will
ask Ginny to contact the members of our committ&e to find out if this
would work for them. \

We also discussed the possibility of a meeting in Israel in the first

few days of January, 1995. Adam, Ellen, Alan, Annettev Seymour, and Mike
would be invited to this meeting, a sort of pre-advisorVmeeting. The
discussion would presumably center on the cross-communitA\report on teachersj
in Jewish schools, which will iust have been drafted. Anothertopic of
discussion at this meeting would be our work plan for 1995. \

kok ok ok ko k Kk ok ok k ok ok ok ok ok ok Kk k ok ok koK kK \

TASKS FOR ADAM AND ELLEN (in order of priority) (comments follow) \
(all dates are for drafts submitted to MEF advisory committee)
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MAIN SUPPORT ADDITIONAL SU
TASK NEEDED FROM NEEDED FROM:
Cross-community teacher report Bill Robinson Roberta, Julile

(December 31, 1994)

Report on Baltimore teaching force Nancy Hendrix Jul ie
(June 30, 1994)

Report on Atlanta teaching force Nancy Hendrix

(August 31, 1994)

»Module” of educator surveys and Julie, Roberta
interviews

(May 31, 1995)

Reports on characteristics of Bill Robinson Roberta, Julie
educational leaders in the L.C.s
(Fall, 1994)
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Instrument for institutional Bill Robinson Roberta, Julie
profiles
(August, 1994, through 1995)

Cross-community mobilzat. report Roberta, Julie Bill
(June, 1995)

Conceptual paper on Jewish Roberta, Julie Bill
community mobilization
(September 30, 1994)

Instruments developmnent for outside experts Roberta,Julie, Bill
study of informal educators
(Winter, 1995-1996)

Participation on the CIJE
Steering Committee
(Ongoing)

Staffing the CUE Board Sub- outside experts
committee on Research & Eval.
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(Ongoing)

Comments:

All these tasks seem doable under the schedule indicated, with one
important exception: W cannot see a way of adequately staffing the Board
Subcommittee on Research and Evaluation, along with all our other work.
This, we recognize, is a serious problem.

An important omission from this list is additional meetings and .
presentations which are frequently asked of us by CUE anasor Lead W
Communities. We continue to be very reluctant to add this extra work,
because we are too busy with our main agenda.

The longer we have field researchers on staff, the more we’ll be able to
say in the cross-community report on mobilization. However, we recognize
that this report is not tne highest priority.

If we drop the cross-community mobilization report, we could prepare

instr ents for studying informal education next year (1995)
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The role of the field researchers in preparing the teaching force reports
should not be overlooked. We expect they will make substantial contributions

to each LC report, and we also expect them to assist us in preparing the
cross-community report on educators.

After January 1995, we will still have great need for a data analyst, and

we hope Bill Robinson will prove capable in that role. If he also turns out
to be effective in preparing instruments for institutional profiles, CUE may
want to hire him as much as 100%. If his work for us will be restricted to

data analysis, it is crucial that we have at least 50% of his time for CUE;
100% would be better blit if an accomodation can be made with Atlanta, perhaps
they could have 50% of his time and we could have the other 50%. .
Finally, a couple of activities we mentioned but which do not appear on

the list: A study of leadership in Jewish education; a study of

institutional practices (as opposed to profiles of institutional
:haracteriscs); a study of students andsor parents. These items need

further discussion.

—.



Faesimile Transmissioen

To; Mrs. B. Hochstelm(for Micky) . May 31,19
Mayflower Hotel

From: Annette Hochstein No.. Pages § '

Fax mumber: 9N2-2-662-837

Dear Miri,

It was lovely talking to you before Shabbat. I hope
both of you are well, and that time flies so you can
soon fly home.

Could you please give the attached documemnt to Micky..

LQV@I f

pA—_ T



Dear Micky,

As promised here is Shira Breuer's document following
a rework with me. She is sending it to the foundations
listed on the last page. It would be great if you
could do your own thing as discussed..

Your suggestions are welcome-we will introduce changes
as you see fit. She would like a cover letter from the
school-TI think we should endorse it. If you agree I'll
take care of that.

Hope you're having a good trip.

Love,

Annette



ok

Religinws Experimental High Schosl for Girs

To Whom It May Concerm:

For the past four years, I have served as principed of tie
Pelech Religious Experimental High Schoel for Girls,. followimg
Tiwe y2ars as a teacher of history there. As a schoall that
provides a religious humanistic education for womemn. Pelech is
2 unigue Iimstitwution whose innovative programs and alternatiwve
Teaching me2thods have served as models for both religicus amd
gzeular zchools. In 1983 the school was awarded the Minfstry
¥ Eduzation Prize fTor curriculum develcpmetis.

After several years as a practicimg educatew,, I wish te devote
my Torthecoming sabbatical year ((1994-9%)) to research amnd
study, concentrating in the areas of developimg leadersinty
=Mong ‘young womerm, humanistic religiouws educatiar, and womem"s
shudiii=ess,.

The greater New York area, with its plethora of educatiaral
Iimsttiitrdicorss,, provides z2zn ideal locatien for my plammed
program of study, as outlined in the attached proposall.. It
will allow me to become acquainted with the latest
developnents im alternative education and provide me with
state-wf-the=art new ideas and approcaches for ny
admimistrative work.

To make it possible te carry out thig program of studlyy, I am
r=questing a one-year fellowship as a living stipemd and te
sover the cost of tuitien fees and asseciated study expenses.
Please accept my thanks for considerimg this request.

Singerely,

/.
V.
Smira Breuer
Primeipall

584 HPUF 04 PYH P
14 Gideon S¢ Jerusalem 93506 -
Tel: 711282 59

93467 @MW1 31 ATIA ‘M
31 Yehuda Se. Jerusalem 93467
Tel: 733480 59
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%éj_rzjﬂm Ex;g@ﬁmm High Schoel for Giirls

E’%l’L%@h ﬂlgh S@h@@l was establishea in 1967 to fulfill a veid
im Israel's educatiocnal system; namely,, to provide a
religious humanistic education for girls. Pelech today serves
approximately 250 students in grades 9 throwgh '12 from the
greater Jerusalem area. They reflect a broad spectrum of
ethhi¢, religiocus, and socloeconomie backgrounds - new
infhigrant and native Israeli; Anglo-Saxem,, Europeamn, and
Qriental, disadvantaged and middle class - with academic
excellence, imtellectual curiositty, and leadership potential
the sole criteria for acceptamce.

EDJCATING FOR RESPONSIBLE LEADERSHIP

Pellech seeks to prepare its students for leadership roles in a
modern, techmnological society, while working to prepare womem
ffor chamnging roles in the 21st century. As an intrimsic part
of the school's basic ideology, students, through
representative imstitutioms,, actively participate in setting
zmd carrying out school policy. Special emphasis is placed om
public responsibility as a fundamental valuss;; upom
graduatiom, wirtwally all students enter the army,, many as
officers in elite units, or national servies. BRecause of the
lemdiership roles alumnae play in so many walks of life,, their
inffluence is beyond all properticen teo their numbers..

WHAT MARKES PELECH SPECTAL?

To foster the values that it espouses and te encourage
imdlependent, creative thinkimg, Pelech constantly develeps
imterdisciplinary curriecula, innevative extra-—curricwlas
programs, and alternative teaching and study methads. Special
wnits on issues such &s "The Arts and the Bible,™ "Confliect
amdl Confliet Resolutien," ™“Presentatien of Wemen in the
Media," "Toward a Responsible Environmental Pelievy,” and
"Religious Feministe in Modern Society" are aimed at previdirg
the tools to grapple with contemporary social and pelitical
challenges. Immovative learning formats such as a "Beit
Midirasth” that facilitate diseussieon and dialegue are designed
to enhance comprehension and insight and te develep analytieal
Skl s .

Pelech has besen officially designated as an "experimemzal™
high scheel - ene ef oenly three in the coumisy. Accordiingiy,
it serves as a model scheel for the student teaehers at the
Hebrew Universitv's Schoel ef Educatiem. Every yeaw,, Peleeh
alse hosts gefens ef visiting pfiﬂ@i@él%“ SUpervisyity, and
teachers from Isxael and abread - from religiousy, seculayn, ard
even nen-jewish edueatienal inseitutioms. Peleeh staff
meRbers partieipate in a varieky of forums fe¥ iRpevakive
currFiculum develepment. Varieus ecurrieula develeped at Pelech
in the humanities, JewWish studiew, and seienees Rave served as
protetypes for numereus other seheels.

F3696 SPYR 14 WA M
14 Glidlcon S¢ Jervsalem 93506 -
Tel: 711382 28
93467 SR (31 ATIAY ‘M
31 Yohyda Se. Jerusalem 93467

Tel: 722486 59



CURRICUNTURY VITAE

Shira Breuer .
1 #HaGoren $St.

POB 1370

Efrat, Israel

Experience
#1990-1994 Pelech Religious Experimental High Scheol for Girls,

Principal

#1985=-1990 Pelech Religious Experimental High Scheel for Girls,,
Teacher of History

#1990 Rerem Institute for Jewish and Humanistie Educatiem, Teac!he-
of course on “Didactics of Teaching Histery™

#1983-1920 Department of Jewish Educatiem, University of Tel Aviw
and Ministry of Educatiem. Counsellor of teachers of Judaie

Studies

#1987 Tali Educational Svstem,. Wrote comprehensive study program
For teaching Mishna, grades 1-=8

#i1985=1989 Een Zvi Imstitute, Teacher ef ceurse en "Jerusalem
During the Period of the Second Temple™ te high schoel teachers
©on sabbatieal

#1984 Midreshet Jerusalem ((leve Schechter), Taught eourse en
4000 Years of Jewish Histery™

#1980-1983 Department of Jewish Histewry. Hebrew University,
Teaching Assistant

#1978-1982 Taii scheel, Gile .
Built eight-vear Jewyish studies eurrieulum for Rew scheol

fducatien
1PH=1979 Hebrew University, SA in Jewish Histery and PRilesephy
1980-1983 Hebrew Universiky, MA in Jewish Histery

Kerem iImstitute for Jewish and Humanistie Edueation, Teaehing
Degree

Milifary Serviee
1F9727=-1974 Lieutenapt

Persgnal
Méﬁﬁieé + 4 children
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PELECH

M@m a@@fmm High S@lﬂ@@i E@z @m_ris

Constant %mmlchment and lmtellectual cross- fertiLizatl@m are
essential im the field of educatiomal administratilom. This
is =axpeecially true for experimental educatiom, which demands
constant staff development, creative initiatiwes,, and the
encoinragement of alternative thinkimg.

Furthermore, the school administrator's daily respomsibilities
genenally leave little time to explore new approaches and
theories. Immersion in the routine tasks of runnimg the
school seldom permit the educational overview and
conprehensive thinking necessary for long-range plannimg amnd
development. These reasons underline the importamce of a
periodlic sabbatical for the princigsal, to allow him or her to
take stock, evaluate, seek solutioms to practical questicms
that have arisen, explore new areas, and regaim the
perspective needed ffor effective educatiomnal aaminstration.

1)) The Present Opportunity

Accordingly, I wish to devote my forthcoming sabbatical year
{(Il®92-95)) to res=arch and study,. concentrating on the areas of
developing leadership amount young womem, humanistic religicus
educatiom, and women's studiesx. Expanding my horizoms by
engaging in new areas of study,, while free from ordinary
responsibilities and concemms, is crucial to my professiomal
FrrowdH,.

The sbundance eof important teaching inmstitutiens,, progressive
Jewish and non-Jewish secondary scheels, and leaders in the
field of alternative educatiecn in and within easy reach of New
York, makes it 5 mest appreopriate place feor sueh study.,

ITI) CObjectives
My seal is te bscome acquainted with the lateskt develepmemts

im the aferementieoned areas, at beth the theeoretical and
practical levels, and metheds ef implementing them in schewll..
The specific purpese of this research is te spnhanee my werk as
am admipistrater upen my return te Israel,, by intredueimg new
methodologies and initiating new programs te develep
leadership, strengthen studemxs’’, invelvement in deeigien=
making and responsibility, and deepen their religious-
husianistie understanding.

My specifie ebjectives inelude:

a) Lesrning The latest theeries by taking courses and becowming
acguainted With prefessienal literature

b) Meeting and Retwerking with key persenalities invelved ip
bwth Feligious and general seuperimental edueatiop

F3006 PIUIR 14 PR B
14 Gideon S¢ Jainsdlem 93504
Tek 711283 .50

§346% BN 31 AP A
31 Yelhwda 8. Jerusalem 9367
ek 244kisn 7



c) Making site visits = to alternative schoels, religieus
imstitutiems, and principals" centers

IV)) FEhamedd PRogzean off Stnddv !

I hope to integrate theory and practice threugh the activities
that ffelllow. Upon arrival in New York, I shall be able te
explore oppertunities in greater depth and consult with
knowledgeable individuals in order to finalize details ef the

pProgram..

a) Taking selected courses at academic institutiems (e.g.,
Columbia University Teachers" College and others);

by Visiting leading progressive schools (e.g., Fieldston and
The Dalton Schoel in New Yerk, the democratic Seuthberry
School in Bostam, the Philadelphia Parkway Scheol,. and other
models of alternative educatiam))

ch Visiting principals" centers {(e.g., the Harvard Primcipails”

a

Centers. etc.)

dy Visiting Jewish and non=Jewish religious scheels, te
observe how religious beliefs are presented vis a vis the

modern world

e) Meeting with noted educators and experts ((e.g.,, Daniel
Greenkerg,. the principal of the Soutnbury Scheel: Theodore
Sizer, of Brewn University, Chairman of the Coalitien of
Essential Scheols) to observe how their educatienal ideas are
carried out and for adviece regarding our educatienal ideas

f) Participatiomn in educatiomal conferences ((e,g. Educational
Leadership Conference, American Educstienal Researchers"
Assocattiem, ete.))

V) Antieipated Results

This experiemce will expeose me to the latest develeopments in
curricular appreaches, methedelegies, and learning situatiems,,
providing new ideas to introduce in my administrative work
upon my return to Israel. I would like te write a Womem”'s
Studies Program that will help raise consciousness and develep
womern”s leadership in a meaningful way.

V) The Need: A QOne=Year Fellowship

Estimated living expenses for one year are £20,00®, plus an
additional $10,000 for research and study expenses, and
related costs, as itemized belew. I therefore respectfully
request a fellowship in that amount. Upon completien of my
resecarch, I will present the doner with a detailed repert of
ny activities and conclusiems..

VI) Personal Background
I am a native Americam, with B.A. and M.A. degrees from the
Hebrew University and a teaeching degree from the Kerem




Ingtitute for Jewish and Humanistiec Educatiem. I have been
solely or jointly responsible for designing a variety of
inmevative imterdiseiplinary programs at Pelech and other
schools, which have served as models for both religious and
secular schools. I have taught both undergraduates and
practicing teachers at various institutioms including the
University of Tel Aviv, the Hebrew University, the Kerem
Imstitute, and the Ben Zvi Institute..

VII) Expenses — One Year

Iiwving costs E20.000
Twition for courses %,000
Commuting and travel 3,000
Books, periodicals, and conference fees 2..000

Total $30.00a
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May 29, 199,

The Everett
37 f£Io— 2?7 F™ nd«i®~”

S35 Madison Avenu~
-k £ *«*, NY 10022

Mrs. Erica Jesseslon
The Jesselson Foundation
1221 Avenue of the Americas

New York, NY 10020

Dear Mrs. Jesselson.

May 29,.1994

Mr. Arthur Fried
20 Balfour Street
Jerusalem

Dear Mr. Fried,

Ms. Joy Ungerleider-Mayerson
President

The Dorot Foundation

Three Manhattanviile Road
Purchase, NY 10577-2110

Dear Ms..Ungerleider-Mayerson,



FENT BYKI3KD-§ Py OENTER 1 4-38-24 4 Ja4l4FM 349BBNpRH :HOPRR 4 DABURSZAZDAYIDFL 2 61395138 27

Pr
University of Wisconsin—Madisom
MADISON, WISCONSIN 53708

i
TOOCABLLWRRIERAD D ET T

21 Cd E(6 Dp0E |

MEMORANDUM

April 29, 1994

To: Annetie Hochsiein
From: Adam Gamoran
Re: Conference of the Research Network on Jewish Education

Julic Tammivaara and Roberta Goodman have submitted the attached "work-in-progress” for
presentation at an informal roundtable at the conference of the Research Network on Jewish
Education on June 4-6. The presentation will not make reference to specific communities or
individuals. It seems clear from the abstract that neither problems of confidentiality nor
problems of conflict with ongoing CIJE or Lead Community efforts are raised by this
proposal, so I have given tentative consent to the presentation. Please let me know if you
see any problems with this.

Tt is understood that should a written document be prepared, it would need to go through our
review process before it could be published or disseminated.
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Abstract
Teecher Power in Jewish Education

Julie Tammivaara and Roberta Goodman
January 1994

T

The purpose of this paper is to examine the concept of power in the context of
formal Jewish educational settings. We take as our definition of power Heilbnm’s
statement that “Power is the ability to take one’s place in whatever discourse U essential
to action and the right to have one’s part matter,” and a* oar conceptual perspective
Berger and Luckmann’s formulation of the social construction of reality. Our data
sources include interviews with teachers, principals, and rabbi* in two rogjor American
cities. We found that, in general, the concept of power outside the immediate classroom
setting is rdatively alien to moat taachere. Within this constraint, we argue that what
constitutes important educational discourse and, thus , where teachers can exert power,
varies across settings. While Judaic knowledge, meaning, feeling, and practice are
important to virtually all educators, they aia not equally important to all. Similarly, the
primacy of curriculum, teaching methods, educational philosophy, and school
adrtiinUtration differs widely acrods schools and affects the nature of discourse important
to action within a Kttiiig,
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(t9: Rdiam Gamoran (<GAMORAN>"
CC: Ellemn Goldiriing <goldrieb@wuotinvemxs>
Sty The Milwaukee Jewish Teaching Force Report

Adam and Ellem,

[ have copied Ellen but have been unsuccesful in reaching her
already once this week. Please ask her to e-mail me to my

CompuServe address so that I can get the right address off the
e-maill

I thought the report was excellemt! Cogent, powerful and very
damning without it looking as though you were taking a
particular

positiom..

Some comments:

Hit <CR> for next page, : to skip to next part...
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1. Although you mention it in the box on page 5 you use
the

term "Jewish teachers™ when you really mean Jewish studies
teachers

except for the pre-school. Maybe "“Jewish educateor™ is a
better

term or maybe it needs a definitional statement or footnote
right

up in thefromt.. We also do not quite make clear that this
excludes {@nd that is the problem with the word "edwcatoril, I
know) :

imformal and adult educators who are not caught in the net of
schooling., I think these distinctions need some clarifying
in a

way which does not make your text cumbersome..

2, Page 1, para.2: I would quibble with the word 'portrait'
reserving that term for thicker description and use profile as
you

used it in para. 3 of the same page.

3. If you have more infe,. on deliberate hiring of part=-time
to

reduce salary costs, ((para. 3, p:.3) it weuld be helpful as I
see this as

2 very powerful and damaging finding. It at least should be
revisited

somewhere in the policy conclusioms..

4, The comparison with administraters and principals is
missing
right throughout. It is germane with regard teo salaries and
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begefits (@-4, para.2) but also later on with regard te Judaie
an

general background and attitudes to career. Do we have the
data and

can we introduce a comparative perspective in the report?

5. The issue of salaries as 'supplementary" or
"insignificamt"

(-4, paras. 2 & 3) is not really clear. There is a
difference

between the two. In general, one of the guestions in my mind
is whether upper middle class women who enjoy the few hours in
the classroom and for whom the pay and benefits are not of any
consequence are really stretchable in terms of upgrading and
uptraimimg.. The complacency resistance may be quite high
here.

6. Is it not worth alluding somewhere to those good people
who

maybe COULD BE in the system but have elected to search
elsewhere

for work because of compemsatieon, benefits and part-time.. In
other woxds,, WHO WOULD A BETTER PACKAGE BRING IN?

7. On page 5, maybe Milwaukee cannot recruit nationally
because

of the conditioms..

8. In the box on page 5 I think you need to say something
about

Hit <CR> for next page, = to skip to next part...
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administrators and principals.,

9. Bottom of page 6: Do we know whether salaries are closely
correlated with experiemnce.

10. Your use of the term 'experienced" on page 7, para.2 and
several times thereafter has a connotation of "good" teachers.
That, of course, we do not know.

11. Top of page 8: Given the socico-ecomomics, we do not know
that

we want those who NEED full-time work to be full-time. It may
be

that other incentives need to be found for upper middle-class
woment whom we will wish to have full time.

12. The pre-school Jewish background picture on page 10,
para..2
is truly horrific and very powerfuwl.,

13. The impression is created {(pege 12, para.2 see quote) that



tthe

profesgional development for early childhood educators is
good,

even imn Judaica ("I would hope™).. I am not at all sure that
is

true. Do we have any info,, on the content of professiomal

Hit <CR> for next page, : to skip to next part....
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developemnt for this populatiom. My sense is that althougi

early childhood has to fwlfill general licensing requirsmsrtiss,
the

Judaic pro. dev is very, very weak.

I14. The section on Career Perceptions {p. 17 ) is strikimg
particularly para. 3 on that page. Why do you think that is?
Is

it related to the socio-economic issues referred to above?

15. On the tables: Table 3 - Do weknow how mamy of the
teachers
get which benefits together in which packages?

Table ® - Can this be brokem down inot
Early Childhood, Day School ?

I14. All the comparisons with the Wisconsin public schoeol
system .
are excellent and some should appear in boxes..

I hope this is helpful. We need to talk about the MEF
meeting

Hit <CR> fior next page, : to skip to next part....
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in February and about what teo de with the repert..

I told them this week in Milwaukee that they weuld have a
draft

within a week. I shall call yeu (ither one of you ) soom.

alan
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