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From: 
To: 
Date: 

Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu> 

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

24 June 1999 21 :22 

Subject: update on indicators project 

Dear Annette, 

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

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

CONSULTATIONS ON BACKGROUND PAPERS 

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

Discussion at the June 4 seminar was wide ranging, but we obtained several 
helpful suggestions. Overall, participants found both papers informative, 
useful, and interesting, and the conversations were quite spirited. 

On the topic of identity, participants noted the lack of a developmental 
perspective in work on identity, an issue that may be particularly 
important for Jewish identity among diaspora Jews whose identities seem to 
shift and flux as they pass through different life stages. Interestingly, 
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Bethamie's forthcoming work on "Connections and Journeys" may help address 
this issue, albeit retrospectively. Another important comment, though 
outside the realm of Bethamie's paper, is that we need a clearer 
articulation of the relation between Jewish education and Jewish identity. 
A fourth point is that more 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 
"excellent, informative, sound, and of very high quality." Their enthusiasm 
for the papers' contents led them to offer many suggestions about how data 
on indicators could be collected , if the instruments for indicators were 
designed as recommended in the papers. They would like to see an indicators 
project that: 

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

While this is an exciting agenda, I cautioned that it is too ambitious for 
the present time. Consequently we discussed ways of beginning more 
modestly, perhaps by proceeding at two separate levels (individual across 
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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 I envision it), which is to provide 
data on current status and on changes over time for selected key elements 
of Jewish education. 
The next step for these papers is to commission outside reviews from 
individuals with expertise in the Judaic worlds that are addressed by the 
papers (i.e. , an expert on Jewish educational institutions, and an expert 
on Jewish identity). We expect to send each paper to one expert who will 
provide a written review. Ultimately, the papers will help 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 ye.ar 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. I am in close contact 
with him and we are delighted to have him on board. I expect to have a 
progress report on th1is work when we meet in August. 

I 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 explore 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 instruments 
from her national study of adolescent development, along with items 
designed for the indircators project, in a sample of Chicago day schools. 
I'm not sure if anything will come of this idea but we are driscussing it. 

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

Best, 

Adam 
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Schools in Chicago"

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

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 progfamslJefermlries 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

f 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 JewisFTIiteracy level mighthave a strong Jewish 
identity or that a learner with a high Jewish literacy level might have a low Jewish identity?

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

I  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?
7. 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. I'll be in the office as of 2:00 p.m. 

Great meeting you yesterday. DM

�?
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From: Adam Gamoran <gamoran@ssc.wisc.edu>
To: Annette <annette@vms.huji.ac.il>
Date: 14:40 1999 אוגוסט 05 םמישי יום
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'll 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.

I received the message below after I returned, and can respond that I'd be 
happy to join you for a meeting in Madison on or after August 26. I 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 I 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
>

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

><META content="text/html; charset=iso-8859-8-i" http-equiv=Content-Type> 
><META content='"MSHTML 4.72.2201.0־" name=GENERATOR>
></HEAD>
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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 
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><DIV>
><P align=left dir=ltr>Dear Adam,</P>
><P align=left dir=ltr>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=ltr>Seymour and I 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&amp;D ideas. Might you be available for a meeting on or after August 
>26<SUP>th</SUP>?</P>
><P align=left dir=ltr>Thanks,</P>
><P align=left dir=ltr>Annette</P>
><P align=left dir=ltr>&nbsp;</P></DIV></BODY></HTML>
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A Comprehensive Study of Jewish Schools in Chicago

Prepared by Barbara Schneider and Adam Gamoran 
August 1999

Purpose:

We are proposing to conduct an intensive study o f Jewish day and after-school 

programs in Chicago. This project will specifically examine: 1) what are the experiences 

o f 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 o f 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 o f 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 o f 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
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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 o f the 

Jewish school population in the U.S.

Methods:

Relying on the rich expertise o f the interdisciplinary team, we are proposing that the 

following data collection efforts be undertaken:

Survey of Schools, Administrators, and Teachers 

There would be a survey o f 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 school, 

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 

Gamoran 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 o f 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
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identity into adulthood. In addition to the surveys, approximately 100 students (fifty day 

and fifty after-school students) will be interviewed. These intensive interviews will be 

constructed around issues o f Jewish learning and identity. The interviews with day 

school and after-school students will provide a more in-depth picture o f Jewish family 

and school experiences and o f Jewish learning and identity.

Possible Additional Components

In addition to the surveys, two additional components are under consideration.

One is to develop and implement an instrument o f 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 o f six schools 

(three day schools and three after-school programs). The purpose o f this field study 

would be to obtain more fine-grained information on the experiences, constraints, and 

opportunities that Jewish schools, teachers, and students are encountering.

Scheduled Work Plan:

During the coming year (1999-2000) the team will meet approximately three 

times, to construct instruments and methods for carrying out the work. In January a small 

pilot will be conducted to test the various instruments. Individuals in the Professors 

Group and others will be contacted for advice, especially regarding the possible Jewish 

literacy test and content questions posed to the teachers and students.
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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 יולי 23 שישי יום  
Subject: RE:telecon

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

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?
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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 -
I finished Ellen Goldring's article and I'm in the middle of Bethamie's. I 
want to comment on the first while my ideas are fresh, and I'll write about 
the second tomorrow.

First of all, I really enjoyed reading this paper. I 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, I 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 I 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, I 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. I 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. It just seems that before getting to indicators, 
there are other issues that need to be clarified.
So, what I'm saying is that I 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 I didn't fully understand. The third recomendation seems to me 
right on the mark. I am a big supporter of qualitative measures. The
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generalizability in quantitative studies is overrated. Case studies, 
profiles -- these can provide what she calls "rich" descriptions, a wealth 
of understanding that can actually help design Jewish schools.
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, how 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 is 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 no way to measure it. SO this puts the whole 
question of indicators into perspective, I think.

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

Elana Maryles Sztokman 
The Mandel Foundation 
Jerusalem
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ti'm Writing to update you on the progress we've made with the Indicators project. The main focus 
Wnce our meeting in February has been on Ellen and Bethamie's background papers on 
institutional quality and Jewish identity, respectively. I had a chance to review drafts o f the 
papers in May. Subsequently the papers were revised and we distributed them (still as drafts) to 
members o f our Professors Group for consultation.

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

CONSULTATIONS ON BACKGROUND PAPERS

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

Discussion at the June 4 seminar was wide ranging, but we obtained several helpful suggestions. 
Overall, participants found both papers informative, useful, and interesting, and the 
conversations were quite spirited. On the topic o f identity, participants noted the lack o f a 
developmental perspective in work on identity, an issue that may be particularly important for 
Jewish identity among diaspora Jews whose identities seem to shift and flux as they pass through 
different life stages. Interestingly, Bethamie's forthcoming work on "Connections and Journeys" 
may help address this issue, albeit retrospectively. Another important comment, though outside 
the realm o f Bethamie's paper, is that we need a clearer articulation o f the relation between 
Jewish education and Jewish identity. A fourth point is that more information about empirical 
analyses o f 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 o f 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 o f examining the 
outcomes as well as the input characteristics o f Jewish institutions. A related concern is to link 
potential outcomes indicators as closely as possible to the activities and content o f 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 o f institutions quite reasonable, given the complexities involved. Her attention to both 
qualitative and quantitative strategies for addressing broader questions about the quality and 
effectiveness o f institutions was particularly appreciated by the group.

The conference call with David Kaplan and Barbara Schneider focused on the methodological 
implications o f the papers. Both readers found the papers "excellent, informative, sound, and o f 
very high quality." Their enthusiasm for the papers' contents led them to offer many suggestions
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about how data on indicators could be collected, if  the instruments for indicators were designed 
as recommended in the papers. They would like to see an indicators project that:

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

* places individuals in their institutional and community contexts

While this is an exciting agenda, I cautioned that it is too ambitious for the present time. 
Consequently we discussed ways o f beginning more modestly, perhaps by proceeding at two 
separate levels (individual across the country, and institutions within selected communities) 
without an empirical linkage between the two. This would allow us to use the NJPS and its 
possible supplement for national data on individuals, and to obtain limited data on institutions 
within communities as suggested by Ellen. This more modest approach would have obvious 
limitations, in that it would not follow individuals over time, and would not link individuals to 
their particular institutions. However, it would satisfy the primary purpose o f the indicators 
project (at least as I envision it), which is to provide data on current status and on changes over 
time for selected key elements o f Jewish education.

The next step for these papers is to commission outside reviews from individuals with expertise 
in the Judaic worlds that are addressed by the papers (i.e., an expert on Jewish educational 
institutions, and an expert on Jewish identity). We expect to send each paper to one expert who 
will provide a written review. Ultimately, the papers will help guide our decisions as we plan the 
future o f this project.

OTHER ACTIVITIES

David Kaplan has agreed to carry on with the analysis o f 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 o f education at 
the University o f Delaware who specializes in the analysis o f large-scale survey data. Among his 
many publications is a recent article on the statistical validation o f educational indicators. I am 
in close contact with him and we are delighted to have him on board. I expect to have a progress 
report on this work when we meet in August.

I 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 o f the instrument for the main NJPS survey, and it 
looks like many o f our items will be incorporated. If that occurs, then we may propose to use the 
supplement to explore the institutional and community contexts in which the individuals are 
embedded (as perceived by the individuals).

Finally, Barbara Schneider has raised the possibility o f using instruments from her national study 
o f 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 o f 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.
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DRAFT -  COMMENTS W ELCOM E

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

1 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 Educational 
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.
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ABILITY GROUPING AND THE
DISTRIBUTION AND EFFECTS OF CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION

ABSTRACT

Ability grouping appears to be a logical means of organizing a student body with diverse academic 

skills. Many observers contend, however, that when students are grouped according to their 

purported capacities for learning, high-achieving students receive better instruction and, consequently, 

increase their achievement advantage over students in other groups. This paper examines the kinds of 

instruction students receive in honors, regular, and remedial eighth- and ninth-grade English classes.

It also assesses the links between instruction and achievement. The authors find that rates 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 that 

honors students benefit more from such discourse because it more often occurs in the context of 

sustained study of literature.
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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 students, in that it allows teachers to tailor their instructional approaches to 

students’ 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 widening 

of the achievement gap between high-level and low-level classes over time (Oakes, Gamoran, and 

Page 1992).

Does ability grouping lead to inequitable opportunities for students assigned to different 

groups? What aspects of instruction are comparable across groups, and what aspects differ? To what 

extent does the differential allocation or impact 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, focusing 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 perspective. This 

discussion both clarifies the rationale for ability grouping and illuminates its potential shortcomings.

In addition, it leads us to introduce a new approach for measuring classroom instruction.
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Ability Grouping as an Organizational Response to Diversity

Sociologists characterize ability grouping as an organizational response to diversity among 

students (e.g., Sorensen 1970; Gamoran 1986). By dividing students into subgroups that are more 

homogeneous than the population as a whole, schools operate like many other types of complex 

organizations. As Thompson (1967, p .70) explained: "Under norms of rationality, organizations 

facing heterogeneous task environments seek to identify homogeneous segments and establish 

structural units to deal with each." By adherence to "rationality," Thompson meant that the 

organization can accomplish its goals more efficiently when it allocates separate tasks to specialized 

subunits. Instead of conducting all types of work throughout the organization, more limited and 

specialized tasks can occur in smaller subunits. In schools, the subunits typically include grade 

levels, and ability groups within grades. Faced with a diverse input population, educators divide 

students into relatively homogeneous categories so they can deal with different groups of students in 

different ways. This is the logic behind ability grouping, and it stands behind differentiation in many 

types of complex organizations.

Problems of Academic Differentiation

Following this logic creates two sorts of difficulties for educational organizations. One set of 

problems has to do with raw materials, and the other relates to technology.

Raw materials. In the organizational conception, students are thought of as the "raw 

materials" of school systems. However, sorting students is not a neutral act. If students are divided 

not only on the basis of prior academic performance, but also according to family background, race, 

and ethnicity — even if the latter divisions are unintentional and result from conditions external to the 

school -- then differentiation for the sake of efficiency conflicts with the desire for social integration 

within schools. Moreover, because ability grouping creates a status hierarchy, the assignment of 

students to groups constitutes a status allocation in which some are elevated above others. When
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problems has to do with raw materials, and the other relates to technology. 
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students to groups constitutes a status allocation in which some are elevated above others. When 



ability-group assignment is correlated with socio-demographic factors, it reinforces 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 associations 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 organizational 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 between 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 students 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 (Oakes 1985; Page 1991). By contrast, 

students in high-ability classes are more likely to engage in critical-thinking tasks and problem-solving 

(Oakes 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.
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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 student — 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 differences 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 involves 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
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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.

Measuring Instruction in Secondary School Ability Groups

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 instructional 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, classroom 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
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(Cazden 1988; Collins 1982, 1986). This continuous interweaving of writing, reading, and talk helps 

students relate topics of instruction, and reinforces and builds 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 questions, 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 (Nystrand 

and Gamoran 1988). Another aspect of high-quality discourse is discussion, the free exchange of 

opinions and information among teachers and students, without continual prompting by questions from 

the teacher.

Ability 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 behavior 

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 to the
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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 spelling 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 often 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 

students 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.
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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 instruction 

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 quality 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 instruction 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 schools 

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 classes were distributed among 16 

middle and junior high schools studied in 1987-88, and 54 ninth-grade classes were studied the 

following year in nine high schools for which the middle schools served as feeders. In smaller 

schools, all classes participated, and in larger schools, classes were selected to represent the different
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ability-group levels defined by the school (e.g., honors or accelerated, regular, and basic or 

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 junior high/middle schools 

and 8 high schools. Heterogeneous classes were excluded from the present analysis for three reasons: 

(1) In the ninth-grade study, heterogeneous classes were used only in a small, rural school, and a 

school-within-a-school in an urban school, so homogeneous/heterogeneous differences were 

confounded with school differences; (2) Standardized test scores, which serve as "ability" measures to 

help control for pre-existing differences among students from different tracks, did not exist for most 

of the eighth-grade heterogeneous classes; (3) The main issue for this paper is not the difference 

between homogeneous and heterogeneous classes, but the differences in the distribution and effects of 

instruction 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-middle-class locale; one 

suburban school and two feeder middle schools in an upper-middle-class community; one high school 

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-middle- 

class white students.

We visited each class four times, focusing mainly on the time spent in different activities and 

on the questions asked by teachers and students (see below). Students took tests and filled out 

questionnaires in the fall and spring, and teachers also filled out questionnaires in the spring. Of 

1,968 students who began the year in the 92 classes, 1,750 (89 percent) participated 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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questionnaires in the fall and spring, and teachers also filled out questionnaires in the spring. Of 

1,968 students who began the year in the 92 classes, 1,750 (89 percent) participated 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). 



Background and Achievement Data

We measured learning with a year-end test of literature achievement. Because we assessed 

instruction as the quality of instructional discourse, we designed a test that required students to engage 

in discourse about the material they had covered during the year. The chances for detecting the 

effects of schooling are greater if one tests students on what they were actually taught, rather than on 

a standardized body of information (Walker and Schaffarzick 1974).

The test posed a series of questions about the novels, short stories, and plays that were 

assigned during the year. For each class, we selected five readings that had been covered, choosing 

items that were representative of the overall curricula. The questions ranged from simple recall 

("Describe the ending of the story") to ones requiring in-depth understanding ("Relate the conflict of 

the story to its ending and theme"). The questions were the same for each class, but 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, understanding of characters’ 

motivations, and so on. When the scores differed by more than one point on any given dimension, 

the test was given a 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 in the ninth-grade 

group. Means and standard deviations of this and all other variables are listed in Table 1.

Prior reading and writing skills. We administered two tests at the beginning of the year to 

account for prior differences among students in reading and writing skills. One was a multiple-choice 

test of reading comprehension, based on National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) items. 

The eighth and ninth graders read different stories, but the results were calibrated on similar scales. 

This test also included a brief writing sample. The second test consisted of a fifteen-minute essay, for 

which eighth graders were asked to write about a person or event that was important to them, and the 

ninth graders about a special place or possession. This test was scored by two readers on 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 performance 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 differences 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 never 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 school tracking with another rich data set, 

Gamoran and Mare (1989) found that using a similar set of controls eliminated the correlation 

between unobserved selection factors and outcomes.

12

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. 

• Abilitv". From school records, we obtained data on student performance on standardized 

tests administered by the districts. We recorded national percentiles.cores, 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 differences across 

districts.• 

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 never 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 school tracking with another rich data set, 

Gamoran and Mare (1989) found that using a similar set of controls eliminated the correlation 

between unobserved selection factors and outcomes. 



Other background variables. Further controls for student background differences were 

indicated by dummy variables for sex (1 =  female, 0 =  male) and minority status (black or Hispanic 

=  1, others =  0). Last, student socioeconomic status was indicated by an unweighted linear 

composite of father’s education, mother’s education, the higher in status of father’s or mother’s 

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

student questionnaires.

Indicators of Abilitv-Group Positions

Recent writers have criticized survey studies of grouping and tracking for using ambiguous 

indicators of track positions (Gamoran 1989; Lucas 1990; Lucas and Gamoran 1991). U.S. studies of 

national data typically 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 viewed as a 

social-psychological construct (see Berends 1992), its value as a structural indicator is limited. This 

is not so much because students may be incorrect; other data sources also carry the danger of 

unreliability (Gamoran and Berends 1987). Rather, the ambiguity of the survey indicator stems from 

an underlying assumption: that virtually all schools are in fact divided into academic, general, and 

vocational programs. Yet recent observers report that such programmatic tracking has waned, at least 

in formal terms (Oakes 1985; Moore and Davenport 1988). Instead, students in both junior and 

senior high schools tend to be stratified by performance on a subject-by-subject basis.

Whereas a student’s track position (e.g., academic or general) is often ambiguous, there is 

little disagreement about the ranking of courses within a particular subject. In the case of English, 

the great majority of secondary schools distinguish among levels such as honors or accelerated, 

regular or average, and basic or remedial (Oakes 1985; Moore and Davenport 1988). For this study, 

English classes are categorized as honors (including classes labeled high, advanced, and accelerated), 

regular, and remedial (including classes termed low and basic). These categories were unambiguously
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described by school staff. Student membership in particular classes was taken from class rosters and 

was verified by classroom teachers. The sample was not large enough to distinguish among schools 

having two, three, or four ability levels, but the grouping systems were similar across schools in that 

students were assigned to particular English classes based on judgments about their performance in 

English, rather than on how well they do in all subjects overall (see Slavin 1987, on the importance 

of this similarity). In four cases, teachers divided their time between two groups in a single room. 

Measures of Instruction

For this study we have relied on seven key indicators of instructional discourse. More 

indicators were available in the data, but we narrowed our focus on the basis of preliminary 

exploratory factor analyses, inspection of reliabilities in confirmatory factor analyses, and the 

theoretical centrality of particular indicators (Gamoran, Berends, and Nystrand 1990; Nystrand and 

Gamoran 1991a). In an early analysis of the eighth-grade data, we had used a composite indicator of 

discourse quality (Gamoran and Nystrand 1990), but we learned subsequendy that there was no single 

underlying factor that incorporated the diverse measures (Gamoran, Berends, and Nystrand 1990). 

Consequendy, we now use the seven variables as indicators of distinct aspects of discourse quality.

We obtained three measures of student participation. Two came from the spring 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 observations: 

the percentage of students visibly offtask during question-answer sessions.

For discourse coherence, we used a composite of six teacher-questionnaire items that asked 

about the interconnections among different classroom activities: the extent to which teachers asked 

students to (a) write about what they read; (b) discuss writing topics before writing; (c) discuss 

readings; (d) relate readings to other readings; (e) relate discussions to previous discussions; and (f) 

discuss what other students have written about (see appendix).
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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: Why did Atticus need Aunt Alexandra at this time?
Student: To keep Scout safe.
Teacher: Why would Scout be safe with Aunt Alexandra?

In this dialogue, which occurred during a discussion of To Kill 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 contrast, 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 another 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 other classroom activities 

which are heavily dominated by teachers.
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Statistical 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 "ability" 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 instructional 

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 instructional 

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 focus on

Statistical 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. 

16 

To address cite analytic issues, we used maximum likelihood methods. We chose this 

approach because it pennitted us to specify the latent "ability" 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 instructional 

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 instructional 

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 srudents are 

overrepresented in low-status groups and tracks (e.g., Oakes 1990), and our data conform to that 

pattern. As Table l 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 focus on 



the district in our sample with the highest proportion of minority students. In that district, located in 

a working-class urban area, 52 percent of the students were black or Hispanic, but the proportion 

minority was 26 percent in the honors classes, 52 percent in regular classes, and 65 percent in 

remedial classes. Similar patterns appear for the social class composition of the ability groups: In the 

total sample, honors classes averaged .37 standardized units above the mean in SES while low-ability 

classes stood at .42 standardized units below the mean.

These findings are far from new, and they cannot be used as evidence that assignment 

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 

that sorting students is not neutral with respect to social and economic inequality: the allocation of 

status within schools tends to coincide with status differences in the wider society, and if ability 

grouping magnifies achievement inequality, then it tends to reinforce initial differences (see also 

Vanfossen, Jones, and Spade 1987; Gamoran and Mare 1989; Lucas and Gamoran 1991).

Distribution of Instruction among Ability Groups

Are there inequities among ability groups in the conditions of instruction? Table 2 displays 

class-level means of instructional variables for the different types of classes. As expected, students in 

honors classes exhibit the most consistent participation, and students in remedial classes are least 

engaged in their schoolwork. These findings replicate those of other studies, both in their consistent 

patterns and in that the differences, while statistically significant, are not large substantively (Oakes 

1985; Gamoran and Berends 1987).

In contrast, most aspects of instructional discourse did not differ significantly between class 

types. If anything, regular classes contained higher proportions of authentic questions and questions 

with uptake, as well as a higher degree of coherence, but these differences are not statistically
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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 dominated 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-ability 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 additional 

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

instructional means, produce differential achievement. To assess the importance of the findings so far 

we must examine the contributions of instructional conditions to student learning.

The Effects of Ability Grouping on Achievement

Before bringing together grouping, instruction, and learning, 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 data 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. Students with higher initial test scores and higher estimated ability also 

performed better on our test at the end of the year.

Since all the effects were constrained to be equal, the only differences among models for the 

three groups are in the intercepts. Consequently, the intercepts reveal differences in achievement 

between groups, net of background conditions. These show gaps of .843 points between the honors 

and regular classes, and another 1.147 points between the regular and low-ability classes. These 

differences are not large -  they constitute about 12 percent and 17 percent, respectively, of the total- 

sample standard deviation -  but because they occurred within a single academic year, they need to be 

taken seriously.6

To test for statistical significance of ability-group differences in achievement, we cannot 

compare the intercepts with their standard errors; that tests whether the intercepts differ from zero, 

and we need to test whether they differ from each other. This question is addressed by comparing 

this model to another in which the intercepts are constrained to be equal across groups. We estimated 

the equal-intercept model and found that its fit was significantly poorer, yielding a chi-square of 66.62 

with 34 degrees of freedom. The chi-square difference between these two nested models is 10.73, 

with 2 degrees of freedom, a difference that is significant at p <  .01. Hence, we conclude that the 

type of class students attended made a small but significant difference for their achievement.

Ability Grouping. Instruction, and Achievement

To what extent were the achievement differences produced by variation in the distribution and 

effects of instruction? We first included the instructional variables using the same specification as we 

used for the background variables -  that is, no differences between class types in the effects of 

instruction on achievement.7 Fit statistics for this model are presented in the first row of Table 4.

This model fit the data fairly well, but we had reason to question the assumption of equal instructional 

effects across groups. Our conceptual formulation, and some preliminary analyses, suggested that

disadvantaged, respectively. Students with higher initial test scores and higher estimated ability also 

performed better on our test at the end of the year. 
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offtask behavior, authenticity, and discussion might have varied effects, and we estimated this model 

next. 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 completion of reading 

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.

Effects of instruction on achievement. Table 5 displays the results of the best-fitting model. 

Each of the variables with similar effects across groups contributes positively to achievement: students 

who report completing more of their reading and writing scored higher, as did those in classes with 

more uptake and more coherence among instructional activities. The effects of the other instructional 

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 in honors classes 

but lower achievement in remedial classes; and discussion benefitted honors students but reduced 

achievement for those in regular classes.

The participation variables appear to exert substantial effects. For example, a 10 percent 

increase in offtask behavior would reduce achievement by about one and a quarter to nearly two 

points in the 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 assignments would score more 

than two points lower than those who completed all their work, other things being equal. Among the 

discourse variables, the impact of coherence stands out: A class with twice the average level of 

coherence (a difference of almost two standard deviations) would raise achievement by nearly two 

points on average, other things being equal. This is especially important because activities that 

promote coherence occur with regular frequency, according to teachers, although they are more 

common in some classes than others. Effects of other discourse variables are more modest, but still 

large enough to be substantively as well as statistically meaningful. In light of these instructional
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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 consistendy 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 frequendy 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 - -7.081 = 

-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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classes but about two points higher in high-ability classes. Hence, achievement gaps result from a 

combination of differences in the levels and the effects of instructional conditions.

Interpreting the varied effects. How should we interpret the differences across groups in the 

effects of offtask behavior, authenticity, and discussion? Results for offtask were anticipated by 

previous research: We predicted that offtask behavior might be more harmful in lower-status classes, 

because such activity reflects resistance to schooling in such classes, whereas in honors classes 

misbehavior does not necessarily indicate rejection of schoolwork. In addition, high-group students 

who are not themselves offtask may be less distracted by offtask behavior than students in regular and 

remedial classes.

Although the data are consistent with earlier work, they conflict with the organizational goals 

of ability grouping, which call for alignment of classroom conditions to students’ needs. Instead of 

less offtask where it is more damaging, we observed less offtask behavior where it was 

inconsequential. We cannot interpret this finding conclusively, however, because we do not know 

whether the low-ability students would have been similarly disruptive in a mixed-ability class.

Perhaps their levels of misbehavior would be even higher in a heterogeneous context, and since our 

models do not speak to that possibility, we cannot fully dismiss this aspect of the rationale for ability 

grouping.

In light of the positive (though non-significant) coefficient for offtask in high groups, another 

interpretation must be considered: Offtask behavior may occur in honors classes after students have 

mastered the material. Perhaps students who have figured out the answers and completed their work 

are afterwards likely to relax and misbehave. In that case, high achievement may lead to offtask 

behavior, rather than the reverse. This interpretation challenges the causal ordering specified in our 

model.
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Authenticity occurred with roughly similar frequency across class types, yet it was beneficial 

in 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 

more effective, but it is also inconsistent with our speculation based on prior research that authentic 

discourse offers greater benefits in low-ability classes than elsewhere. We found just the opposite. 

Results for discussion were more closely aligned with the organizational perspective, in that high- 

ability classes had more discussion time and also derived greater benefits from discussion, but this 

finding contradicted our expectation that discussion would benefit low-ability students most of all.

How did these results come about? To better understand the pattern, we returned to the data 

to examine the content of authentic questions and the contexts of discussions in different classes. We 

discovered that teachers in honors English classes were much more likely to ask authentic questions 

about literature, whereas authentic questions in remedial English classes pertained to a wide variety of 

topics. One teacher in a remedial class, for example, asked authentic questions about test-taking: 

"How do most of 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-ability English 

classes generally focused on ideas and issues found in literary texts. Overall, we counted 73.4 

percent of authentic questions had to do with literature texts in honors English classes, but only 31.3 

percent of authentic questions in remedial English classes concerned the texts students were reading.

The pattern for discussion was similar but the interpretation is less clear-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 students were reading. However, two-thirds 

of the discussions in regular English classes were on literary texts. Thus, we are not able to account 

for the substantial negative effect of discussion in the regular classes. Discussion was so infrequent in

23 

Authenticity occurred with roughly similar frequency across class types, yet it was beneficial 

in 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 

more effective, but it is also inconsistent with our speculation based on prior research that authentic 

discourse offers greater benefits in low-ability classes than elsewhere. We found just the opposite. 

Results for discussion were more closely aligned with the organizational perspective, in that high­

ability classes had more discussion time and also derived greater benefits from discussion, but this 

finding contradicted our expectation that discussion would benefit low-ability students most of alL 

How did these results come about? To better understand the pattern, we returned to the data 

to examine the content of authentic questions and the contexts of discussions in different classes. We 

discovered that teachers in honors English classes were much more likely to ask authentic questions 

about literature, whereas authentic questions in remedial English classes pertained to a wide variety of 

topics. One teacher in a remedial class, for example, asked authentic questions about test-taking: 

"How do most of 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-ability English 

classes generally focused on ideas and issues found in literary texts. Overall, we counted 73 .4 

percent of authentic questions had to do with literature texts in honors English classes, but only 31. 3 

percent of authentic questions in remedial English classes concerned the texts students were reading. 

The pattern for discussion was similar but the interpretation is less clear-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 students were reading. However, two-thirds 

of the discussions in regular English classes were on literary texts. Thus, we are not able to account 

for the substantial negative effect of discussion in the regular classes. Discussion was so infrequent in 



regular classes, however, averaging only 12 seconds per day (see Table 2), that the negative 

coefficient may not be meaningful.

Like the results for offtask, the pattern for authenticity could also be interpreted 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 produces higher 

achievement, or higher achievement 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 instructional 

conditions affect year-end achievement rather than the reverse.

Conclusions

The results of this study indicate that differences in the nature and effects of classroom 

instruction constitute an important part of the explanation for widening achievement gaps among 

students assigned to classes at varied levels. The findings are thus consistent with a long-standing 

hypothesis, although the particular pattern of results complicates the story. As has been widely 

assumed (but not documented empirically), the greater conformity to instructional demands among 

students in honors classes accounts for part of their achievement advantage, compared to students in 

remedial classes. Not only do high-ability students turn in their assignments more often, but they are 

less often offtask; and yet offtask behavior is detrimental only where it is more frequent, in middle- 

and low-ability classes.

Differences in the quality of instructional discourse were smaller than we expected on the 

basis of prior research. Only discussion time was clearly more evident in honors classes than 

elsewhere, and its absolute level was small in all types of classes. This difference turned out to be
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potent for achievement inequality, however, because discussion only benefitted students in the high- 

level classes. Authenticity was also consequential for achievement gaps, but not in the way originally 

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) literature 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 achievement 

inequality could be reduced by raising the caliber of both instructional 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 schools follow a common organizational procedure when they divide students on 

academic criteria, the procedure engenders atypical consequences, because sorting students is not a 

neutral act, and because instruction 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

2 We refer to ”technology" in the organizational sense, and not merely in reference to electronic aids 

to instruction, as the term is used in the educational vernacular.

3 About half the cases in the analysis are students who were included in the study twice, once as 

eighth graders and a second time in ninth grade. These students are represented twice in the data set. 

Although this may artificially increase the correlations among the predictors to some degree, the 

increase does not appear serious. The eighth- and ninth-grade data were obtained in separate years, 

and measures of classroom instruction, the key independent variables, were completely independent 

from one year to the next. We could find no meaningful differences between students who 

participated once and those who participated twice (Berends, 1992), and we gain much statistical 

power by pooling the data across grades. We also tested for differences between grades in the effects 

of the background variables on achievement, and found no significant differences.

4 The schools were less successful than we were at obtaining data from all students; about 15 percent 

of students for whom we had complete data on background and prior achievement lacked standardized 

test results. Scores for these students were imputed on a district-by-district basis from our 

background and prior achievement data.

5 The fit of the model could be improved slightly by allowing all background variables to have 

different effects across groups (chi-square difference =  24.62, d. f. difference =  12, difference is 

significant at p =  .016). We chose to estimate the more constrained model because (a) we had no
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strong prior grounds for predicting between-group differences in effects of background variables; (b) 

the relaxed model would greatly complicate the estimation of track effects; and (c) after instructional 

variables are added, the improved fit from allowing varied background effects is not statistically 

significant (chi-square difference =  19.01, d.f. difference =  12, p =  .088).

6 All maximum-likelihood estimates were obtained using LISREL (Joreskog and Sorbom, 1987). We 

compared these results to an ordinary least squares (OLS) regression in which the standardized test 

scores were included as single-item variables. This analysis yielded track effects that were 

considerably larger, at close to one and a half points for each gap. Hence, our model is a more 

conservative test for track 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 variables to the 

instructional indicators, but left these relations as zero-order correlations. This specification does not 

affect the estimation of direct effects of background and instruction on achievement.
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APPENDIX 
Wording of Questionnaire Items

Student questionnaire
Completion 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 than half 
the time, most of the time, every time. Responses in these categories were scored 0, 10, 33, 50, 67, 
90, 100, respectively.

Teacher questionnaire 
Discourse coherence:

"About 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?" 
"About 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 have had?"
"About how often do you and your class discuss things students have written about?"

Response categories: Never, less than once a month, once a month, two to three times a month, once 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 items, and divided by 4 to convert to 
a times-per-week scale.
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Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations of Variables.*

Variable Total Honors Regular Remedial Source o f Data

Dependent Variable

U terature 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) 29.913 (7.185) 28.594 (6.430) 20.097 (6.906) Researcher-administered

Fall Writing Score 5.995 (1.390) 6.767 (1.366) 5.714 (1.247) 5.488 (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 4.202 (5.666) 2.220 (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).
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Table 2. Qass-level means of instructional conditions.

INSTRUCTIONAL
VARIABLE

CLASS TYPE 
Honors Regular Remedial

Participation 
Percent of reading com pleted“ 87.791 81.986 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 22.943 16.975

Percent of questions with uptake 19.409 21.315 17.059

Minutes of discussion per day* 1.224 .200 .643

Coherence of instruction 10.865 13.351 10.367

Number of classes 24 44 24

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

Table 2. Class-level means of instructional conditions. 

INSTRUCTIONAL CLASS TYPE 
VARIABLE Honors Regular Remedial 

Panicipation 
Percent of reading completed• 87.791 81.986 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 22.943 16.975 

Percent of questions with uptake 19.409 21.315 17.059 

Minutes of discussion per day' 1.224 .200 .643 

Coherence of instruction 10.865 13.351 10367 

Number of classes 24 44 24 

• F-test for differences between class types is significant at p < .05. 



Table 3. Maximum likelihood estimates of background effects on literature achievem ent in
eighth- and ninth-grade ability-grouped English classes. N=1564 students.

IN D EPEN DENT VARIABLES Effect Standard Error

Background
Sex (female = 1) 1.051** .263

Minority (black or H ispanic= l) -1.292** .347

SES .661** .179

Fall reading score .292*** .020

Fall writing score .629*** .108

Ability .101*** .018

Intercepts
Honors classes -1.707 1.337

Regular classes -2.550* 1.081

Remedial classes -3.697** .930

Chi-square equals 55.89 with 32 degrees of freedom.

* coefficient is twice its standard error
** coefficient is three times its standard error
*** coefficient is four times its standard error
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Table 4. Alternative models of the effects of background and instruction on achievement.

M ODEL Chi-square
Degrees o f
freedom

COMPARISON
Chi-square
difference

TO PREVIOUS M ODEL
Difference in 
degrees o f  freedom P

(1) Same effects of instruction in 
each ability group

123.69 67

(2) Varied effects of offtask, 
authenticity, and discussion

86.33 61 37.36 6 < .01

(3) Model (2) plus varied effects 
of uptake

86.19 59 0.14 2 > .50

(4) Model (3) plus varied effects 
of writing completed

85.74 57 0.45 2 > .50

(5) Model (4) plus varied effects 
of reading completed

85.65 55 1.09 2 > .50

(6) Model (5) plus varied effects 
of coherence

85.17 53 0.48 2 > .50
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MODEL Chi-square freedom difference degrees of freedom p 
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(2) Varied effects of omask, 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. Maximum likelihood estimates of background and instructional effects on literature
achievement in eighth- and ninth-grade ability-grouped English classes. N=1564 students.

IN D EPEN D EN T VARIABLES Effect Standard Error

Background
Sex (female = 1) 1.188*** .252

Minority (black or H ispanic= l) -.652 .339

SES .155 .174

Fall reading score .202*** .024

Fall writing score .512*** .103

Ability .121*** .018

Instruct on
Completion of reading .022** .006

Completion of writing .025** .007

Offtask in class 
Honors classes .149 .092

Regular classes -.193*** .044

Remedial classes -.124*** .028

Authentic teacher questions 
Honors classes .056* .022

Regidar classes .003 .010

Remedial classes -.050* .017

Uptake .063*** .013

Discussion 
Honors classes .277* .129

Regular classes -1.510* .591

Remedial classes .045 .169

Discourse coherence .158*** .022

Intercepts
Honors classes -8.502*** 1.385

Regular classes -7.081*** 1.207

Remedial classes -7.144*** 1.061

Chi-square equals 86.33 with 61 degrees of freedom.

* coefficient is twice its standard error
** coefficient is three times its standard error
*** coefficient is four times its standard error

Table S. Maximum likelihood estimates of background and instructional effects o n literature 
achievement in eighth- and ninth-grade ability-grouped English classes. N = 1564 students. 

INDEPENDENT VAR[ABLES 

Background 
Sex (female= 1) 

Minority (black or Hispanic= 1) 

SES 

Fall reading score 

Fall writing score 

Ability 

Instruct on 
Completion of reading 

Completion of writing 

Offtask in class 
Honors classes 

Regular classes 

Remedial classes 

Authentic teacher questions 
Honors classes 

Regular classes 

Remedial classes 

Uptake 

Discussion 
Honors classes 

Regular classes 

Remedial classes 

Discourse coherence 

Intercepts 
Honors classes 

Regular classes 

Remedial classes 

Effect 

1.188· • • 

-.652 

.155 

.202•·· 

.512·· • 

.121 ••· 

.022 .. 

.025• • 

.149 

-.193· • • 

·.124 • •• 

.056· 

.003 

-.oso· 
.063 ... 

.211• 

-1.S 10• 

.045 

.158··· 

-8.502 ... 

-7.081 • • • 

-7.144 • •• 

Standard E"or 

.252 

.339 

.174 

.024 

.103 

.018 

.006 

.007 

.092 

.044 

.028 

.022 

.010 

.017 

.013 

.129 

.591 

.169 

.022 

1.385 

1.207 

1.061 

Chi-square equals 86.33 with 61 degrees of freedom. 

• coefficient is twice its standard error 
• • coefficient is three times its s tandard error 
• •• coefficient is four times its standard error 
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Middle School Ability Grouping and Student Achievement 
in Science and Mathematics

Thomas B. Iloffer
Northern Illinois University

This paper analyzes the effects of niuhlle school ability grouping on cognitive achievement in 
mathematics and science. In contrast to most previous research on tracking, this analysis 
compares outcomes in grouped and nongrouped schools. The hypotheses tested here are, lust, 
lhal ability grouping raises the aggregate level of student achievement and, second, thal abililv 
grouping achieves this end by increasing the learning of all students. Comparing average student 
achievement growth from the seventh to the ninth grades in grouped and nongrouped schools 
shows lhal overall gains from ability grouping in either subject are negligible, controlling for 
differences in student social background and initial les-els of achievement Comparing the 
achievement growth o f nongrouped students and high- and low-group students shows lhal 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 out

social class on these outcom es (A lexander & 
McDill, 1976; G am oran , 1987; G am oran & 
M are, 1989; Hauser, Sewell, & Alwin, 1976; 
Heyns, 1974; Vanfossen, Jones, & Spade, 
1987).

An important practical conclusion of the re• 
search on ability grouping and high school 
tracking is thal these practices constitute signil 
icant barriers to ihe goals of greater equality ol 
opportunity and outcomes and to higher aver- 
age academic achievement (Oakes, 1985, 
1990). This conclusion and the research lioin 
which it is derived have recently been called 
sharply into question, however. Slavin (199(1) 
concluded from his best evidence review ol 
som e 25 studies that ability grouping lias no 
significant overall effects on secondary 
school achievement. I'urther, Slavin lound 
that the effects of grouping are negligible foi 
students at all levels of prior achievement II 
Slavin is correct, then the considerable body 
of sociological research on the effects of 
tracking on cognitive achievement is simply 
wrong and is properly discarded.

W h y  do students differ in their learning of 
basic skills and knowledge? W hat might 
schools and school systems do to raise 
achievement levels and reduce learning in- 
equalities? Initial efforts to answer these 
questions emphasized the im portance of stu- 
dent social backgrounds and school social 
compositions (Colem an, et a l., 1966; Jencks, 
et al., 1972). Subsequent efforts to identify 
the mechanisms of these general factors em- 
phasized the importance of socialization dif- 
ferences among students, particularly the en- 
couragcm ent for academic success that 
students receive from parents, teachers, and 
peers (Jencks, Crouse, & M ueser, 1983; 
Sewell, Haller, & Portes, 1969), and school- 
based opportunity differences (Kerckhoff, 
1976). Ihe  most important school organiza- 
tion variable has proved to be student ability 
group or curriculum-program assignment. A 
num ber of careful studies have shown that 
student placement exerts a powerful inde- 
pendent effect on achievement and attain- 
ments and explains part of the total effects of
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Why do students differ in their learning of 
basic skills and knowledge? What might 
sc;hools and sc;hool systems do to raise 
ac;hievement h:vels and rcduc;t! lt!arning in­
Cltualities'! Initial efforts to answer these 
questions emphasized the importancc of stu­
dent social backgrounds and school social 
rnmpusitions (Coleman, et al., 1966; Jencks, 
el al. , IIJ72) . Subsequent efforts to iden1ify 
lhe mechanisms of these general fai.: tors cm­
phasited the importance of socialitalion dif­
ferences among students, particulacly 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 oppor1unity differences (Kerckhofr, 
1976 ) . 'I he most importanl school organiza­
tion variable has proved to be studenl ability 
group or curriculum-program assignment. A 
number of careful studies have shown that 
student placement exerts a puwcrful inde­
pendent dfect on achievement and allain­
ments and explains part of the 101al effects of 

social class on these outc;omes (Akxander & 
Md)ill , l97t,; Gamoran . llJX7 ; (j;1111uran & 

Mare, 198Y; Hauser, Sewe ll , & Alwin. 1970: 
lleyns, 1974; Vanfossen, Jones. & Spi..11..k, 
IY87) . 

An important prat·11cil to11d11-.ion ot' 1hc.: re · 
sea.rd, on ability grouping and high S4:hool 
tr.u.:king is 1ha1 theS(! pr,u:tru:s c;om,titulc st,:1111 
icant barrie1s to the goals or grcat~r c4u.1h1y ol 
opportunity anJ outa1ml'S and to higher avt:r ­
age academic achicven11:nt ( Oakes, IIJX5, 
19'XI). 11,is wndusion and the resc:arch 1111111 
which it is dcnvcd have rece111ly t>ccn called 
sharply into (IUC:>l1on, however. Slavin ( IIJ<}(I) 
condudcd from his hc~I evidence review ul 
some 25 s1udies that ahilil y grouping hits 1111 

significant overall dletls on secondary 
school achievement . 1 ·urthcr , Slav111 101111d 
that the effects of grouping are ncglrg1hk 1111 
students al all lcvds ol prior achicvcme111 II 
Slavin is correct. then the co11sidcrnblc b11dy 
of sociological research on 1hc clkth nl 

tracking on cognitive achievement 1s simply 
wrong and is properly diSt:arded . 
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Synthesis of Research

Is Ability Grouping Equitable?
A d a m  G a m o ra n

instruction, either m ay succeed.
D raw ing on the best research we 

have on grouping. I w ant to describe 
conditions that m ake one system  or 
the other m ore likely to result in 
high achievem ent that is equitably  
d istributed. Then I 'll look at the 
challenges educators face depend ing  
on which approach to g roup ing  they 
take. But. first, let's c larify  tw o term s.

Tracking vs. Grouping
C״ urriculum  track ing” an d  "ab ility  
grouping” are som etim es used  inter- 
changeablv. I use " tra ck in g ” to m ean 
broad, p rogram m atic  d iv is ions that 
separate students for all academ ic 
subjects. For exam ple , h igh  school 
tracks divide students in to  academ ic, 
general, and vocational p rogram s.

H
bility grouping is one o f the 
m ost com m on responses to 
the problem  o f providing for 
student differences, but is it 
an equitable  response? Few 

questions about education have 
evoked  m ore controversy.

G rouping has d ifferent effects in 
different circum stances. As currently 
practiced, it typically leads to 
inequitable  outcom es. To place the 
debate in its proper perspective, we 
m ust rem em ber that decisions about 
grouping are prelim inary and that 
w hat m atters most com es next: deci- 
sions about w hat to do with students 
a fter  th ey 'v e  been assigned to classes. 
G iven poor instruction, neither hetero- 
geneous nor hom ogeneous grouping 
can be effective: w ith excellent

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.
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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. 

R 
blltty grouping 1s one of the 
most common responses 10 
the problem ot providing for 
stutlcnt differences. bw 1s 1t 
an t't/11iwbil' re~ponse? Few 

que~r1ons Jbout .::<.lucauon have 
e, ,>keLI more ..:lincro,ers:,,. 

Groupmg hJ~ J1fforenc effects ,n 
Ji fferent cm.:urn,1anco::s . . ..\s currently 
prac11co::J. ,r 1~ pic.111: leads to 
1111111111,a!,I., 11u1.:omes. To pl.lee the 
JebJte 1n 1t~ proper perspective. we 
rnu~t remember chat dec1s1ons about 
grouping are preliminary and that 
,, hat matters most comes ne:tt: Jec1-
sions about ,, hat to do w1th students 
after they· , ·e been a:.signed to classes. 
Given poor ins1ruc1ion. nelther hetero­
geneous nor homogeneous grouping 
..:an be effective: ,,1th excellent 

instrucuon. enher may succeed. 
Drav. ing on the best research we 

h;l\e on grouping. I want to descnbe 
~·t,nJ1t1ons that mJ.ke one system or 
the other more likely tO result in 
high J~·h1e, emenc that 1s equirably 
ui-tnbu1eJ. Tho::n l ' II look Jt the 
..:halknge~ ,:,Ju..:ators fa..:e Jepending 
,,n ,, h1..:h appro;,ich 10 grouping they 
1.1ke. But. tir,1. 1e1·~ clant\ two 1enns. 

Tracking vs. Grouping 
"Cum1:ulum tracking" and ".1bdi1y 
grouping'· Jre someumes used inter­
~·hJngeably. I use ··cracking" co mean 
broad. programmatic div1s1ons that 
)eparate )tudents for all .1cadem1c 
subjects. For e.umple. high school 
cracks divide students into academic. 
general. and voc:monal programs. 
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S tu d e n ts  a t a ll a & lll-  
t ie s — not lu s t h igh  
a c h ie v e rs — b e n e ftt  
fro m  c a lla b o ra t lv a  
p ro je c ts .

students w ith 
sim ilar fam ily 
backgrounds and 
initial ach ieve- 
m ent. W ith low- 
group losses o ffsetting  h igh-group 
gains, the effects on  productiv ity  w ere 
about zero, but the im pact on 
inequality  was substantial.

In the U nited S tates, high school 
tracking results in sim ilar increases in 
inequality. In a national survey that 
follow ed m ore than 20.000 students 
from  grades 10-12. academ ic track 
students gained  sign ifican tly  m ore on 
tests o f  m ath, science, reading, vocab- 
ularv. w riting, and civ ics , com pared  to 
sim ilar students in general and voca- 
tional tracks (G am oran  1987)•2 In 
fact, ach ievem ent gaps betw een 
students in d ifferen t tracks w idened 
more than the overa ll d isparity  
betw een students w ho dropped  out of 
school afte r 10th grade and those who 
stayed in school. T his m eans that 
w hich program  a student pursued in 
high school m attered  m ore for 
ach ievem ent than w h eth er or not he or 
she w as in school! U nfortunately, 
studies like this one do not show 
w hether increasing inequality  occurred 
in the contex t o f  rising  o r falling 
achievem ent for the school as a whole, 
because tracked and un tracked  schools 
were not com pared.

elem entary  level, most grouping 
system s fail to raise achievem ent.
Som e form s o f subject-specific 
grouping— particularly w ithin-class 
grouping for math and cross-grade 
grouping for reading— tend to have 
positive effects on overall achieve- 
m ent (S lavin 1987). The issue has 
received less attention at the 
secondary level, probably because 
alm ost all A m erican secondary 
schools have som e degree o f tracking 
(O akes 1985).

In a w ell-designed B ritish study, 
Fogelm an (1983) and K erckhoff 
(1986) follow ed m ore than 9,000 
students in grouped and ungrouped 
secondary  schools for a five-year 
period, finding little difference in 
average scores on standardized tests o f 
m ath and reading ach ievem ent.' The 
absence of overall differences betw een 
types o f schools, how ever, m asked 
im portant differences that occurred 
w ith in  the grouped schools.

G ro u p in g  a n d  in e q u a lity .  In the 
B ritish study, there w ere no average 
differences betw een grouped and 
ungrouped schools because w ithin the 
grouped schools, high-group students 
perform ed better than sim ilar students 
in ungrouped schools, but low -group 
students did worse. S tudents in rem e- 
dial classes perform ed especially 
poorly com pared to ungrouped

Elem entary schools “track” students 
when they divide them  into separate 
classes for the entire day.

I use "ability  grouping" to refer to 
divisions am ong students for partic- 
ular subjects, such as special class 
assignm ents for m ath or w ithin-class 
groups for reading. "A bility ," strictly 
speaking, how ever, is not usually the 
criterion for grouping. Rather, 
students are typically d ivided 
according to m easured or perceived 
perform ance in school. Because 
school perform ance is related to social 
inequality  outside the school, such 
divisions contribute to the separation 
o f students from  different racial, 
ethnic, and social backgrounds (Oakes 
et al. 1992).

Achievement Effects 
of Grouping and Tracking
To consider the effects o f  ability 
grouping, we need to keep two 
questions in mind. First, how does 
grouping affect the overall le v e l  of 
achievem ent in the school? This 
is a question about "productivity." 
W ould the school produce higher 
achievem ent if ability grouping were 
elim inated?

Second, how  does grouping affect 
the d is tr ib u tio n  o f achievem ent in the 
school? This is a question  about 
"inequality." W ould achievem ent be 
m ore equally d istributed  in the 
absence of ability grouping ? In the 
past, advocates o f grouping have 
tended to focus on the first question, 
and critics have em phasized the 
second. To engage in a balanced 
discussion, we m ust exam ine both.

G ro u p in g  a n d  p ro d u c tiv i ty .  Little 
evidence supports the claim  that 
tracking or grouping by ability 
produces higher overall achievem ent 
than heterogeneous grouping. At the
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Elementary schools ··track" students 
when they divide them into separate 
classes for the entire day. 

I use "ability grouping"' to refer to 
divisions among students for panic­
ular subjects . . •mch as special class 
assignments for math or within-class 
groups for reading ... Ability:· smctly 
speaking. however. is not usually the 
cmenon for grouping. Rather. 
students are typically divided 
according to measured or perceived 
performance in school. Because 
school performance is related to social 
inequality outside the school. such 
divisions contnbute to the separauon 
of students from different racial. 
ethnic. and social backgrounds tOakes 
et al. l 992). 

Achl1Hm1nt EH1cts 
of Grouping and Tracking 
To consider the effects of ability 
grouping. we need to keep two 
ques11ons in mind. First. how does 
grouping affect the overall le\·el of 
:ichievement in the school" This 
is a quesuon about "productivity:· 
Would the school produce higher 
achievement if ability grouping were 
eliminated? 

Second. how does grouping affect 
the dismbwron of achievement in the 
school? This is a quesuon about 
.. inequality."' Would achievement be 
more equally dismbuted in the 
absence oi ability grouping? In the 
past. advocates of grouping have 
tended to focus on the first question. 
:ind critics have emphasized the 
second. To engage in a balanced 
discussion. we must examine both. 

Grouping and producriviry. Little 
evidence supports the claim that 
tracking or grouping by :ibility 
produces higher overall achievement 
than heterogeneous grouping. At the 
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elementary level. most grouping 
systems fail to raise achievement. 
Some forms of subject-specific 
grouping-particularly within-class 
grouping for math and cross-grade 
grouping for reading-tend to have 
posiuve effects on o·:erall achieve­
ment (Slavin 1987). The issue has 
received less attention at the 
secondary level. probably because 
almost all Amencan secondary 
schools have some degree of tracking 
t Oakes l 985). 

In a well-designed Briush study. 
Fogelman ( 1983) and Kerckhoff 
( 1986) followed more than 9.000 
students in grouped and ungrouped 
secondary schoo ls for a five-year 
period. finding little difference in 
average scores on standardized tests of 
math and reading achievement. ' The 
absence of overall differences bet\l.een 
types of schools. however. masked 
important differences that occurred 
wuhin the grouped schools. 

Crouping and tnequaliry. In the 
British study. there were no average 
differences between grouped and 
ungrouped schools because within the 
grouped schools. high-group students 
performed better than similar students 
in ungrouped schools. but low-group 
students did worse. Students in reme­
dial classes performed especially 
poorly compared to ungrouped 

students with 
similar family 
backgrounds and 
mrna.l achieve­
ment. With low­

Students at all ablll­
ttes-not IUS1 hlall 
ach1Hers--411n1ttt 
from c1llthracln 
Prtlilc1S. 

group losses offsening high-group 
gains. 1he effects on productivity were 
about zero. but the impact on 
inequality was substantial. 

In the Un11ed States. high school 
tracking results m similar increases in 
inequality. In a national survey that 
followed more than 20.000 students 
from grades I 0-12. :icadem.ic track 
students gained significantly more on 
tests of math. science. reading. vocab­
ulary. v,riting. and civics. compared to 
similar students in general and voca­
tional tracks t Gamoran 1987).! In 
fact. achievement gaps between 
~tudents in different cracks widened 
more than the overall disparity 
between students 1.1, ho dropped out of 
,;chool after 10th grade and those who 
-:.tayed in school. This means that 
v.. hich program .1 ~tudent pursued in 
high school mattered more for 
achie,.ement than whether or not he or 
she was in school! l: nforrunacely. 
studies like this one do not show 
whether 1ncreas1ng inequality occurred 
,n the context of rising or falling 
:ichievement for the school as a whole. 
because tracked and uncracked schools 
were not compared. 



to consider how students w ere treated 
after they w ere assigned  to their 
classes. Fortunately, a num ber o f  case 
studies and a few surveys provide 
inform ation on w hat goes on in 
d ifferent groups and  tracks. These 
reports suggest that the quality  o f 
instruction and the c lim ate  for learning 
favors h igh-level g roups and honors 
classes over low groups and rem edial 
classes.

U nequal instruction. A t the 
e lem entary  level, several researchers 
have docum ented  fast-paced  reading 
instruction  in h igh-level groups and 
slow -m oving progress in low  groups. 
T his occurs for both w ith in-class and 
betw een-class g roup ing  (B arr and 
D reeben 1983. G am oran  1986, Row an 
and M iracle 1983). F rom  these 
studies, one canno t tell w hether slow er 
instruction in low  groups m eets the 
needs o f  these studen ts or unneces- 
sarily holds them  back. W hen m iddle- 
and low -group students o f  sim ilar 
prior ach ievem ent are com pared , 
m iddle-group students gain  m ore, 
suggesting that slow -paced  instruction 
contributes to the low -group  deficit. 
This in terpretation  is bolstered  by a 
recent survey o f  elem entary  school 
m athem atics classes, in w hich m iddle- 
and low -group students w ere signifi- 
cantlv m ore likely than h igh-group  
students to say their class w as too easy 
(Coley et. al. 1992). O th er researchers 
indicate that low read ing  groups offer 
a less conducive learn ing  environ- 
ment. w ith m ore in te rrup tions than 
m iddle and high groups (A lling ton  
1980. Eder 1981)"

D ifferences in con tex t and  clim ate 
have also been d escribed  at the 
secondary  level. F irst, co llege-track  
students take m ore academ ic courses 
than students in o the r tracks, 
contribu ting  to the ir ach ievem ent

Which program 
a student pursued 
in hish school 
mattered more 
for achievement 
than whether 
or not he or she 
was in school!
occurred  inside the classroom s after 
students w ere assigned. In som e 
studies, teachers may have provided 
exactly  the sam e instruction to the 
grouped and ungrouped classes, and 
there w ould  be little reason to expect 
ach ievem ent benefits or  detrim ents to 
ability grouping. In other studies, 
teaching quality  may have favored one 
group  or the other, leading to 
ou tcom es that differed by group. 
S lav in 's ultim ate conclusion echoes a 
finding that is more than half a century  
old: ability grouping has no effects on 
ach ievem ent unless teachers use it to 
provide d ifferent instruction to 
different groups.'

I conclude that grouping and 
tracking rarely add to overall achieve- 
m ent in a school, but they often 
contribute to inequality. This finding 
is m ost consistent for high school 
tracking, but it is not uncom m on in 
o ther form s and at other levels. Tvpi- 
callv. it m eans that h igh-track students 
are gaining and low -track students are 
falling farther behind. But the effects 
o f  ability grouping are not the sam e in 
every׳ context, and we need to d iscover 
how they com e about in o rder to 
im prove productivity and reduce 
inequality.

Sources 01 Achievement Inequality
W hy does tracking often benefit high 
achievers but not their counterparts in 
o ther groups? M ost research on 
grouping and achievem ent has failed

Elem entary school studies also 
show  increasing inequality  over time 
(W einstein 1976. H allinan and 
Sorensen 1983, G am oran 1986). Even 
w hen overall ach ievem ent rises, 
inequality may grow  because high- 
group students often  gain m ore than 
students in low -ability groups (Oakes 
et al, 1992).

Slavin  '5 "best evidence syntheses. " 
Perhaps the m ost com prehensive and 
careful review s o f research on ability 
grouping are Robert S lav in 's reports 
o f grouping and ach ievem ent in 
elem entary (1987) and secondary 
(1990) schools. O ther than the 
elem entary school exceptions noted 
above, Slavin argued that ability 
grouping has no effects on either 
productivity or inequality: grouped 
and ungrouped schools produce about 
the sam e level o f achievem ent, and 
neither high, nor low, nor average 
groups obtain any special benefit or 
suffer a particular loss due to 
grouping. Slavin reached these 
conclusions after exam ining a diverse 
array o f  studies conducted  over a 60- 
year period. Som e o f the studies 
show ed positive effects: others yielded 
negative results, for productivity  and 
inequality, as a result o f ability 
grouping. Because the results aver- 
aged out to about zero. Slavin 
concluded that ability grouping has no 
effects and that the effects that 
appeared in many studies resulted 
from  random  or system atic errors of 
m easurem ent (S lavin  1990).

I think another interpretation is 
m ore likely: the d iversity  o f  results 
does not mean the true effects are zero 
but. rather, that ability grouping has 
different effects depending on where 
and how it is im plem ented. The 
studies Slavin review ed provided 
alm ost no inform ation on w hat
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Elementary school studies also 
show increasing inequality 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 
students in low-ability groups (Oakes 
eca!, 1992). 

Slavin s .. best evidence syntheses.·· 
Perhaps che most comprehensive and 
careful reviews of research on ability 
grouping are Robert Slavin·s repons 
of grouping and achievement in 
e lementary ( 1987) and secondary 
( 19901 schools. Other than the 
elementary school exceptions noted 
above. Slavin argued that abili ty 
grouping has no effects on either 
productivity or inequality: grouped 
and ungrouped schools produce about 
the same level of achievement. and 
neither high. nor low. nor average 
groups obtain any special benefit or 
suffer a particular loss due to 
grouping. Slavin reJtched these 
conclusions after examining a diverse 
array of studies conducted over a 60-
year penod. Some of the studies 
showed positive effects: ochers yielded 
negauve results. for 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 
effects and that the effects that 
appeared in many studies resulted 
from random o r systematic errors of 
measurement (Slavin 1990). 

I think another interpretation is 
more likely: the diversity of results 
does not mean the true effects are zero 
but. rather. that ability grouping has 
different effects depending on where 
and how it is implemented. The 
studie s Slavin reviewed provided 
almost no infonnation on what 

Which program 
a student pursued 
in hi2:h school 

'--

mattered more 
for achievement 
than \vhether 
or not he or she 
vvas in school~ 

occurred inside 1he classrooms after 
students were assigned. In some 
studies. te:1chers may have provided 
exactly the ,ame instruction 10 the 
grouped and ungrouped classes. and 
there would be lict!e reason co e,cpect 
achievement benefits or detriments to 
ability grot1ping. In other studies. 
teaching quality may ha\ie favored one 
group or the ocher. leading to 
outcomes that differed by group. 
Slavin·s ultimate conclusion echoes a 
finding that 1s more than half a century 
old: ability grouping has no effects on 
achievement unless teachers use it to 
provide different instruction to 
different groups.' 

I conclude that grouping and 
trackrng rarely add co overall achieve­
ment in a school. but they often 
concnbuce to inequality. This finding 
is most coinsistent for high school 
tracking. buc 1t is 11101 uncommon in 
o ther forms and at ocher levels. Tvpi­
cally. 11 means that high-track students 
are gaining and low-crack scudencs are 
falling fanher behind. But the effects 
of abilit~ grouping are not the same in 
e\'ery comeu. and we need to disco ... er 
how thev come about in order to 
improve producuv11y and reduce 
inequality. 

Sources of Achl11Yement lnequalllJ 
Why does cracking o ften benefit high 
achievers but not their counterpans in 
other groups'? ~1ost research on 
grouping and achievement has failed 

to consider how students were treated 
after they were assigned to their 
classes. Fo nunately. a number of case 
studies and a few surveys provide 
information on what goes on in 
different groups and tracks. These 
repons suggest that the quality of 
instruction and the climate for learning 
favors high-level groups and honors 
classes over low groups and remedial 
classes. 

Unequal instruction. :\t the 
elementary level. several researchers 
have documented fast-paced reading 
instruction in high-level groups and 
slow-moving progress in low groups. 
This occurs for both within-class and 
between-class grouping (Barr and 
Dreeben 1983. Gamoran 1986. Rowan 
and Miracle 1983 ). From these 
studies. one cannot tell whether slower 
instruction in low groups meets the 
needs of these students or unneces­
sarily holds them back. When middle­
and low-group students of similar 
prior achievement are compared. 
middle-group students gain more. 
suggesung that slow-paced instruction 
concnbuces to the low-group deficit. 
This interpretation is bolstered by a 
recent survey of elementary school 
mathematics classes. in which middle­
:rnd low-group students were signifi­
cantly more likely than high-group 
-.tudents to say their class was coo easy 
I Coley et. al. I 992). Other researchers 
indicate that low reading groups offer 
J. less conducive learning environ­
ment. with more interruptions than 
middle and high groups ( Allington 
1980. Eder 1981) 

Differences in context and climate 
have also been described at the 
secondary level. First. college-track 
students take more academic courses 
than students in other tracks .. 
contributing to their achievement 
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Ending Ability Grouping Is a Moral Imperative
Cloyd Hastings

level. This is the cha llenge facing 
A m erican education . H ow  do we 
custom ize educational opportun ities 
and experiences on a m ass level?

The bicycle com pany starts w ith 
w hat is com m on, and defin ing , about 
the product and then incorporates 
w hat the custom er believes is neces- 
sary to fulfill the concept o f  a bike.
In education . we m ust sta rt w ith  
w hat all learners need and then 
custom ize based upon the individual.

We need to stop standard iz ing  
expectations based upon  aggregated  
data  and begin to custom ize based 
upon disaggregated  know ledge o f  
the individual. S tandard ized  testing 
used  for sorting, ca tegoriz ing , and 
labeling  m ust be ended. A ccount- 
ab ility  in term s o f  studen t p rogress 
can. and m ust, be m ain ta ined  o n  an 
individual continuum  and  not on  a 
group  continuum . D ifficu lt?  Yes! 
C hallenging? Yes! Im possible? No! ■

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

created  equal under the law.
O ur individualism  is a defining 

elem ent o f  our m em bership in 
society: it should not exclude us. We 
m ust accept and celebrate diversity 
because we are all different. We m ust 
believe in the fundam ental w orth and 
dignity  o f each person.

The individual is fundam ental to 
dem ocracy and m ost religions. The 
individual should be fundam ental to 
all educational decisions. B ecause 
m uch o f our thinking about m ass 
education  practices is derived from  
factory m odel thinking, com m itm ent 
to the individual will be m ore diffi- 
cult to im plem ent in public educa- 
tion. We now have, however. 100 
years o f know ledge and technology 
that was unavailable to the devel- 
opers o f m ass education, and we 
have new  models.

For exam ple, a bicycle com pany 
in Japan is filling orders for individu- 
alized bikes. In a nation that has 
estab lished  itself as a cham pion o f 
m ass production techniques, the 
Japanese have discovered a way to 
custom ize production on a m ass

C
iting in-depth educational 
research, such w ell-intended 
w riters as Robert S lavin and 
Jeannie O akes have attacked  ability 
grouping. T heir reliance upon quan- 

titative m ethodologies does not suffi- 
cientlv distinguish them  from  the 
supporters o f hom ogeneous 
grouping. Both share a com m on 
belief in the pow er to persuade and 
influence others through statistical 
data. This com m on dependence upon 
num erical data is the cause for a 
continuing battle. It b linds the world 
to a different paradigm .

The answ er to the debate on 
ability grouping is not to be found in 
new  research. There exists a body o f 
philosophic absolutes that should 
include this statem ent: T he ability 
grouping o f students for educational 
opportunities in a dem ocratic society 
is ethically  unacceptable.

We need not justify  this with 
research, for it is a statem ent o f prin- 
ciple. not o f  science. It should 
becom e a m oral im perative along 
w ith the beliefs that slavery is 
im m oral and that all people are

to instruction  also d iffe r across tracks 
and ability groups. L ow -track  
students are o ff-task  m ore often , spend 
less tim e on hom ew ork, and turn  in 
few er assignm ents (O akes 1985, 
G am oran and N ystrand 1990).
C urren t data  do not indicate w hether 
low -track students respond  less well 
because instruction  is less engag ing  or 
w hether instruction  is less engaging 
because students are not responsive. 
B oth processes are p robab ly  at work. 
C ase study w riters have long

tracks than low tracks (O akes 1985, 
G am oran and N ystrand 1990). In 
contrast, low -track instruction tends to 
be fragm ented, em phasizing work- 
sheets and recitation (Page 1992). 
Teachers in low -track classes spend 
m ore tim e on behavior m anagem ent 
and less tim e on instruction (Oakes 
1985).

U nequal oehavior and  attitudes  
am ong students. These differences 
canno t be ascribed solely to teachers, 
how ever, because s tu d e n ts ' responses

advantage (G am oran 1987). Second, 
observers report that h igh-track 
teachers are m ore en thusiastic and 
spend more tim e preparing (Rosen- 
baum  1976. O akes 1991). Teachers 
may com pete for the opportunity  to 
teach honors and accelerated  classes, 
and those with m ore experience or 
better reputations tend to win the priv- 
ilege (Finley 1984. O akes 1991). 
A lthough problem  solving and critical 
thinking are not especially  com m on, 
they are more likely to occur in high
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~ Ending Ability Grouping Is a Moral Imperative 
I 

j Cloyd Hastings 

C
uing in-depth educacional 
research. such well-intended 
wnters as Robert Slavin and 

Jeannie Oakes have anacked abilitv 
grouping. Their reliance upon quan­
titative methodologies does not suffi­
ciently distinguish them from the 
supporters of homogeneous 

1 grouping. Both share a common 
belief in the power to persuade and 
influence others through statistical 
data. Th.is common dependence upon 
numerical data is the cause for a 
continuing battle. It b linds I.he world 
to a different paradigm. 

The answer to the debate on 
ability grouping is not to be found in 
new research. There e:<ists a body o f 

, philosophic absolutes that should 
include chis statement: The ability 
grouping of students for educational 
o pportunities in a democratic society 
1s ethically unacceptable. 

We need not jusufy I.his wich 
research. for it is a statement of prin­
c iple. not of science. It should 
become a moral imperative along 
with che beliefs chat slavery is 
immoral .ind that all people are 

.11.ha ntage (Gamor.:in 1987). Second. 
observers report that high-track 
1eachers are more enthusiasuc and 
spend more time preparing ( Rosen­
baum l 976. Oakes l 991 ). Te:tchers 
may compete for the opportun11y to 
teach honors and accelerated classes. 
J nd chose with more experience or 
better reputations tend to win the priv­
ilege ( Finley 1984. Oakes 199 1 ). 
Although problem solving and critical 
1hinking are not especially common. 
1hey are more likely to occur in high 
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created equal under che 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 alD different. We must 
believe in the fundamental worth and 

dignity of each person. 
The 1nd1v1dual is fundamental to 

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

For example. a bicycle company 
in Japan 1s tilling orders for individu­
alized bikes. In a nauon that has 
established itself as a champion of 
mass production cechmques. the 
Japanese have discovered a way to 
customize producuon on a mass 

tracks than lov., tracks (Oakes 1985 . 
G.imoran and :--lymand 1990). In 
concrasc. low-crack instruction tends to 
be fragmented. emphasizing work­
sheets .ind recnation ( Page 1992 ). 
Teachers in low-tr:ick classes spend 
more time on behavior management 
and less time on instruction (Oakes 
1985). 

Unequal oehai·ior and arrirudes 
among swdenrs. These differences 
cannot be ascribed solely to teachers. 
however. because srudenrs · responses 

level. This is the challenge facing 
Amencan education. How do we 
customize educational opportunities 
and experiences on a mass level? 

The bicycle company starts wilh 
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 sea.rt with 
what a.II 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 
che individual. Standardized testing 
used for sorting. categorizing. and 
labeling must be ended. Account­
ability in terms of student progress 
can. and must. be maintained o n an 
individual continuum and not on a 
g ro up continuum. Difficult? Yes! 
Challenging~ Yes! lmpossible? :--lo! ■ 

Clovd Hastings is Principal. McCoy 
Elemen1arv School. 2425 McCo v Rd .. 
Carrollton. TX i 5006. 

to instrucuon also d iffer across tracks 
Jnd ability groups. Low-crack 
,tudencs Jre off-task more o ften. spend 
less time on homework. ;rnd tum 1n 
fewer assignments I Oakes 1985. 
GJmoran and Nystrand l 990). 
Current data do not indicate whether 
low-track students respond less well 
because instruction 1s less engaging or 
whether instrucuon is less engaging 
because students are not responsive. 
Both processes are probably at work. 
Case siudy wnters have long 



com pletely  elim inated , it m ust be 
im plem ented m ore effectively  than is 
typical. First, it is essen tial to avoid  
locking in teachers and students to 
their track assignm ents. P erm anent 
assignm ents result in a v icious cycle , 
in w hich the expectations o f teachers 
and students en ter a dow nw ard  spiral 
(Page 1992). S chools m ust m ake at 
least two sorts o f  investm ents to bring 
greater flexibility  to the ir grouping 
system s: ( I )  they m ust reassess 
students' capabilities and take new 
inform ation into account w hen m aking 
assignm ent decisions, and (2) they 
m ust enable students to m ake up 
curricular m aterial they m ay have 
m issed— for exam ple , in tu torials 
during the school year o r the 
sum m er— so that those w ho are ready 
to advance are not held back by lack 
o f  cu rricu lum  coverage. T he latter 
requires investm ent not ju s t by 
schools, but by students as w ell, who 
m ust undertake extra w ork  to ca tch  up. 
Im plem enting  m ore flexible grouping 
system s also m eans ro tating  teachers 
so that all students have opportunities 
to leam  from  the m ost effective 
teachers and to prevent the loss o f 
m orale that som etim es occurs for 
teachers w ho are assigned to low 
tracks year afte r year.

Second, those who use ability 
grouping m ust im prove instruction  in 
low groups. This could, at the sam e 
tim e, reduce the inequality tha t often 
results from  grouping and raise the 
overall level o f ach ievem ent in the 
school. This recom m endation  is 
extrem ely difficult to fo llow — indeed, 
w ere it not so difficult, ab ility  
grouping w ould  be a  lot less contro- 
versial! It is difficult because  (1) by 
virtue o f their assignm ent, teachers

Observers report 
that hish-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 instruction.
the use o f  grouping, then, the first step 
should  be to elim inate the m ost rigid 
form s o f  tracking, such as broad, 
inflexible program  assignm ent in high 
schools and betw een-class tracking for 
the w hole day in elem entary schools.

Efforts to reduce tracking m ust 
grapple w ith the fact that in at least 
som e cases, high-track students 
perform  better than sim ilar students in 
heterogeneous classes. The elim ina- 
tion o f  grouping m ust be accom panied 
by staff developm ent opportunities for 
teachers to leam  strategies for 
enhancing the learning o f all students 
in classes that are m ore d iverse than 
those to w hich they are accustom ed. 
At the sam e time, those w ho strive to 
m aintain ability grouping out o f 
concern  for high-track students m ust 
com e to grips w ith the grow th in 
inequality that occurs in m any cases.

Im prove the use o f  ab ility grouping. 
To the extent that grouping is not

contended that tracking polarizes the 
student body into "pro-school" and 
"an ti-school" groups (for exam ple. 
Lacey 1970. A braham  1989). The 
latest survey research supports this 
claim : Berends (1 9 9 1) found that 
college- and noncollege-track students 
differ m ore over tim e in the extent of 
d isciplinary problem s, in engagem ent 
w ith schoolw ork. and in expectations 
for future schooling.

What Can Be Done?
A lthough the research is not definitive, 
it does suggest tw o actions: reduce 
the use o f tracking and grouping and 
im prove the way ability grouping is 
used where it is retained.

Reduce the use o f  tracking and  
grouping. Generally, the m ore rigid 
the tracking system , the m ore research 
studies have found no benefits to 
overall school achievem ent and 
serious detrim ents to equity. Students 
w ho report being assigned to different 
tracks in high school becom e more 
unequal in their achievem ent over 
tim e, and the increase in inequality is 
greatest in schools where students 
rarely change tracks (G am oran 1992). 
In elem entary schools, betw een-class 
grouping for the entire school day is 
least likely to show any benefits 
(Slavin 1987). As Slavin (1987) 
explains, rigid tracking system s are 
likely to fail because when a single 
d ivision by ability is m ade for all 
subjects, classes rem ain heterogeneous 
on most skills, so there is no im prove- 
m ent in the fit between students ' 
needs and the provision o f instruction. 
In addition, rigid tracking system s 
may be m ore likely to induce polar- 
ized attitudes tow ard schooling 
(G am oran 1992). In m oving to reduce
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..:ontended thac tracking polarizes che 
srndent body into ··pro-school .. and 
"anti-school .. groups < for example. 
L:icey 1970 .. .\braham l 989l. The 
latest survey res<:!arch supports this 
claim: Berends ( l 99 l l found chat 
college- .ind noncollege-crack scudencs 
differ more over time in che excenc of 
disciplinary problems. tn engagemenc 
with schoolwork. and m expeccac1ons 
for future schooling. 

Whal Can B11 Done? 
.-\I though the research is not definnive. 
1 t does suggest two actions: reduce 
the use of tracking and grouping and 
improve the way ability grouping is 
used where it is retained. 

Reduce rhe use of tracking and 
g rouping. Generally. the more rigid 
the cracking system. rhe more research 
srudies have found no benefirs co 
overall school achievement and 
senous detnmencs IO equ11y. Students 
-~ ho repon: being assigned co different 
tracks 1n high school become more 
unequal in their achievement over 
cime . .ind the increase! 1n inequaliry is 
gre.itesc in schools where students 
rarely change tracks ( Garnor:10 1992). 
In elementary s..:hools. between-class 
grouping for the en11re school day 1s 
l.!ast likely IO show .iny benefits 
1S(a\'in t987l. .-\s Sla,in < 1987) 
e xplains. rigid tracking s~ ~terns are 
I ikely co foil because when a single 
di\'ision by ability is made for all 
..,ubJects. classes rematn heterogeneous 
on most skills. so there is no improve­
ment in the tit between students· 
needs and the prov1s1on of instruction. 
In addition. rigid cracking systems 
may be more likely to induce polar­
ized actitudes toward schooling 
(Gamoran 1992). In moving to reduce 

Observers report 
that hi£h-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 instruction. 
the use of grouping. then. the first seep 
should be to eliminate the most rigid 
forms of tracking. such as broad. 
inflexible progr::i.m assignment in high 
schools and between-dass tracking for 
the whole day in elementary schools. 

Effon:s co reduce cracking must 
grapple with the fact chat in at least 
some cases. high-track students 
perform better than $1milar students in 
heterogeneous cla::.ses. The elimina­
tion or grouping must be accompanied 
by scarf de\'e[opment oppon:unities for 
teachers to le.irn strategies for 
<!nhancing the le:1mtng of lit :;1udents 
m classes that are more diverse chan 
those to which they are accustomed. 
At che same time. those who strive to 
maintain ability grouping ouc of 
concern for high-track students muse 
come to grips with the growth in 
inequality that occurs in many cases. 

lmpro\·e rhe use of ability grouping. 
To the extent that grouping is not 

completely eliminated. It muse be 
implemented more erfecttvely than is 
typical. First. it 1s esse ntial to avoid 
locking 1n teachers and students to 
cheir crack assignments. Pennanenc 
assignments resulit m a vicious cycle. 
in which the e:1:pectat1ons of teachers 
dnd students enter a dov. nv. ard spiral 
( Page 1992 ). Schools muse make at 
least two son:s oi investments IO bnng 
greater flexibility to their grouping 
systems: ( I ) they must reassess 
students· c.:ipabilicies and take new 
information mto accoum when making 
assignment decisions. and 1 :!) they 
must enable srudents co make up 
curricular material they may have 
missed- fo r example. in cuconals 
dunng the school year or the 
summer-so that those who are ready 
to advance are not held back by lack 
of cumculum coverage. The latter 
requires investment not just by 
schools. but by students as well. who 
muse undertake extra work co catch up. 
lmplemenung more flexible grouping 
systems .ilso means rotating teachers 
so that all students have oppon:umues 
to learn from the most etfeccive 
re::i.chers and to prevem the loss of 
morale that sometimes occurs for 
te:1..:hers who are :issigned to low 
trad,s year after ~ car. 

Second. chose ,~ho use :1b1lity 
grouping must improve instruction in 
lo,~ groups.. This ..:ould. :it the same 
time. reduce the inequality that often 
re~ulcs from grouping and raise the 
overall level of :ich1evement in the 
s..:hool. This recommendation is 
e:memely difficult to follow-indeed. 
were 11 not so difficult. :ibility 
grouping would be :i lot less contro­
versial! It is difficult because ( I ) by 
virtue of their assignment. teachers 
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especially valuable because it includes a 
large number o f comparable schools that 
used and did not use tracking, or 
"streaming" as it is called in Britain. In the 
United States, it is impossible to find a 
representative sample of secondary schools
in which students are not grouped in math 
and English.

T hese differential gains occurred for 
students who were statistically equated in 
prior achievement and background charac- 
tenstics. In general, students in the 
different tracks are far from equal in these 
areas, so the gross differences between 
tracks were much larger.

'Slavin has stated: "For ability grouping 
to be effective at the elementary level, it 
must create true homogeneity on the 
specific skill being taught, and instruction 
must be closely tailored to students' levels 
o f performance" (1987, p. 323). For the 
secondary level, he remarked: "The lesson 
to be drawn from research on ability 
grouping may be that unless teaching 
methods are systematically changed, school 
organization has little impact on student 
achievement" (1990. p. 491). Compare 
these to what Ethel L. Cornell concluded 
in 1936: "The results o f ability grouping 
seem to depend less upon the fact of 
grouping itself than upon . . .  the differenti- 
ations in [cumcularj content, method, 
and speed, and the technique of the 
teacher" (p. 304).
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Current data do not 
indicate whether 
low-track students 
respond less well 
because instruction 
is less engaging or 
whether instruction 
is less ensasins; 
because students 
are not responsive. 
Both processes are 
probably at work.

T hese case studies rely on private 
schools m ostly w ith m iddle-class 
students, and we have as yet no 
evidence that they generalize w ell to 
o ther situations.

O ne 9th grade English teacher I 
observed, w hose low -group students 
kept pace w ith their peers in other 
classes, told her students: "I know it's 
not easy, you guys— I know it's  not 
easy— but w e 're  not going to read 
W eekly R eader  in this class. All right? 
You deserve to have this inform ation, 
so stick  w ith it." With such a persis- 
tent teacher, and equally persistent 
students, low -track classes m ay be 
effective, but the phenom enon is too 
rare for one to have confidence that 
it will becom e the general case 
anytim e soon. A ll the more reason 
to curtail tracking and grouping w here 
possible. ■

The British study is remarkable in its 
comprehensiveness: it began with nearly 
every child bom in England. Scotland, and 
Wales during the first week of March 1958 
and followed them from birth to age 23.
The ability-grouping analyses covered the 
period from age 11 to 16. The study is also

and students in low tracks have low 
expectations for academ ic w ork: and 
(2) low -track students often resist 
challenging academ ic work. One 
observer found that low -track students 
preferred w orksheets to d iscussion, 
because the seatw ork kept private 
w hat students did and did not know 
(M etz 1978).

Is it even possible? C an high- 
quality  instruction ever take place in 
low -status groups? We have many 
m ore exam ples of unsuccessful low- 
track classes than successful ones, but 
there are som e circum stances under 
w hich low -group students receive 
effective instruction. A t the elem en- 
tary level, grouping system s that 
divide students on the basis o f  skills 
closely related to the curriculum  and 
those that adjust curriculum  and 
instruction to address students ' needs 
are m ore likely to be effective. This 
conclusion is based on studies o f 
w ithin-class grouping for m ath and 
cross-grade, subject-specific grouping 
for reading (Slavin 1987), but the 
conclusion  is probably generally  valid.

A t the secondary level, a few case 
studies suggest that low -track classes 
may serve their rem edial purpose—  
that is. they allow  students to catch up, 
o r at least prevent them  from  falling 
further behind— under the follow ing 
conditions:

■ Teachers hold high expectations, 
m anifested by their em phasis on 
academ ic work.

■ Teachers exert ex tra effort, 
com pared to their efforts in o ther 
classes.

■ Teachers and students have oppor- 
tunities for extensive oral interaction.

■ There is no procedure in place that 
assigns w eak or less experienced 
teachers to the low er track (Page and 
Valli 1990. G am oran 1991).
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and studencs in low tracks have low 
expectauons for academic work: and 
(2) low-crack students often resist 
challenging academic work. One 
observer found that low-track students 
preferred worksheets to discussion. 
because the seatwork kept private 

\I.hat students did and did not know 
(Metz 1978). 

ls it even possible 1 Can high­
quality instruction ever take place in 
low-status groups? We have many 
more examples of unsuccessful low­
track classes than successful ones. but 
there are some circumstances under 
which low-group students receive 
effective instruction. At the elemen­
tary level. grouping systems that 
divide students on the basis of skills 
closely related co the curriculum and 
those char adjust curriculum and 
instruction to address students· needs 
are more likely to be effective. This 
conclusion is based on studies of 
within-class grouping for math and 
cross-grade. subject-specific grouping 
for reading (Slavin 1987). but the 

conclusion is probably generally valid. 
At the secondary level. a few case 

scudies suggest that low-track classes 
may serve their remedial purpose­
that is. they allow students to catch up. 
o r at lease prevem them from falling 
further behind-under the following 
conditions: 
■ Teachers hold high expectations. 

manifested by their emphasis on 
academic work. 

■ Teachers exen e.ura effon. 
compared co their effons in ocher 
classes. 

■ Teachers and students have oppor­
tunities for extensive oral interaction. 

■ There 1s no procedure in place that 
assigns weak or less experienced 
teachers co the lower track ( Page and 
Valli 1990. Gamoran 199 l ). 
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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 respons1 ve. 
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 I 
observed. whose low-group students 
kept pace with their peers in ocher 

classes. told 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 .. -\11 right'? 
You deserve to have this information. 
so stick with it." With such a persis­
tent teacher. and equally persistent 
~tudents .. low-crack .:lasses may be 
etfecti ve. but the phenomenon is too 
rare for one to have confidence that 
it w ill become the general case 
anytime soon . .-\11 the more reason 
co cuna1I track.ing and grouping where 

possible. ■ 

The Bmish study is remarkable in its 
.:omprehens1veness: it began wnh nearly 
e,ery child born in England. Scocland. and 
Waks dunng the rim v.eek of ~arch 1958 
and followed them from binh to age 23. 
The ability-grouping analyses covered the 
pc:no<l from age 11 tO 16. The study is also 

especially valuable because 1t includes a 
large number of comparable schools that 
used and did not use tracking. or 
"streaming" :is it 1s called in Bn tain. In the 
Cnited States. it is impossible to find a 
represent:iuve sample of secondary schools 
in which students are not grouped in math 
and English. 

'These differential gains occurred for 
students who were statisucally equated in 

pnor ;1ch1evement J.11d background charac­
ten:sucs. In general. students in the 
different tracks arc far from equal in these 
areas. so the gross differences between 
tracks were much larger. 

'Slavin has stated: "For ability grouping 
to be effective at the elementary level. 11 

must create true homogeneuy on the 
specific skill being taught. and instruction 
mu.st be closelv tailored to srudents' levels 
of pert'ormanc~" ( 1987. p. 323). For the 
secondary level. he remarked: "The lesson 
to be drawn from research on ability 
grouping may be that unless teaching 
melhods are systematically changed. school 
org.anization has little impact on srudent 
achievement" ( 1990. p. 491 ). Compare 
these to what Ethel L. Cornell concluded 
in 1936: "The results of ability grouping 
seem to depend less upon the fact of 
grouping itself than upon ... the differenti­
auons in [cumcularj content. method. 
and speed. and the technique of the 
teacher" <p. 3~l. 
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Ability G r a n i n  tad Aellavamaat

■ The use of ability grouping should be 
curtailed, starting with its most rigid 
forms: permanent program assign- 
ments in high schools and between- 
class grouping for the whole school 
day in elementary schools.

■ Where grouping is not eliminated, its 
implementation must be improved: 
neither teachers nor students should 
be locked into their assignments, and 
the quality of instruction in low groups 
must be raised.

■ Ability grouping rarely benefits overall 
achievement, but it can contribute to 
inequality of achievement, as students 
in high groups gain and low-group 
students fall farther behind. The more 
rigid the tracking system, the more 
likely these patterns are to emerge.

■ When students are grouped 
according to skills that are closely 
related to the curriculum, and when 
curriculum and instruction are tailored 
to students' capacities, ability grouping 
may raise achievement. Research at 
the elementary level supports this claim 
more so than at the secondary level, 
where there are few examples of effec- 
tive instruction in low-ability classes.
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O VERV IEW  OF THE T EI EVALUATIO N

Evaluating Professional Development Programs:
The Teacher-Educator Institute of the Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (C U E)

[The authors of this section, who designed the evaluation described in the example, are Adam 
Gamoran, Ellen Goldring, and B ill Robinson.]

Program Description

As a catalyst for systemic change in Jewish education, C IJE's mission includes the transformation 
of "the supplementary school into an institution where exciting learning takes place, where 
students are stimulated by what they encounter, and where a love of Jewish learning and the 
commitment to Jewish living is the hallmark of the institution." To accomplish this task, 
supplementary schools must become places where "exciting, innovative teaching by 
knowledgeable and committed educators" takes place. While research undertaken by CU E has 
shown that Jewish educators are committed to a career in Jewish education, the research also has 
highlighted the substantial deficiencies of Jewish educators in formal Judaic training. One way to 
address these issues is to transform the types of professional development programs being offered 
to Jewish educators in their schools and communities from one-shot workshops focused on giving 
educators new techniques to more extensive and content-rich professional development 
opportunities that increase the capacity of Jewish educators to learn in and from their practice.

To develop this option, the Teacher-Educator Institute (T E I) brings together teams of 
educational leaders from different communities and denominations to inquire through reflective 
practice into the nature of good Jewish teaching and good professional development. Teams are a 
central element of TEI's change strategy - facilitating the development of local cohorts of 
educators who have shared an intense learning experience, developed a shared vocabulary and 
mode of educational discourse, and wrestled with conception of good teaching and learning and 
professional development. T E I models the type of professional development opportunities that 
the educational leaders may offer to the teachers in their particular schools and communities 
through such activities as:

 Investigations of videotaped lessons ־
Curricular investigations ־
- Investigations into actual teachers' practices

Participants attend six seminars lasting about four days each over the course of two years. 
Between seminars participants are asked to complete exercises, such as observation of teachers 
and design experiments. At the end of the two years, participants are expccted to have 
developed:
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- Improved understandings of teaching and learning, Jewish content, teachers as learners, 
and professional development
- A personal repertoire of strategies for designing, implementing, and assessing 
professional development opportunities
- The ability to articulate a vision of good Jewish teaching, images of worthwhile 
professional development, and the relationship between the two

Program Evaluation

The focus of the evaluation is to examine:

- Changes in the conceptions and practices of the T EI participants
- Changes in the culture of the schools in which T E I participants will be working
- Changes in the formal professional development programs offered to supplementary
school educators in their community and schools

We determined that if T E I was to produce change it was most likely to be 
observable in these three areas.

Formal Professional Development Programs
To evaluate community wide changes in professional development programs an operationalized 
set of ideal characteristics of professional development programs was developed:

 Content: the program is designed to contribute to the Judaic content knowledge of the ־
participating 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 learning to 
their practice
- Plan: the program is part of a comprehensive plan, sustained over time, for the ongoing 
professional development of the educators
- Incentives: incentives are provided to encourage the participation of educators in the 
program
- Evaluation: the program contains a worthwhile evaluation process

A survey of the professional development programs offered by the central agency and 
supplementary schools was administered in five of the communities that sent teams to T E I. The 
data yielded a base-line map against which change can be measured when the survey is re- 
administered in a few years. In addition, the findings from this survey have been shared with the 
T E I faculty, who in turn have used the data in community presentations designed to mobilize the 
lay and professionals in the participating communities to change their current professional
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development offerings to be more in accordance with the articulated characteristics of good 
professional development.

Conceptions and Practices of the TEI Participants
To evaluate changes in the conceptions and practices of the participants, interview protocols were 
designed in consultation with the T E I faculty and an outside expert in professional development. 
The first interview protocol, administered to participants from the same five communities prior to 
their participation in T EI, focused on:

Their past work as teacher-educators ־
- Their current relations with professional colleagues
- Their prior learning experiences
- Their images of good professional development

The findings 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 (interim) interview 
protocol, administered during their participation in the T EI seminars, focused on the perceived 
significance of T E I to the participants and the influence it has had on their work with Jewish 
educators. In addition, it also probes for changes in their conceptions of good professional 
development and perception of their own educational needs. The findings from these interviews 
will help the T E I faculty understand the impact of T EI and reveal any unexpected aspects of 
participation. Timely reporting of base-line and interim findings will allow the faculty to adjust 
elements of the program to have a better chance of reaching the intended goals. In addition, 
the interim interviews allow the evaluation team to begin to understand the processes and 
conditions through which change will or will not occur in the participating communities and 
schools. Later interview protocols will be developed based on the findings from these initial 
interviews and the survey, as well as any changes in the program.

Culture of the Schools
To evaluate changes in the culture of schools and to continue monitoring changes in the practices 
of the T E I participants, case studies of the participants will be conducted following their 
completion of the T E I seminars. Given limited resources, we decided to conduct the case studies 
in only two of the participating communities. This combination of limited case studies and more 
widespread interviews and surveys was the result of a conscious decision to find an optimum 
balance between getting fairly easily obtained data from a large number of participants and 
procuring potentially richer data on actual changes in participants' practices and their effects that 
are more difficult to obtain from a small number of participants. The case studies will involve 
observation of actual teacher-educator opportunities designed and implemented by the T E I 
participants and interviews with participating teachers about the significance and influence of 
these opportunities on their learning and teaching.
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General Comments
The T E I evaluation is currently a work-in-progress. It is important to understand that not only 
should the program designers be responsive to interim findings of an evaluation, but the 
evaluation designers should be responsive to their own findings in (re)designing future elements of 
the evaluation. Both are iterative approaches. Nevertheless, one must not lose track of the initial 
purposes of any evaluation; otherwise, at the end you may be left wondering as to whether or not 
the program actually "worked.” In the evaluation of T E I we have been and continue to be 
responsive to the results of our interim findings and to changes in the program itself; yet, we 
remain committed to evaluating the program against the goals of TEI that were articulated at the 
beginning. In designing and implementing evaluations of professional development programs, 
success often hinges upon maintaining the proper balance between formative and summative 
purposes, between the breadth and depth of data gathering activities, and between focusing on the 
initial goals of the program and ongoing changes in the program.
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Council 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 offered by your institution. Answer all of the questions as completely as possible. If you have 
any difficulty in answenng a particular question, 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 development component as part of an institutional 
staff development plan.

Please include a COURSE OUTLINE and EVALUATION INSTRUMENTS for the program.

Name of Program________________________

Structure of Program:
(Check one)

Single Session

Course

_ J  Study Group

Sponsoring Institution____________________

Name and Title of Person Completing Survey

Page 1PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM SURVEY
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I. PROGRAM AUDIENCE

Th« following questions ask you about the educators who attend the program.

1. The program participants work in the following ROLES;
(Check all that apply)

□ a. Teacher

□ b. Teacher Aide

□ c. Educational Director or Principal

□ d. Assistant Educational Director or Principal

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

□ f. Tutor

□ g. Central Agency Staff

□ h. Other (specify)

2. The program participants work in the following SETTINGS: 
(Check all that apply)

□ a. Day School

□ b. Supplementary School

□ c. Pre-school

□ d. Adult Education

□ e. Central Agency

□ f. Other (specify)

J
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3. The program participants worfc in schools with the following AFFILIATIONS: 
(Check all that apply)

□ a. Reform

□ b. Conservative

□ c. Traditional

□ d. Orthodox

□ e. Reconstructionist

□ f. Community

□ g. Jewish Community Center

□ h. Other (specify)

4. The program participants work with the following POPULATIONS: 
(Check all that apply)

□ a. Pre-school

□ b. Kindergarten

□ c. Elementary School (1 - 5)

□ d. Middle School (6 8 ־)

□ e. High School (9-12)

□ f. Adults

□ g. Other (specify)

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

a. Novice in Jewish Education (5 years or less)

b. Experienced in Jewish Education

c. Other (specify)____________________

j d. I don't know.

Page 3PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM SURVEY
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3. The program participants wolk in schools with the following AFFILIATIONS: 
(Check all that apply) 

□ a. Reform 

□ b. Conservative 

□ c. Traditional 

□ d. Orthodox 

□ e. Reconstructlonist 

□ f. Cummunity 

□ g. Jewish community Center 

□ h. Other (specify) 

4. The program participants worti; with the fOllowlng POPULATIONS: 
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□ b. Kindergarten 
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□ d. Middle SChool (6 - 8) 

□ e. High School (9 - 12) 

□ f. AdultS 

□ g. Other (specify) 

5. The program pa~iclpants have the followtng level(s) at EXPERJENCE: 
(Check all that apply) 

0 a. Novice in Jewish Education (5 years or less) 

D b. Experienced in Jewish Education 

D c. other (specify) _______ _ 

D d. I don't know. 
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6. The program participants have the following type(s) of FORMAL TRAINING: 
(Check all that apply)

□ a. No Formal Training

□ b. Degree or Certification in Education

□ c. Degree or Certification in Jewish Content

□ d. Degree or Certification in Educational Administration/Leadership

□ e. Other (specify)

□ f. 1 donl know.

II. PROGRAM  DESIGN

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

7. Please describe the subject matter that is covered in the program (e.g., Hebrew language, life cycle, 
lesson planning, drama techniques)?

--------- -------------------------------------------------------- — -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------1 '

8. If the program were successful, how would participants be different as a result of their participation?

Page 4PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM SURVEY
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9. What Is(are) the primary format(s) of the program? 
(Check all that apply)

□ 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

□ j. Demonstration Teaching

□ k. Other

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

□  a.Teacheis

□  b. Principals or Educational Directors

□  c. Central Agency Staff

d. Rabbis

□  e. Lay Leaders

□  f. Outside Experts (specify)________

□  g. Other (specify)________________

Pag*SPROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM SURVEY
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D c. Central Agency staff 

□ d. Rabbis 

D e . Lay Leaders 

D f. Outside Experts (specify) ______ _ 

D g. Other (specify) ______ _ 

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM SURVEY 
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11. Who designed the program? 
(Check all that apply)

a. Teachers

b. Principals or Educational Directors

c. Central Agency Staff

d. Rabbis

e. Lay Leaders

f. Outside Experts (specify)

g. Other (specify)

12. Were the specific people who served as faculty also involved in designing the program?

Yes JT ] No 2

III. PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS

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

1

13. Typically, how many people attend the program as participants?

14. Do participants attend as individuals, members of a school team, or along with their entire faculty? 
(Check ail that apply)

a. Individuals

b. School Team without Principal

c. School Team with Principal

d. Entire Faculty

e. Other (specify)

If you checked more than one response, please explain.

. - -
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11. Who designed the program? 
(Check all that ap~y) 

D a. Teache~ 

D b. Principals or Educational Dliredors 

D c. Central Agency Staff 

□ d. Rabbis 

D e. Lay Leaders 

D f. Outside Experts (specify) _______ _ 

D g. Other (specify) _______ _ 

12. Were the specific people who served as faculty also invotved in designing the program? 

Yes [!J No 0 

Ill. PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS 

'The following questions ask you for additional information about the 1program participants. 

13. Typically. how many people attend the program as participants? __ _ 

14. Do participants attend as individuals. members of a sctiool team, or along witl1 their entire faculty1 
(Check an tl'lat apply) 

D a. Individuals 

D b. SChool Team without Principal 

D c. School Team wtth Principal 

D d. Entire Faculty 

D e. Other (specify) _______ _ 

If you Checked more than one reopon&e, please e,cplain. 
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15. What incentives and/or supports are available to participants? 
(Check alt that apply)

a. None

b. Stipend (How much?),

□□
c. Salary Increase (How much?)____

| | d. Release Time

e. Academic Credits

f. License or Certification

I 1 g. CEU (Continuing Education Units)/
SDU (Self Development Units)□□□

h. Trip to Israel

i. Required by Contract

j. Other (specify)_____

16. Are incentives provided directly to the school(s) for their educators’ participation in the program? 

Yes J j T ]  No 2

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

IV. PROGRAM MEETINGS

The following questions ask you about the duration and intensity of the program, as well as the 
relationship between program meetings and other programs.

17. In total, how many meetings occur during the course of the program?______

18. How often do the meetings occur? _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

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

20. Over what period of time does the entire program run?_______

Page 7PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM SURVEY
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15. What incentives and/or supports are available to paJticipants? 
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□ 
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a. None 

b. Stipend (How much?) ___ _ 

c. Sala,y Increase (I-low much?) ___ _ 

d. Release Time 

e. Academic Credits 

f_ License or Certtfitation 

g. CEU (Continuing Education Units)/ 
SOU (Self Development Units) 

h. Trip to Israel 

i. Required by Contract 

j. Other (specify) _______ _ 

16. Are incentives provided diredly to the school(s) for their educators' participation in the program? 

Yes OJ No 

If Yes, please describe the incentive(s) and the cnteria for awarding it. 

IV. PROGRAM MEETINGS 

The following questions ask you about the duration and intensity of the program, as well as the 
relationship between program meetings and other programs. 

17. In total. how many meetings occur during the course of the program? __ _ 

18. t-iow often do the meetings occur? ______ _ 

19. On average, how many hours is each meeting ofUle program? __ _ 

20. Over what period of ume does the entire program run? _______ _ 
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21. Is the content of one meeting related to the content of subsequent meetings?

Yes □  NO [2 ]

If Yes. please explain.

22. Is there a relationship between the content of this program and any other program being offered in the f
community?

Yes □ ₪ ־*י 

If Yes, please explain.

J
Page 8PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM SURVEY
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21 . Is the content of one meeting related to the contertt of Sl.lbsequent meetings? 

Yes [u No 

If Yes. please explain. 

22. Is there a relationship between the content of this program and any oUler program being offered in the 
community? 

Yes No 

If Yes, please explain. 
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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 [T] No [T] (If No, you have completed this questionnaire.)

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

□  a. Participants' Satisfaction

b. Participants' Knowledge

c. Participants' Attitudes

□  d. Participants' Skills

□  e. Students' Classroom Behaviors

□  f. Students' Knowledge

□  g. Students' Attitudes

□  h. Other (specify)_____________________

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

25. Who designed the evaluation? 
(Check all that apply)

□  a. Faculty

b. Participants

□  c. Outside Experts (specify)

□  d. Other (specify)_________

Thank you very much for your cooperation!
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Yes IT] No 0 (If No, you have completed this questionnaire.) 

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

D a. Participants' Satisfaction 

D b. Partlcipams' Kncwledge 

D c. Participants' Attitudes 

D d. Participants' Skills 

D e. Students' Classroom Behaviors 

D f. Students' Knowledge 

D g. Students' Attitudes 

□ h. Other (Specify) ______ _ 

How Is this information collected (e.g., participant self-report, observations of teacher.i in their own classrooms)? 

25. Who designed the evaluation? 
{Check all that apply) 

D a. Faculty 

□ b. Participants 

□ C. Outside Experts (specify)-------

□ d. Other (specify) _______ _ 

• Thank you very much for your cooperation! 
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CIJE Teacher ̂ Educator Institute (TEI)
MEF Evaluation 

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL:
EDUCATIONAL DIRECTORS 

(COHORT #1)
(Revised May 1996)

The following are the questions and probes for the interviews with the supplementary school and 
pre-school educational directors in the SECOND COHORT.

A. BACKGROUND

I  would like to begin our interview with some brief questions about your background.

1. How did you come to be in the position that you currently hold?
[Probe: How long have you held your current position?]

2. For how many hours per week are you contracted to work in your current position?
[Probes: do you currently hold any other positions in Jewish education? In general 
education? In other areas? For how many hours per week are you contracted to 
work in these other positions?]

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

4. What types of educational experiences have you had that have prepared you for your current 
position?

[Probe for formal degrees and certification/licensure in Jewish studies, education, and 
administration/leadership. What kinds of formal and informal Jewish educational 
experiences did you receive as a young person?]

5. What have you been doing over the last two years to continue developing yourself as a Jewish 
educational leader?

[Probe for formal and informal professional development experiences in Jewish studies, 
education and administration/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].

1. Describe to me something that you did with teachers in the last five years about which you felt 
particularly good?

[Probes; What did you do? What did the other teachers do? Why did you decide to do 
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. Specifically, 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, Probe 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 CUE's Teacher=Educator Institute (T E I) and its 
relations to your current work.

1. Are there specific things about your experience in T E I that you have found to be particularly 
significant?

[Probes: Why is this significant? Hove you encountered this before? Where? Has your 
experience in T E I changed the way you think about this? How?]

2. Are those playing a role in your current work? How?
Probe; How does this illustrate what you have experienced in T E I?]

ר
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B. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PRACTICES 

The next set of questions concerns the work you do in your position as [fill in]. 
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3 Please describe in detail some professional development work you are doing, which has been 
influenced by your participation in T E I?

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

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? What? Do you expect 
the others to be different as a result of their participation? how? What do you think 
this activity will lead to these changes?]

5. How did you plan this?
[Probe as to how they decided to do specific 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 relationship to this person? Why this (these) person(s) and not 
others?]

6. How did the participants respond to this?
[Probes: Can you describe to me a particular incidence that makes you think this? 
Has their attitude 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 learned 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 abilities.]

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

Now I'd like to return to you experiences in TEI.

9. How does T E I compare to other professional development experiences you have attended?
[Probes: In what ways is T E I more valuable for you personally and professionally? In what 
ways is it less valuable?]

10. What do you think you need to learn about professional development?
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3 Please describe in detail some professional development work-you are doing, which has been 
influenced by your panicipation in TEI? 

[Probe: Describe the typical encounter. What did you do? What did the panicipants do?] 

The follov.ing questions focus on this particular work. 

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

5. How did you plan this? 
{Probe as to how they decided to do specific aspects: How did you decide t,o do 
this task or present this concept? With whom did you talk? When? Where? In what 
ways? What i:s your relationship to this person? Why this (these) penon(s) and not 
others?] 

6. How did the participants respond to this? 
[Probes: Cao you describe to me a particular incidence that makes you think this? 
Has their attitude 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 learned 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 abilities.] 

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

Now I'd like to return to you experiences in TEI. 

9. How does TEI compare to other professional development experiences you have attended? 
[Probes: In what ways is TEI more valuable for you personally and professionally? In what 
ways is it less valuable?] 

10. What do you think. you need to learn about professional development? 



C. FUTURE PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PRACTICES

The final set of questions deal with your plans for the coming year and into the future.

1, What issues of professional development do you want to work on with your teachers during 
the coming year?

[Probe as to why s/he has decided to work on these particular issues ]

2. Please describe how you plan to address these issues.
[Probes: What will you be doing? What will the participants be doing? W ill other 
educators being helping you in your work? In what ways?]

3 In five years from now, what would you like to see happening in regard to the professional 
development of the educators in your community?

[Probe: Who are you referring to? What do you see as the obstacles to achieving this 
vision?]

) 

u•L L uu~ou1,~ 1~, L~ 

C. FUTURE PROFESSIONAL DEVEWPI\IENT PRACflCES 

The final set of questions deal with your plans for the coming year and into the future. 

1. What issues of professional development do you want to work on with your teachers during 
the coming year? 

[Probe as to why s/he has decided to work on these particular issues. J 

2. Please describe how you plilll to address these issues. 
[Probes: What will you be doing? What will the participants be doing? Will other 
educators being helping you in your work? In what ways?] 

3 In five years from now. what would you lilce to see happening in regard to the professional 
development of the educators in your community? 

(Probe: Who are you referring to? What do you see as the obstacles to achieving this 
vision?] 



PAGE 01BILL ROBINSON - CIJEJ3/20/1997 09:32 4049980860

a  5,/c י  y .־

facsimile
T R A N S M I T T A L

to: Annet te Hochstem (Mandel Institute)
fait#: 01] ■972-2-566-2837
rc: Paper on Gender Differences (per Adam's e-mail)
date: March 20C 1997
pages: 29, including cover sheet.

From the dc:sk of...

Biil Robinson 
Staff Researcher 

CIJE
1525 Wood Creek Trail 
Roswell, Georgia 30076

(770) 552-0930 
Fax: (770) 998-0860

~3/20/1997 09:32 4049980850 BILL ROBINSON - CIJE PAGE 01 

facsimile 
TRAN SM I TT AL 

to: Anne, te Hochstein (Mandel Institute) 
0 J ] .Q72-2-566-2837 f.uc#: 

re: 
di.te: 
pages: 

Paper on Gender Differences (per Adam's e-1nail) 
f\1arcb 2~ 1997 
29, inclu~ng cover sheet. 

~~y 
.., 

\A~ 
o-v-.. r .) ~\ 

~ 

From the Cc:sk of ... 

tjili f ~ ·~inson 
Staff R.esearcher 

CIJE 
I 525 Wood Creek Trail 
Roswell, Georgia 30076 

(770) 552-0930 
Fax: [770) 998-0860 



PAGE 02BILL ROBINSON - CIJE33/20/1997 09:32 4049980860

GENDER DIFFERENCES AMONG TEACHERS IN JEWISH SCHOOLS: 
A STUDY OF THREE COMMUNITIES

ABSTRACT

Researchers have documented gender differences among teacher, including differences in 
salary levels, in secular, private, and Catholic high schools. While recent community studies 
have made data or teachers in Jewish schools available, gender differences have not been 
investigated. This paper reports findings from a survey of Jewish school teachers in three 
communities: Atlanta Baltimore, and Milwaukee. The findings suggest important differences 
between women and men teachers. Women tend to enter Jewish education primarily Tn order to 
wgrk with 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.
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GENDER DIFFERENCES AMONG TEACHERS IN JEWISH SCHOOLS:

A STUDY OF THREE COMMUNITIES

BACKGROUND

In 1990, researchers at the University of Michigan found that women high school teachers 

nation-wide earned an average of $2,300 to $3,300 less than men who teach in high schools 

(Lee and Smith, 1990) The study used data from a sample of 0,894 teachers in 377 high 

schools compiled during the 1983-84 school year as part of the U.S. Education Department's 

ongoing High School and Beyond study. Even when controlling for educational backgrounds, 

experience, and differing wage levels across cities, the authors of this study found that women 

teachers in public, private, and Catholic high schools still earn less than men. These findings 

conform to a general pattern of gender-based salary differences in the workplace,_which has 

been documented for decades.

While much research has been conducted on issues of gender equity within the 

classroom and its effects on students, gender differences among teachers in salary level and f  
other important career related issues has not received as widespread attention. A few studies 

(Lee, Smith, and Cioci. 1993; Huberman 1993; Kalaian and Freeman, 1994), have pointed 

toward specific gender differences in teachers' reasons for choosing an educational their
■•*—״■י■■■•■■■■—ייי™■—יי—י-״*י“״*■״■י-״*“

orientation to pre-service training, their commitment to a career in education, and their 

perceptions of leadership ״

Recent community-wide studies of teachers in Jewish schools in Boston, Los Angeles, 

and Miami, in addition to CUE'S study of teachers in Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee have 

provided valuable infomation about the backgrounds, careers, and work conditions of Jewish 

educators (Aron and Phillips, 1988; Gamoran etal., 1997; Naava, Margolis, and Weisner, 1992, 

Sheskin 1938). However, none of these studies have focused on gender differences.

Considering the amount of gender inequality among teachers that has appeared in other
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Considering the amoum of gender jnequality among teachers that has appeared in other 
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contexts, it is important to find out whether the same condition holds in Jewish schools. The 

existence and degree of gender differences may have important implications for the recruitment, 

training, and retention of teachers in Jewish schools.

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

educational backgrounds, and current work conditions. It seeks to answer the followipg 

questions:

?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

orof&ssinn o f Jewish Bdumtinn'?profession of Jewish education?

Do teachers differ by gender in their early childhood Jewish education?V ■  ________

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

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

benefits)

METHOD OF STUDY

In 1992-93. the Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education (C IJE) in collaboration with the 

Jewish communities of Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee conducted a study of all Judaica 

teachers in the day schools, congregational schools, and pre-schools in those communities. A 

survey was administered to the entire population of Judaica teachers (1192), and a response 

rate of 82% (983 teachers) was obtained. Formal in-depth interviews were conducted with 125 

Jewish educators, including teachers and educational directors of day schools, congregational 

schools, and pre-schools, as well as central agency staff and Jewish educators in higher 

education. The findings, on teachers are highlighted in C IJEs Policy Brief (Gamorsn et a!., 1994) 

and reported more completely by Gamoran et al. (1997).

The data for this paper are taken primarily 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., t־tests) because we are analyzing population figures, not 

samples.̂  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
־----------

day school teachere and 18% of congregational school teachers are men. Among OrthoUvW day 

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 not Jewish 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 t>% 

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 sir gie Three percent of men are separated, divorced, or widowed,

1 There were 22 cases with missing data on gander.
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whereas 7% of women have this marital status. Lastly, while the large majority of men (89%) 

and women (36%) teachers were bom in the United States, 8% of women were bom in Israel 

compared to 3% of men. Ninety-four percent of the Israeli-born teachers in the three 

communities are women.

JEW ISH  EDUCATION AS A CAREER

Entering Jewish Education _

Most teachers enter Jewish education for its intrinsic, as opposed to any extrinsic, 

rewards (Gsmoran et af, 1997). Do teachers differ by gender in their reasons for entering

Jewish education ל

As Table 1 indicates, men tend to value those intrinsic rewards associates with the 

teaching and learning of Judaism more than women do, though most women did value those 

highly. Eighty-five percent of men as compared to 63% of women reported that "teaching about 

Judaism" was a very important reason for entering Jewish education. Similarly, a greater 

percentage of men indicated that "love of Judaism" and "learning about Judaism" were very 

important to them 2

In contrast, greater percentages of women favored rewards associated with teaching 

children as important factors in choosing to enter Jewish education. Eighty-two percent of 

women, as compared to 63% of men, reported "working with children" as very important.

Similarly, though percentages were low for both groups, more than twice the percentage of 

women than men saw "recognition as a teacher" as a very important reward.

In regard to the extrinsic rewards of teaching, more women (46%) than men (14%)

2 Gender diftci cnccs. overall, hold across setting (day school and congregational school) and denomination of 
the school (Orthodox and noti-Orthodox). The only exception is that similar percentages of men and women ש 
congregational schools and ״on-Orthodox schools reported "learning more about Judaism" as a very important reason
tor entering into Jewish education.
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tended to consider the "part-time nature of the profession" as a very important inducement to 

entering the field. Also, more women (46%) than men (20%) entered Jewish education because 

it could provide a ,,StippJemSQt to their income." Seemingly, when men enter Jewish education it 

is more likely that they desire a full-time position in which the salary from Jewish education would

be their mam source of income. Findings on this issue ־

women consider their salary from Jewish education to bt* ure» ״! mv̂ nm - muirraiy

When asked about the factors that influenced their decisions to work in the school at 

which they are currently employed their answers corroborate the previous findings. As Table 2 

indicates, the highest percentages of both men and women reported that scheduling^was an 

important consideration though 89% of women compared to 78% of men indicted this as a 

consideration. Whiie the religious character of the school was ranked second by menjin regard 

to the percentage of respondents who Indicated it to be a factor), it was the fourth most 

important consideration for women (as a group).

Both sets of findings illustrate differences between men and women in the factors used in 

considering whether or not to enter the field of Jewish education and in selecting a particular 

school at which to work For men, religious (Jewish^ considerations seem to dominate. For

women, teaching children in a flexible work environment seems most important. Jnterviews

In thinking about what I really loved to do during those two years that I was in graduate 
school, I realized it was the teaching. I liked my Sunday morning better than anything 
else, better than social work school.

Moreover, many women related how the part-time nature of the profession facilitated their

confirm this proposition.

conducted with Jewish educators highlight these differences.

A woman teacher told about beginning to teach Sunday school in order to pay for her 

tuition in a graduate social work program.

entrance into the field
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I had my third child, and I was feeling like I needed to get out and do something, but I 
couldn’t do something on a full-time ba3is. [Working as a Jewish educator] seemed to 
coincide with what I needed at the time.

I worked first in the public schools. When my children were little, I could only accept the 
half-day kind of job, so that is how I originally started working [in Jewish education].

Experience and Commitment

As & group, 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 

had taught for more than 10 years (Gamoran et al1994 ״) In addition, only 6% plan to leave 

Jewish education during the next several years (Gamoran et a!., 1997). As another rneaaure of 

commitment, when asked if they considered Jewish education to be a "career," 69% of full-time 

teachers and 54% of part-time teachers said "Yes." Do teachers differ by gender in the length of 

their experience and their commitment to the profession of Jewish education?

As Table 3 itlustrates, both men and women show considerable stability. Slightly more 

than two-thirds of both men and women have worked in Jewish education for six years or rnore.

The slightly higher percentage of men compared to women who have worked in Jewish 

education for 21 or mo־׳•? years may be accounted for by the growth in non-Orthodox day schools {/■ 

and pre-schools over the last two decades.

In regard to their length of employment in their current position (see Table 3), there are no 

substantial gender differences. For both men and women, approximately 60% have worked in 

their current position for only 5 years or less.

The future pfans of men and women similarly show little differences (see Table 4). Only 

6% of men and 7% of women plan to leave Jewish education. Also, 67% of men and 64% of 

women plan to remain in their same position.

These findings ndicate that both men and women, regardless of their diverse reasons for ן 

entering Jewish education, tend to stay for a considerable period of time. Yet. do they see their 

participation in Jewish education in the same way? As Table 5 shows, while almost three-
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 quarters of the men consider Jewish education as jheir career, women report a somewhat lower ׳,* 3

percentage (60%) This may be due to the larger percentage of women as compared to men 

who work part-time in Jewish education (see Table 8). However, if we only examine the findings 

for full-time educators (those working 25 hours or more), the gender difference is even greater 

(see Table 5). While almost all men who teach full-time consider Jewish education to be a 

career, only 62% of women who teach full-time feel the same way.

Summary

Men and women indicated substantial differences in their reasons for entenng Jewish 

educajion. Men tended to view their decision as one that would provide them with the 

opportunity to leam continually and teach about Judaism. Similarly, their religious character of 

the school was a strong factor in their determination of where to work. In contrast, women 

viewed their choice of entering into Jewish education as an opportunity to teach children. The 

flexible and part-time nature of Jewish schooling facilitated their entrance and was ihe primary 

consideration in deciding at which Jewish school to work.

However once they entered the field of Jewish education and selected a school at which
^■י“י״*■“■*׳■■״■ ^

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

education for a considerable length of time, and both are comparably new to their current 

positions though they overwhelmingly plan to stay in them. Nevertheless, their conceptualization 

of their worn seems to be substantially different. Even when only examining the findings for full- 

time teachers, a substantially lesser proportion of women as compared to men view Jewish 

education as a career

JUDAIC AND EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUNDS

Early Jewish Education

Compared to the general population (see Kosmin'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 on|y 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 per centage of teachers (48%) have formal training in either education 2 £ 

Jewish studies. Differences between men and women are substantial here. While only 26% of 

women ĉan 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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rabbinic ordination or smicha.] In contrast, while only 28% of men can be consid6!־&d to have 

formal training in education, 59% of women have training in education. The figures present 

almost a mirror image of each other. In accordance with the emphasis on educational training 

found among women 56% of women as compared to 29% of men have previous experience 

working in genera) education.3

Summary

Mencorne to !:he profession of Jewish education with a stronger Judaic background than 

women due to the<r early childhood education and additional formal training (often rabbinic). At 

 the same time, women approach their work in Jewish education with a stronger foundation in ׳

educational pedagogy gained either through study or experience in general education. Perhaps 

not surprisingly, these findings are consistent with their stated reasons for entering the 

profession. As menti oned earlier, men tended to enter Jewish education to continue thair >ife־_ 

long engagement with Judaism, while women tended to enter Jewish education in order to teach 

children.

CURRENT WORK CONDITIONS

Full-time Employment?

The field of Jewish education offers primarily part-time employment opportunities for 

teachers. Sixty-eight oercent of teachers in Jewish schools are part-time (Gamoran et al., 1994).ן 

Consequently, salary levels tend to remain low and benefits, such as health and pension plans, 

are unavailable to most teachers (Gamoran et al., 1997). Yet, do teachers differ by gender in

regard to the conditions of their work?

3 Gender difleroi.cs exist among congregational school teachers, but these do not follow the same pattern as 
described for the total population of teachers. Among teachers in congregational schools, a greater percentage of men 
(60%) as compared to wooien (41%) arc trained in neither Jewish studies or education In addition, while a greater
percentage of women 1 5 0  as compared to men (24%) are trained in education, almost the same percentage of men 
(28%) as women (22' <>1 ar~ tramed in Jewish studies.
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As Table 6 illustrates, a greater percentage of men (46%) as compared to women (29%) 

work full-time in Jewish education. Among those who work full-time in Jewish education, 73% of 

men and 72% of women do so at one school. The remaining teachers put together the 

equivalent of full-time employment (25 hours of more) through working at two or more schools.

Salaries

While salary levels, overall, are low in Jewish education, they are even lower for women 

than they are for men As indicated in Table 9, while 41% of men earn over $30,COO, only 3% of

women take home 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-quarters 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 fuH-time. However, including only those who teach full-time, the differences 

are even greater* see Table 9). While three-quarters of men who teach full-time earn over 

$30,000, only 8% of ׳*׳omen who teach full-time take home similar earnings. Instead, haif of the 

women working full-time earn less than $15,000.'*

Benefits

While employer contributions to a health plan, overall, are unavailable to most teachers, 

they are less available! to women than men. As Table 10 illustrates, a greater percentage of men 

(36%) as compared 10 women (24%) reported that they were offered health benefits from their 

schools. When only full-time teachers are considered, the difference is even greater: 61% of

4 For cougrcgaiional school teachers, there are no substantial differences between men and women in salary 
Slightly more than th!u> (matters of both groups received between $1,000 and $4,999. The lack of difference in salary 
levels exist among eongrv national school teachers despite the larger percentage of women as compared to men who are 
trained in education and 111•; similar percentage of men and women who arc trained in Jewish studies (see Footnote 2 .)
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men and 35% of women who work full-time reported the availability of health benefits.

Thare is not a substantial difference between men and women in regard to pension 

benefits, as only one-quarter of both groups has that option (see Table 10).

Summary

The findings illustrate that, even when controlling for hours of employment (full-time vs. 

part-time), substantial differences exist in salary level and health benefits offered to women as 

compared to men These differences exist despite the fact that men and women have similar 

stability and commitment to the field of Jewish education, and similar percentages of men and 

women are trained in both or neither education and/or Jewish studies. As the earlier findings 

indicated, they do differ in regard to the emphasis on a Judaic or general education background. 

However, it would be doubtful if this alone accounted for all or most of the reported differences.

EXPLAINING DIFFERENCES IN SALARY LEVELS

To explore factors that may account for the differences in salary levels between men and 

women teachers, a linear regression was used with reported salary levels as the dependent 

variable.5 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 wh׳le gender differences exist in salary levels among educators, this may be 

due to other fadors^such as hours employed and professional training. The gender of the 

respondent is initially the only variable entered into the equation, as shown in Table 11. This 

shows that gender by itself, is a significant predictor of salary level, though the findings also

5 The authors feel confident in the validity of the respondents’ answers to the question on aalary, 
but they have certain reservations in regard to their answers to the question on benefits. Informal interviews 
with educational leaders in the three communities suggest that teachers may not be aware of all the 
benefits available! to them. Thus, the authors have decided to investigate further only the issue of salary 
differences between mu ח and women.
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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 ווי 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 experience in Jewish education, formal training in
��� -------------— �� �� ����� *-��-----

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

II6 Significance levels are reported here purely as a convention. As the data are baaed or! a 
population, sampling inferences such as significance tests are not really appropriate.

7 The linear regression was run with additional Independent variable that indicated whether or not 
the respondents considered their work in Jewish 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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related to differences n salary levels. Even after accounting for all of these factors, gender was 

still found to be a significant predictor of salary level.

Is the gender difference meaningful? The coefficient of 1.72 in the first column (see 

Table 11) means that on average, males tend to be ahead of females by almost two categories 

on the salary scale (see Table 9). After controlling for other relevant conditions, that difference 

drops to .39 or slightly less than one salary category. This difference is still larger than the gap 

between experienced and inexperienced teachers (a maximum of .62). It is also larger than the 

gap between trained and untrained teachers; a teacher trained in both education and Jewish 

studies would be about .59 categories ahead of an untrained teacher (.26 + .33 = .59). Viewed 

in this way, the gende׳ difference in salaries must be regarded as substantial.

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

The findings from the C IJE study in the three communities of Atlanta, Baltimore, and 

Milwaukee suggest that important gender differences exist among teachers of JuJaica. These 

findings have important implications for the recruitment, training, and retention of teachers in 

Jewish schools.

JUDAISM OR WORKING WITH CHILDREN

Women tend to enter Jewish education primarily because they enjoy teaching children, 

and the structure of Jewish schooling allows them flexibility in how much and when they work. 

Their emphasis on being formally training in education, while lacking training in Jewish studies, is 

consistent with these reasons In contrast, men tend to enter Jewish education primarily 

because of their continued interest in Judaism. Similarly, their emphasis on being formally 

trained in Judaic studies (as well as their more Intensive early childhood Jewish education), while
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lacking training in education, also seems consistent with their reasons for entering Jewish 

education. In a similar vein, Kalaian and Freeman (1994) found that women teacher candidates 

were more cognizant of the ambiguities and uncertainties of teaching - a practice in which the 

appropriate representation of subject matter in the classroom depends on the aptitudes and 

learning histories of the particular students. It is important to note that men and women both 

valued working with children and teaching/learning about Judaism and that some women have 

training in Judaic studies while some men have training in education. However, the differences 

between men and women in both areas are substantial and potentially meaningful.

As mentioned earlier, Jewish educators should be formally prepared in both education 

and Jewish studies. Shulman and his colleagues (Shulman, 1986; Wilson, 1988; Wilson, 

Shulman, and Richert 1987) have suggested that successful teaching requires teachers to have 

knowledge of pedagogy (education), knowledge of content (Jewish studies), and pedagogical-

content knowledge (knowing how to bridge the gap between the learner and the subject matter)̂

If men tend to enter Jewish education only with knowledge of Jewish studies and women are 

acquiring only educational knowledge, this poses complex problems for developing in-service 

programs that attempt to address these deficiencies. Not only frust teacher-educatoî consider 

how to develop the pedagogical-content knowledge of all teachers, their approaches must take 

into account the seemingly gender-linked nature of teachers' knowledge - men's knowledge of 

content and women s knowledge of pedagogy. Perhaps, in-service programs need to go "against
I

the grain." Programs designed to contribute to the pedagogical proficiency of those (mostly 

male) teachers who are deficient in this area should be designed for with their particular learning 

styles of men in mind Similarly, in-service programs designed to enhance content knowledge 

should be designed to fit with the ways women tend to leam (Belenky et al., 1986).

I
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HAVING A CAREER IN JEW ISH EDUCATION

Despite these nitial differences, men and women have, perhaps surprisingly, similar 

lengths of experience in Jewish education. They also show a similar degree of tenure in their 

current school, and both groups overwhelmingly intend to stay in Jewish education. However, 

they differ in their perception of whether or not their work in Jewish education is a "career."

While a slight majority of women (57%) see Jewish education as a career, almost three-quarters 

of men (76%) do so The differences are even greater when considering only full-time teachers.

We can only venture an explanation at this time as to why this difference exists. Jewish 

education presents applicants with few opportunities for advancement. Within individual schools, 

teachers are grouped together with little stratification in positions, responsibilities, or salaries. 

Above them exist 3 handful of educational leadership positions, such as educational director of a J 

congregational school department head of a day school, or central agency staff. For the j  

majority of teachers, upward mobility is not 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 Jewish teachers - that approximately one-third of the education 

leaders are men. This; is compared with only 16% of teachers who are men. Seemingly, while 

vertical career advancement is limited for Jewish teachers as a whole, women may face 

additional difficulties Perhaps, they do not consider Jewish education as a "career" because 

there is no opportunity for career advancement. Perhaps, in addition, many of those women who 

were interested in pur suing a "career'* left or never entered the field of Jewish education. If so, 

the smaller percentage of women as compared to men who view Jewish education as a "career״ 

is symptomatic of the difficulties involved in recruiting and retaining career-oriented women in a 

field with limited opportunities for advancement (especially for women), low salaries (especially 

for women), and a lack of prestige due to having been considered 'Women's work." This topic 

will be examined in a ,uture paper, which will explore differences between educational leaders
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and teachers in the three communities.

SALARIES

The most dramatic gender differences among Jewish educators, though perhaps the 

least surprising, are found in their work conditions. The data show that while almost hsif (46%) 

of the men teachers work full-time, most women (71%) work part-time. Yet, this does not 

account for differences in salary and the availability of health benefits found among men and 

women teachers. Counting only full-time teachers, three-quarters of men earn over $30,000 In 

contrast, only 6% of women earn a similar salary. Half of the women working full-time earn less 

than $15,000. In addition, while 61% of full-time men teachers are offered employer 

contributions to a health plan, only 45% of full-time women teachers are so offered.

A linear regression analysis was conducted to determine the factors that may account for 

the salary discrepancy Many factors were shown to predict salary differences ־ hours of 

employment (full-time vs part-time); setting (day school, congregational school, pre-school); 

length of experience in Jewish education; training in Jewish studies; training in education; and 

the religious character of the school. Nevertheless, even when controlling for all of these factors, 

gender was still significantly related to differences in salary.

Does this pattern indicate gender discrimination in Jewish education? Although we have 

no direct evidence on discrimination, inequities among teachers who are otherwise comparable 

(e.g., in experience, in formal training) must raise discrimination as a possibility. This finding is ( 

similar to the findings of the study conducted by Lee and Smith (1990) on salary differences of 

high school teachers m public, private, and Catholic schools, as described earlier. Jewish 

education is not immune to the conditions permitting gender discrimination in the secular and 

non-Jewish religious worlds.
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and teach&rs in the three communities. 

SALARIES 

The most dramatic gender differences among Jewish educators, though perhaps the 

least surprising, are found in their work conditions. The data show that while almost h&:f (46%) 

of the men teachers work full-time, most women (71%) wor1( part-time. Yet, this does not 

account for differencA:; in salary and the availability of health benefits found among men and 

women teachers. Counting only full-time teachers, three--quarters of men eam over $30,000 In 

contrast, only 8% of women eam a similar salary. Half of the women working full-time eam less 

than $15,000~ addition. while 61% of full-time men teachers are offered employer 

contributions to a health plan, only 45% of full-time women teachers are so offered. 

A linear regression analysis was conducted to determine the factors that may account for 

tne salary discrepancy Many factors were shown to predict salary differences • hours of 

employment (full-time vs part-time); setting (day school, congregational school, prE:--sChool): 

length of experience in Jewish education; training In Jewish studies; training in education; and 

the religious character of the school. Nevertheless, even when controlling for all of the.se factors, 

gender was still significantly related to differences In salary. 

Does ttus patttim indicate gender discrimination in Jewish education? Although we have 

no direct evidence on ctiscriminatlon. Inequities among teachers who are otherwise comparable 

(e.g., in experience, ,r formal training) must raise discrimination as a possibility. This finding is 

similar to the findings of the study conducted by Lee and Smith (1990) on salary differences of 

\ \ 
high school teachers ,n public, private. and Catholic schools, as described ear1ier. Jewish 

education is not immune to the conditions permitting gender discrimination in the secular and 

non-Jewish religious worlds. 
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TABLE 1: REASONS FOR ENTERING JEWISH EDUCATION

Reasons % of educators who indicated reason as "Very Important"
Women Men

Working with Children 82% 63%

Teaching about Judaism 63% 85%

Love of Judaism 61% 80%

Learning about Judaism 51% 61%

Part-time Nature of l he Profession 46% 14%

Supplement to Income 45% 20%

Recognition as a Teacher 29% 12%

TABLE 2: FACTORS IN CONSIDERING WHERE TO WORK

Factors % of educators who indicate factor as affecting their decision
Women Men

Hours & Days Available 89% 78%

Location 76% 70%

Reputation of School & Students 67% 62%

Religious Orientation 67% 76%

Salary 49% 58%

Friends Who Work There 47% 44%
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TABLE 3: LENCi TH OF EMPLOYMENT

Years Employed in Jewish Education 

Women Men

5 Years or Less 33% 31%

6 to 10 Years 30% 24%

U to 20 Years 25% 22%

21 or More Years 12% 23%

Yean Employed in Current School

Women Men

5 Years or Less 60% 58%

6 to 10 Years 24% 19%

11 to 20 Years 13% 15%

21 or More Years 4% 8%

TABLE 4: FUTURE PLANS

Plans Women Men

Continue in Same Position 64% 69%

Change Schools or Position 6% 8%

Leave Jewish Education 6% 7%

Don’t Know 19% 11%

Other 5% 5%
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11 to 20 Years 
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Change Schools or Position 6% 
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Don't Know 19% 

Other 5% 
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23% 
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8% 
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TABLE 5 JEW ISH  EDUCATION IS A CAREER?

% of teachers who considered Jewish education to be their career

03/20/1997 09:32 4049980880 BILL RGBINSON - CIJE PAGE 24

Women 57%

(Only women who work 62%
full-time in Jewish education)

Men 72%

(Only men who work 94%
full-time in Jewish education)
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TABLE 5 JEWl~I I EDUCATION IS A CAREER? 

o/e of teachen who ct:onsidered Jewish education to be their career 

Women 57% 

(Only women whc ~ork 62% 
full-tame in JeW1sh ed11c.ation) 

Men 72% 

(Only men who work 94% 
full-ume in Jewish ed1.; cat1on) 
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TABLE 6: EARL Y CHILDHOOD JEW ISH  EDUCATION

BEFORE 13

% of teachers who attended this type of Jewish school 
Women Me□

Type

2%15%None

15%28%
1 Day/Week 
Congregational School

29%27%
2 or More Days/Week 
Congregational School

54%30%
Day School, Yeshiva or 
School in Israel

AFTER 13

% of teachers who attended this type of Jewish school 
Women Men

Type

15%36%None

11%22%
1 Day/Week 
Congregational School

13%13%
2 or More DaysAVeel■ 
Congregational School

61%30%
Day School, Yeshiva. or 
School in Israel
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TABLE 7: FORMAL TRAINING

Areas % of teachers with a degree or certification in these areas
Women Men

Both Jewish Studies- 
and Education 18% 21%

Only Jewish Studies 8% 34%

Only Education 41% 7%

Neither Jewish Studies 
or Education 33% 37%

TABLE 8: F I LI.-TIME?

% of teacher who work full-time (25 hours or more) in Jewish education 

Women Men

Full-time 29% 46%
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TABLE 7· FORMAL TRAINING 

Areas % of re-achen with a degree or certification in these areas 
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TABLE 9; SALARY

Women (Ful]-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 10% (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 10: BENEFITS

Type of Benefit % of teachers who reported being offered the type of benefit

Women (Full-tiime Only) Men (Full-time Oaiy)

Employer Contribution
to a Health Plan 24% (45%) 36% (61%)

Pension Plan 25% (18%) 25% ( 6%)
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salaries from Jewish !:uuektiun.

.94** .88**

TABLE 11 EXPLAIN ING DIFFERENCES IN  SALARY 

Differeoces among groups of individuals and settings

Independent Variables

Gender (Male = 1 1.72 ׳**
(.17) (.11) (11)

-1.88** ־1.69**
(.11) (.12)
-1.33** ־1.21**
(11) (11)
1.88** 1.90**
(10) (10)

.33** .33**
(.10) (10)
.59** .60**

(11) (.11)
.63** .62״*

(13) (13)
.01 .02

(15) (.15)
.25** .26**OOo

(08)
.40** .33**

(.10) (10)

.37**
(.12)

3.38** 3.21**
(.13) (14)

.68 .68

.93•*
( 11)

- 2 .20* *

( 11)
-1 64** 
( .11)
1 88** 
(.10)

3.36** 4.20•*
(.07) (09)

.10 ,65

Congregational School 

Pre-School

Work Full-time (25 •1־ Hours)

Expenence 6-10 Years 

Expenence 11 - 20 Y oars 

Expenence 21 ■1־■ Years 

Plans to Leave Jewish Education 

Trained in Educaiion 

Trained in Jewish Studies

Orthodox Setting

Constant

R2

* p < .05 *•p-:.01

Note; Metnc regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. N = 914 teachers. 
Equation also includes controls for missing data on sex, works full-time, experience, trained in 
education, trained ir '׳ewish studies, and plans to leave Jewish education.
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(.17) (.11) (.11) ( 11) 
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(.13) (.13) 

Plans to Leave Jewish Education .01 .02 
(.15) (.15) 

Trained in Education .25 .. .26 .. 
(.08) (.08) 

Trained tn Jewish Studies . 40 .. .33 .. 

( .10) (. 10) 

Orthodox Setting .37 .. 
(.12) 

Constant 3.36 .. 4.20 .. 3.38° 3.21 .. 
(.07) (.09) (.13) (.14) 

R2 .10 .65 .68 .68 

• p < .05 

Note: Metnc regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. N ~ 914 teachers. 
Equation also includt:5 controls for missing data on sex. works full-time, experience, trained in 
education, tramec1 in ·•ew1sh studies, and plans to leave Jewish education. 
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TABLE 12: VARIABLES USED IN  EXPLAIN ING DIFFERENCES IN SALARY

Independent Variables Mean Standard Deviation

Salary 3.64 2.00
Sex (Male = 1) .16 .37
Day School .31 .46
Congregational School 40 .49
Pre-school 30 .46
Works Full-time (25 ׳־■ Hours) .30 ,46
Experience Less than ל Years .26 44
Experience 6-10 Years .28 45
Experience 11 * 20 Years .24 43
Experience 21 -ל Years .14 .35
Plans to Leave Jewish Education 07 .26
Trained in Education .53 .50
Trained in Jewish Studies .30 .46
Orthodox Setting .22 .41
Non-Orthodox Setting .78 .41
Missing Sex .01 09
Missing Full-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

__ , __ , ,A,JJI """.J • .JL 
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n o w  snau w e btudy Comprehensive,
Collaborative Services for Children and Families?

M i c h a e l  S.^Cn a p p

about "good" research and evaluation. Following that, I 
identify and "unpack" five issues facing researchers and 
evaluators, and finally I briefly review some ways of meet- 
ing these challenges.

A "New" Problem for Research or Evaluation and an 
Emerging Literature

The very act of naming the target of inquiry hints at the 
complexity of the research task. With som e trepidation, I 
have chosen comprehensive, collaborative services for children 
and families instead of half a dozen other phrases, knowing 
that any choice w ill leave someone feeling left out or un- 
derappreciated. I will use the simpler phrase comprehensive, 
collaborative services throughout much of the article (with 
apologies to educators who wish not to view  what they do 
as a "service"). But in so doing, I include most of what is 
said about the integration of education and human services, 
school-linked services, services integration, interprofessional col- 
laboration, coordinated services for children, and family sup- 
port— once again, acknowledging that meaningful 
distinctions can be drawn among these terms.

The difficulty for those who wish to study comprehen- 
sive, collaborative services, however labeled, stems from 
their complexity and flexibility, the nature of collaborative 
effort, and the convergence of different disciplines. Com- 
plexity derives from the sheer number of players, stake- 
holders, and levels of the system, as multiple services 
lodged in different agency or disciplinary contexts, each 
operating from its own premises about good practice and 
the "client" or "consumer," join forces in some fashion to 
influence the life prospects of high-risk families and chil- 
dren. The extent to which their efforts are collaborative de- 
fies easy conceptualization, no less description or 
assessment. The boundaries of research and evaluation de- 
sign stretch further to handle the idiosyncratic tailoring of 
effort that is frequently part of collaborative practice and 
the interplay among agencies or other collaborating part- 
ners. Finally, the act of studying such endeavors engages 
researchers from traditions that do not normally commu- 
nicate with one another.
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Leadership and Policy Studies at the University of Washington, 
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plementation, policy-to-practice connections, and the education 
of disenfranchised groups.

Researchers and evaluators confront difficult challenges in 
studying comprehensive, collaborative services for children and 
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.
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T!he recent burgeoning of interest and activity in the in- 
tegration 6f education and human services should be 
a signal tfc> researchers and evaluators that there is 

work to be donb. N ew  solutions to old problems— includ- 
ing newly rediscovered ones—have a w ay of suddenly 
capturing the attention of policymakers, advocates, and 
the public. Clair^ about the new solution proliferate, as do 
pilot versions, labels for the activity, and purported dis- 
tinctions among these pilots. Along with these claims, la- 
bels, and pilot experiments comes advice to policymakers, 
practitioners, and funders. And all at once there is a need 
to do careful, probing research and hardheaded evalua- 
tion, to sort among the claims, characterize what pilot ini- 
tiatives have indeed demonstrated, and discover what the 
sound and fury signifies.

We are at such a point once again with the integration of 
education and human services. Voices calling for compre- 
hensive, collaborative services as a solution to the needs of 
the "high-risl" family and child have built to a crescendo 
across the pa »t decade and especially the last half dozen 
years. A num 3er of demonstration projects, both great and 
small, have b !en launched. And policymakers are scram- 
bling to make comprehensive, collaborative services stan- 
dard opera tin ; procedure. In so doing, all participants are 
reenacting a c rama of several decades past, when federal 
initiatives set tn motion a wave of interest in service inte- 
gration (Agraipff, 1991). The reinvention of this program- 

1 the late 1980s and early 1990s has some 
1 earlier episode, only now it is being played 
!r scale, and with a greater sense of urgency. 

This area of social endeavor poses special problems for 
researchers and evaluators. The purpose of this article is to 
explore these problems and suggest some ways they might 
be productively overcome. I accomplish this task by first 
characterizing this "new" evaluation problem and the lit- 
erature that addresses it, along with several premises

matic thrust 
attributes of t 
out on a gran-
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R~""' I ,, a,d =l"'lo" confront difficult ch<dl"'g" in about "good" =n:h and evaluation. Following thac I 
sludyinlcomprehensive, collabora~e ser:inces Jo: children ~nd identify and "unpack" five issues facing researchers and 
families. !These chal/1.'nges appear in the interaction of multiple evaluators, and finally I briefly review some ways of meet• 
professi<mal ptrspei:tiol!S, speciffCJJtion of independtnt and de- ing these d,.aUenges. 
pendent variables, attribution of effects to causes, and sensitive 
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T
he recent burgeoning of interest and activity in the in• 
tegration of education and human services should~ 
a signal to researchers and evaluators that there 1s 

work to be done. New solutions to old problems-includ­
ing newly reclikovered ones-have a way of suddenly 
capturing the .ltention of policymakers, advocates, and 
the public. Clai.$5 about the new solution proliferate, as do 
pilot versions, l'abels for the actiVity, and purported dis­
tinctions among these pilots. Along with these claims, la­
bels, and pilot experiments comes advice to policymakers, 
practitioners, and funders. And all at once there is a need 
to do careful, probing research and hardheaded evalua­
tion, to sort among the claims, characterize what pilot ini­
tiatives have indeed demonstrated, and discover what the 
sound and fury signifies. 

We are at such a point once again with the integration of 
education and human services. Voices calling for compre• 
hensive, collaporative services as a solution to the needs of 
the Nhigh-ris N family and child have built to a crescendo 
across the p decade and especially the last half dozen 
years. A num )er of demonstration projects~ both great and 
small, have b ien launched. And policymakers are scram­
bling to mak1 comprehensive, collaborative services stan· 
da.rd operatin ; procedure. In so doing, all participants are 
reenacting a rama of several decades past, when federal 
initiatives sel motion a wave of interest in service inte­
gration (Agr ff, 1991). The reinvention of this program­
matic thrust · the late 1980s and early 1990s has some 
attributes of earlier episode, only now it is being played 
out on a gran r scale, and with a greater sense of urgency. 

This area of soda! endeavor poses special problems for 
researchers and evalu.itors. The purpose of this article is to 
explore these problems and suggest some ways they might 
be productively overcome. I .iccomplish th.is task by first 
characterizing this "new" evaluation problem and the lit­
erature that addresses it, along with several premises 

A "'New" Problem for Research or Evaluation a.nd an 
Emerging Literature 

The very act of naming the target of inquiry hints at the 
complexity of the research task. With some trepidation, I 
have chosen comprehensf-oe, collaborative Serl/ices for children 
and families insteZ>.d of half a dozen other phrases, knowing 
that any choice will leave someone feeling left out or un­
derappreci.ated. I will use the simpler phrase comprehensiue, 
collaborative services thr<>ughout much of the article (with 
apologies to educators who wish not to view what they do 
as a "service"). But in so doing, I include most of .,,.,hat is 
said about the integration of education and humP.n services, 
school-linked seroi.ces, services ititegration, interprofessiona/ col­
laboration, coordinated seroiccs far chiliiren, and family sup­
port-once again, acknowledging that meaningful 
distit1.ctions can be drawn among these terms. 

The difficulty tor those who wish to study comprehen­
sive, collaborative services, however labeled, stems from 
their complexity and flexibility, the nature of collaborative 
effort, .ind the convergence cf different disciplines. Com­
plexity derives from the sheer number of players, stake­
holders, and levels of the system, as multiple services 
lodged in different agency or disciplinary contexts, each 
operating horn its own premises about good practice and 
the ''client" or Hconsumer," join forces in some fashion to 
influence the lile prospects of high-risk families and chil­
dren. The extent to which their efforts are collaborative de­
fies easy conceptuillization, no less description or 
assessment. The boundaries of research and evaluation de­
sign stretch further to handle the idiosyncratic tailoring of 
effort that is frequently part of collaborative practice and 
the interplay among agencies or other collaborating part­
ners. Finally, the act of studying such endeavors engages 
researchers from traditions that do not normally commu­
nicate with one another. 
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plementation, policy-to-practice connections, and the education 
of disenfranchised groups. 
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״.< .v״cu 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, it is important to be 
explicit about several assumptions.

First, discussion of method includes considerations of 
paradigm, that is, the assumptions w e make about how the 
world works and what constitutes evidence and know!- 
edge about it. Although there are fundamental differences 
at issue, 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 dow n 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 w ill 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 of intentions 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*

1 ״ ״.■־ . u ra ״  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 what is 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 
m e  National Center for Children in Poverty.
■  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., M arzie, 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., N ew  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

י
 ions have oftln approached the matter straightfor* 
ly, for exam pla 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 a new 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-
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gration cf education and human services (e.g., Levy, 
Kagan, & Copple, 1992; National Association of State 
Boards of Education, 1991; National Commis·sion to Pre­
vent Infant M~rtality, 1991) and offers advice on how to do 
so (e.g., Chynoweth & Dyer, 1991; Melaville, Blank, &: 
Asayesh, 1993). The burgeoning of this advoca.cy literahlre 
lends urgency to the task of n-.search 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 serV:ices is fugitive; various 
attempts to capture what is 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, & Mackie, 1992), 
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Case !esaiptio~ and single project assessments pre­
minat+ in this literature, and they are, understandably, a 
xc<l bag (see Cr' wson & Boyd, 1993, for a characteriza­
n of the litera:Jre). Add to that several surveys (e.g., 
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der, Watahara, Brdwn, & Robles, 1991; Kagan, Rivera, & 
Lamb-Parker, 1990) and multipl~project comparative 
studies (e.g., Marzie, Chimerine, Morrill,&: Marks, 1992), 
as well as form.ii a~mpts 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, &: Lipman, 1992). Some of these studies 
employ elaborate, multiyear designs, especially those done 
in conjunction with the more ambitious initiatives. 

The methodological titeratf,lre to date is thin. Although 
some would argue that the e:<lsting, voluminous lit-eratures 
n~arding the study of social interventions a.re adequate to 
the task of studying comprehensive, collaborative services, 
others have begun to recognize the special methodological 
issues that .ir:ise. Altempts to addr-ess the methodological 

lions have oft4': approached the matter straightfor­
ly, for examp](t by adapting conv·entional experimen­
ethods to the 4valuation task (see Gomby &: Larson. 
. Other treatments note special challenges to evalua• 

tion stemming from th~ complex, incomplete implementa• 
tion that chAracterizes so many collaborative ventures 
(Kagan, 1991). Stemming from the family support liter.l• 
ture, a more radical critique has put the spotlight on as­
sumptions underlying conventional efforts and suggested a 
more parti · tory alternative framework (see Weiss & 
Greene, 19 . Work in this tradition argues for a new vision 
of evaluatio nd research, emphasizing a collaborat:ive re- · 
!ationship een those studied and those who are carry• 
mg out tese . Another alternative vision of evaluation 
places more phasis on evaluation as an ongoing, devel-
opmental learning process serving both internal and exter-

........... .: ... .,1 urn: ~;11..ens1ve study ot 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). 

Som~ Premises About Rese.2rch a11d Evalw:ition in This Area 

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

First, discussion of method includes considerations of 
paradigm, that is, the .issumptions we make about how the 
world works and what constitutes evidence and knowl­
edge about it. Although there are fundamental differences 
at issue, this article assumes that altemative paradigms can 
support complementary examinations of a phenomenon, 
especially one of this complexity. In particular, paradigms 
supporting qualitative and quantitative studies .ire 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. Underconceptuallzation plagues 
much research; empirical "fishing" expeditions unguided 
by a sense of what concepts are relevant and what rela­
lionshi~are likely to yield little of value. Being dear about 
what one: is studying is hall the battle. Much of what is 
talked about as a problem of measurement boils down to 
the taslc 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• 
cerned 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 overUy political-that is, more 
directly constrained by stakeholder interests and expecta­
tions-and pUI5Ue a more explicitly value-laden set of 
purposes than research by any other name. However, in 
the realm of popular social interventions, all research h.is 
political and evaluative overtones, and, regardless of in· 
tention, may be enlist~ in thf; (iebates regarding the mer­
its of one or another initiative. The terms research and 
milu.atiott 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 ls 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 syst-emanc 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 of intentions 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• 
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;^search traditions. In approaching an intervention involv-
mg school-based health and mental health clinics, for ex- 
ample, investigators steeped in educational evaluation, 
social work research, or health research are likely to zero in
on different facets of the intervention, measure different 
things, and construct accounts of the program's effective- 
ness on different bases. All three perspectives w ould be 
helpful in framing and carrying out a research strategy. To
arrive at such a strategy means communicating across dis- 
dplinary boundaries about assumptions, focus, productive 
measures, acceptable evidence, and so on. At the least, re- 
suits may need “simultaneous translation" (as at the 
United Nations) to make sure that different research com- 
munities understand each other (e.g., this article may need 
to be translated into terms that w ould scan to individuals 
primarily engaged in public health research or social work
research).

Although the language problem just described can be 
and often is addressed in a given study (e.g., through mul- 
tidisciplinary teams of researchers), a more difficult lan- 
guage gap yawns between those who carry out research 
and those who are studied. Some researchers seek to close 
this gap by engaging the consumers of collaborative ser- 
vices as collaborators in the act of studying these services 
(e.g., Weiss & Greene, 1992). Although there are obvious 
advantages to 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- 
signs.

Evaluative studies carried out in the public eye add a 
third set of perspectives that must be engaged and accom- 
modated—those of powerful stakeholders w ho are involved
in the initiative under study, have an interest in its out- 
comes, or sponsor 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

Characterizing (and Measuring) the Elusive Independent 
Variable: Is There One?

Like other broad domains of social 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 programmatic 
factors presumed to bring about results for individuals or 
systems— of some complexity. In many manifestations of 
coj&prehensive, 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 relatively low-intensity efforts to coordinate
the work of different professionals to intensive, highly in- 
tegrated arrangements; some writers reserve the term coor- 
dination for the least intensive end of this continuum and

______ ___ _ xviuiauvc anu. 5um1n3nve evaluation
purposes, or process versus impact studies. In other words, 
I am assuming that all evaluations are in a fundamental 
sens* formative (see Cronbach & Associates, 1980) and that
propjer attributions of impact to cause can only be made by 
understanding 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 
services 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 w e undertaking research on compre- 
i hensive, collaborative services? How should the perspec-

tives of different research and service disciplines, 
professionals and consumers, and diverse agencies be 
reflected in the design, conduct, and interpretation of 
studies?!

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

3. Locating (arid measuring) the bottom line: What would 
indicate (that delivering human services in a comprehen- 
sive, colaborative form had achieved some desirable 
ends? m ia t ends would be included in a such an evalua- 
tion—heklth, education, welfare, the reform of human ser- 
v ic e  systems, or all of the above?

4. Attributing results to influences: Given so many possi* 
ble influences, what is to be taken as the result of what?

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

These issues have been framed using conventional 
causal 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 members of the research and evaluation 
community.

Engaging Divergent Perspectives: Can We Speak Everyone's 
Language?

Comprehensive, collaborative services efforts— and at- 
tempts to study them— inevitably involve the perspectives 
of different stakeholders an<k participants. Almost by defi- 
nition, more than one professional discipline and the tradi- 
tiorfe of research that are typically used to study 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, befcause a giVen initiative usually involves 
moje than service delivery, the perspectives of different 
agency leaders and policymaking or sponsoring groups 
are central to understanding comprehensive, collaborative 
services as a systems phenom enon

How should all these perspectives be represented in the 
design, condudt, and interpretation of research? There is no 
easy answer, and the answer always reflects the political
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2. Characterizi11g (and measuring) the tlusroe indq,tndent 
'l]ariab/t: ~ hat exactly is it that we are studying? 

3. Lc~ting (a,ui measuring) the bottom line: What would 
indicat$t delivering human services in a comprehen­
sive, co borative form had achieved some desirable 
ends? t ends would b<? included in a such an evalua­
tion-he th, education, welfare, the reform of human ser­
vice systems, or all of the above? 

4. Attributing ~u.lls to infl.urncts: Given so many possi­
ble i.nfluences, what is to be taken as the result of what? 

5. Studying stnsitil]e processes a11d outc~: How do we 
capture what is going on without intruding on the subtle 
(and often confidential) interaction between service pro-­
v:iders and consumers of services? 

These issues have been framed using conventional 

' 

causal 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 members of the research and evaluation 
community. 

Engaging Divtrgtnt Perspectrocs: Can We Speizk E'l]uyone's 
1.Angwzgt? 

Comprehensive, collaborative services efforts-and at­
tempts to study them-inevitably involve the perspectives 
of different stakeholders anlf participants. Almost by defi­
nition, more than one professional discipline and the tradi­
tiom of research that are typically used to study these 
activities are implicated. rn addition, the perspectives of 
clients or COI15Umers are relevant to understanding what is 
going on and even to framihg questions and research de­
signs. Finally, betause a given initiative usually involves 
mo-(e than servi4e delivery, the perspectives of different 
.igency leaders and policymaking or spo?1$oring groups 
are central to understanding com?rehensive, collaborative 
services as a systems phenomenon. 

How should all these perspectives be represented in the 
design, conduf: and interpretation of research? There is no 
easy answer, T'd the answer ah-.·ays reflects the political 

... . --··o --o~""' ..,. w.u,c,cu, 
ra.rch traditions. In approaching an intervention involv­
mg school-based health and menml health clinics, for ex­
ample, investigators steeped in educational evaluation, 
social work research, or health I'e$earch are likely to zero in 
on different facets of the intervention, measure different 
things, and construct 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 di~ 
ciplinary boundaries about assumptions, focus, productive 
measures, acceptable evidence, and so on. At the least, re· 
sults may need #simultaneous translation" (as at the 
United Nations) to make sure that different research com• 
munities understand each other (e.g., this article may need 
to be translated into terms that would scan to individuals 
primarily engaged in public health research o r social work 
research). 

Although the language problem just described can be 
and often is addressed in a given study (e.g., through mul­
tidisciplinary teams of researchers), a more dilfiatlt lan• 
guage gap yawns between those who carry out research 
and those who are studied. Some researchers seek to dose 
this gap by engaging the consumers of collaborative ser­
vices as collaborators in the act of studying these services 
(e.g., Weiss & Greene, 1992). Although there are obvious 
advantages to the researcher (and the consumer) in doing 
so-among them. increased access to participants, the 
prospect of better quality data, and more aC'C\.lrate render­
mg of the participants' perspectives and experiences­
there are also possible trade-offs in time, comple~ty, 
analytical distance, and the sophistication of research de­
signs. 

Evaluative 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 involved 
in the initiative under study, have an interest in its out­
comes, or sponsor the evaluation. ff 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. 

Characterizing (and Measuring) the Elusiuc Jrnfrpcnd~t 
Variablt: Is Thtrt One? 

like other broad domains of social reform (e.g., school re-­
structurl:ng), the integration of education and human ser­
vices takes many forms and has dillerent meanings. This 
makes for an independent variable-the programmatic 
factors presumed to bring about results for individuals or 
systems-of some complexity. In many manifestations of 
collPrehensive, collaborative services, the notion of the in· 
dependent variable itself c~ses to be a fi:ced 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 relatively low-intensity efforts to coordinate 
the work of different professionals to intensive, highly in­
tegrated arrangements; some writers reserve the term coor­
dination for the least intensive end of this continuum and 
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ooyd, 1993; Kagan, 1991; Golden, 1991; Morrill, Reisner, 
Chimerine, & Marks, 1991; Schorr & Both, 1991). A t a min- 
imum, the following dimensions of difference are in- 
volved. First as noted previously, comprehensive, 
collaborative services initiatives may address system  re- 
form primarily, the actual services provided to particular 
families and children, or both. Second, the arrangements 
differ in the extent to which distinct services are actually 
changed or redefined through collaborative effort, or sim- 
ply relocated or made more accessible. Third, the degree to 
which resources, control, and power are shared among the 
collaborating partners varies. Fourth, the scale and scope 
of arrangements vary enormously, from local arrange- 
ments involving only two service sectors to massive 
statewide initiatives that bring together many sectors. Fi- 
nally, arrangements differ in what might be termed the 
flexibility or mutability of treatment— that is, the degree to 
which the services provided to any given child or family 
are individually tailored, and even changeable over time.

The last dimension generates som e of the biggest puz- 
zles for researchers. If each consumer accesses the human 
service system in a different way, or in a way that changes 
over time, then there may be no programmatic indepen- 
dent variable to study. Or put another way, it is extremely 
difficult to characterize what comprises collaborative ser- 
vice over a given period of time. One researcher discussing  
collaborative arrangements for young children put it as 
follows:

Since collaborations are designed to be flexible and meet 
changing needs, their implementation is never complete. 
No precise definition of implementation exists because it 
is a highly idiosyncratic and mutable condition. Indeed,
the strength of collaborations is that they are tailored to 
meet changing local circumstances. For example, it is not 
uncommon to find collaborations that deem themselves 
well implemented one day and fledgling the next. Such
changes are predictable and underscore the evaluation 
dilemma; while implementation flux is a practical neces- 
sity, it remains an empirical nightmare. (Kagan, 1991, p.
74)

Because the independent variable has many meanings, 
both across and within collaborative se r v ic e s  arrange- 
ments, researchers and evaluators may often be talking 
past each other, and not talking about the same thing, even  
within the same study. Beyond the question of figuring out 
what is being studied and regardless of which conception 
of collaborative services w e employ, the intervention is al- 
most always going to comprise multiple, often separate 
components. Simply multiplying the number of indepen- 
dent variables (as in multivariate correlational designs) is 
no real answer; one rapidly runs out of analytic capacity to 
handle and interpret the many discrete variables that come 
to mind, and one misses the "glue" that may bind these el- 
ements together into a more integrated whole.

The researcher is left with difficult questions: H ow  to de- 
scribe the independent variable{5) under study? What are 
its conceptual boundaries? What isn't part of the indepen- 
dent variable(s)? What are the most meaningful units (and 
levels) of analysis? What indicators most efficiently cap- 
ture the presence and mutability of the independent vari- 
able(s)?

• Enhanced referral of children or families for profes- 
sional help of one kind or another (e.g., as in commu- 
nity-based programs described in Marzke et aL, 1992).
• Coordinated management of “cases," as when children or 
families require more than one specialized human ser- 
vice (see James, Smith, & Mann, 1991).
• Colocation of services, such as health or mental health 
professionals in a school building— a key feature of 
"full-service schools" (Dryfoos, 1994)— or various spe- 
dalists in a community multiservice center (see Marzke 
et al,, 1992).
• Enhanced 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, 
argued by some to be essential to family-centered, coor*

ן  dinated services (e.g., see Coulton, 1992).
• Sharing of resources, as in discussions of fiscal strate- 
gies supporting coordinated services, the commingling 
of funds originally intended for separate services, or the 
pooling of nonfiscal resources (see Cutler, 1994; Farrow 
& Joe, 1992; Garvin & Young, 1993; Kirst, 1994).
• Reconceptualization of human services, by altering the 
conceptions of existing professional roles (e-g., subsum- 
ing 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- 
thinking the relationship between professionals and 
consumers, as in the conceptions of family-centered, 
dient-responsive service (Weiss & Greene, 1992) or "con- 
sumer-guided" schools (Hooper-Briar & Lawson, 1994).
• Joint planning and execution of services, for example, in 
various teaming arrangements, where different profes-

f sionals (and 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 in vary- 
ing degrees carry out the plan through joint effort (see 
Robison, 1993; Hooper-Briar & Lawson, 1994).

Comprehensive, collaborative services may involve one or 
virtually any combination of these meanings. In addition, 
such initiatives often take place on multiple levels of the 
human service system and may be designed to change the 
way that system functions (Agranoff, 1991; General Ac- 
counting Office, 1992). Nearly all intend to integrate efforts 
at the service delivery level, but that often requires some 
integration one level up, among individuals and organi2a- 
tions providihg the first layer of management support to 
direct servica providers—school principals, clinic direc- 
tors, field supervisors for outreach workers— and at the 
policymakingj level as well, among school districts, re- 
gional or state social service agendes, and so on. Indeed, 
efforts to mfcunt comprehensive, collaborative services 
may target changes in the actual services available to fam- 
ilies and children (e.g., Philliber Research Associates, 
1994), the service-providing system (e.g., White, 1993), or 
both (e.g., Wehlage et al., 1992).

The fact that so many kinds of arrangements share the 
same generic label cries out for ways to conceptualize the 
differences in terms of common dimensions, and there
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• Enhanc~ referra) of children or families for profes­
sional help of one kind or another (e.g., as in commu­
nity-based programs described in Marzke et al, 1992). 
• Coordinated management of "cases," as when children or 
families require more than one specialized human ser­
vice (see James, Smith, & Mann. 1991). 
• Colocation of services, such as h~th or mental health 
professionals in a school building-a key feature of 
"full-service schools" (Dryfoos, 1994)-or various spe­
cialists in a community multiservice center (see MaT7,ke 
et al.-, 1992). 
• Enhanced communiaition 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, 
argued by some to be essential to family-centered, coor• 
dinated services (e.g., see Coulton, 1992). 
• Sharing of resources, as in discussions of fiscal strate­
gies supparting coordinated services, the commingling 
of funds originally intended for separate services, or the 
pooling of nonfiscal resources (see Cutler, 1994; Farrow 
&Joe. 1992; Garvin & Young, 1993,; Kirst, 1994). 
• Reconceptualization of human seroices, by altering the 
conceptions of existing professional roles (e.g., subsum­
ing a kind of counseling function in the teaching role), 
developing new roles such as "integrated services spe­
cialist" (see Wilson, Karasoff. & Nol.an, 1993) or even re• 
thinking the relationship between professionals and 
consumers, as in the conceptions of family-centered, 
tlient-responsive service (Weiss & Greene, 1992) or "con• 
sumer-guided" syhools (Hooper-Briar&: Lawson, 1994). 
• Joint planning and eucution of seroic~. for example, in 
various teaming arrangements, where different profes­
sionals (and othars, such as parents) pool ideas, orches­
trate a plan for helping children or families that draws 
on the expertise of more than one discipline, and in vary­
ing degrees carry out the plan through joint effort (see 
Robison, 1993; Hooper-Briar & Lawson, 1994). , 

Comprehensive, collaborative services may involve one or 
virtually any combination of these meanings. In addition, 
such initiatives often take place on multiple levels of the 
human service system and may be designed to change the 
way that system functions (Agranoff, 1991; General Ac­
counting Office, 1992). Nearly all intend to integrate efforts 
at the service delivery level, but that often requires some 
integration one level up, among individuals and organiza­
tions providihg the first layer of management suppor t to 
direct servic~ -providers-school principals, clinic direc­
tors, field suj,ervisors for outreach workers-and at the 
policymaldn~ level as well, among school clistricts, re­
gional or stat social service agencies, and so on. Indeed, 
efforts to mbunt comprehensive, collaborative services 
may target changes in the actual services available to fam­
ilies and children (e.g., Philliber Research Associa,tes, 
1994), the service-providing system (e.g., White, 1993), or 
both (e.g., Wi,hlage et al., 1992). 

The fact tnat so m.iny kinds of arrangements share the 
same generic label cries out for ways to conceptualize the 
differenc,es in terms of common dimensions, and there , 
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i,oya, 1993; Kagan, 1991; Golden, 1991; Morrill, Reisner, 
Chimerine, & Marks, 1991; Schorr&: Both, 1991). At a min· 
imum, the following dimensions of difference are in­
volved. First, as noted previously, comprehensive, 
collaborative services initiatives may address system re­
form primarily, the actual services provided: to particular 
families and children, or both. Second, the arrangements 
differ in the extent to which custinct services are actually 
changed or redefined through collaborative effort, or sim• 
ply relocated or made more accessible. Third, the degree to 
which resources, control, and pawer are shared among the 
collaborating partners varies. Fourth, the scale and scope 
of arrangements vary enormously, from local arrange­
ments involving only two service sectors to massive 
statewide initiatives that bring together many sectors. Fi­
nally, arrangements differ in what might be termed the 
flexibility or mutability of treatment-that is, the degree to 
which the services provided to any given child or family 
are in&vidually tailored, and even changeable over time. 

The last dimension generates some of the biggest puz­
zles for researchers. If each consumer accesses the human 
service system in a different way, or in a way that changes 
over time, then there may be no programmatic indepen­
dent variable to study. Or put another way, lt is extremely 
difficult to characterize what comprises collaborative ser­
vice over a given period of time. One researcher discussing 
collaborative arrangements for young children put it as 
follows: 

Since collaboral:iot1s are designed to be flexible and meet 
changing needs, their implementation is never complete. 
No precise definition of implementation exists because it 
is a highly idiosyncratic and mutable condition. Indeed, 
the strength of collaborations is that they are tailored to 
meet changing local circumstance~. For example, it is not 
uncommon to find collaborations that deem themselves 
well implemented one day and fledgling the next. Such 
changes are predict!ble and underscore the evaluation 
dilem.xna; while implementation flux is a practical neces­
sity, it remains an empirical nightmare. a<agan, 1991, p. 
74) 

Because the independent variable has many meanings, 
both across and within collaborative services arrange­
ments, researchers and evaluators may often be talking 
past each other, and not talking about the same thing. even 
within the same study. Beyond the question of figuring out 
what is being studied and regardless of which conception 
of collaborative services we employ, the intervention is al­
most always going to comprise multiple, often sepaTate 
components. Simply multiplying the number of indepen­
dent variables (as in multivariate correl.ational designs) is 
no real answer; one rapidly runs out of analytic capacity to 
handle and interpret the many discrete variables that come 
to mind, and one misses the "glue" that may bind these el­
ements together into a more integrated whole. 

The researcher is left with difficult questions: How to de­
scribe the independent variable{s) under study? What an! 
its conceptual boundaries? Wha t isn't part of the indepen­
dent variable{s)? What are the most meaningful units (and 
levels) of analysis? What indicators most efficiently cap­
hll'e the presence and mutability of the independent vari­
able(s)? 
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• Basic family needs: access to food, clothing, trails-
porta tion, and child care.
• Employment: jobs for parents and young adults (for 
those seeking employment).
• Health care use: participation in public health ser- 
vices, incidence of injury or illness, and access to medical 
and dental care.
• Emotional health: self-reported depression, suicidal 
thoughts, and problems with hostility and anger.
• Youth behaviors: rates of sexual activity and teen 
pregnancy.
• School performance: students' grades and classroom  
behaviors.

The outcome pu221e is especially troubling w hen a collab- 
orative services initiative encourages different arrange״ 
ments across sites, as in the case just cited, or when services 
are individualized for each consum er 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 
arrangement will have to be tracked over long periods.

The outcomes described previously apply to individuals 
and groups, and despite some difficulties in measurement, 
are relatively discrete and dear. System outcomes are gen- 
erally not as discrete or clear as those that apply to indi- 
viduals. Take for example, the challenges involved in 
capturing the following kinds of system outcomes: pene- 
tration of services into communities or the "community 
embeddedness" of service systems (Bruner, 1994), agency 
restructuring and shared authority needed to realize more 
integrated forms of service organization and funding 
(General Accounting Office, 1992), "consumer-guided and 
consumer-driven schooling" (Hooper-Briar & Lawson, 
1994), or "deep-structure systems changes" related to pro- 
fessional behavior, administrative "scripts," and transac- 
tion costs (Crowson & Boyd, 1994). As these varied 
disAtssions of system outcomes hint, the more human ser- 
vice systems are organized and operate in fully collabora- 
tive and integrative ways, the more complex and elusive 
the outcomes become. For example, it is one thing to cap- 
ture change in referral rates or utilization of existing ser- 
vices when these are colocated to render them more 
accessible, because referral and utilization are relatively 
easy to measure. It is another to capture the slow ly emerg- 
ing views of collaborative practice that might come about 
as the colocated professionals have greater access to one 
another and more immediate reasons for interacting with 
one another.

So the researcher confronts a fundamental question of 
ends for which the integration of services is presumably 
the means. What ends (including, but not limited to, sta ted 
program goals) might come about as a result of the integra- 
tion of services? How many can be meaningfully consid- 
ered and at what level (individual, system)? What 
outcomes conceptually represent steps taken towards 
more ultimate ends?

rts vanea as m e independent variableCs) may be in stud- 
ies of comprehensive, collaborative services, so m ay the 
dependent variable(s) be. In part a reflection of the differ- 
encis in perspective and paradigms held by the different 
services that are integrated, the initiatives under study can 
aim at remarkably different outcomes, among them the 
academic achievement and attainment of children, their 
social adjustment or health status, family welfare, and so 
on. The temptation to 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 
arrangement, the researcher's attempts 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 following 
child and youth outcomes, offered by one group of re- 
searchers as a core list around which outcome accountabil- 
ity might be developed (adapted from Schorr, 1994). The 
outcomes are conceptualized as higher rates of:

• Healthy births (as indicated by decreases in low  birth- 
weight babies and births to school-age mothers; high uti- 
liahtion of prenatal care).
•/2-year-olds immunized.
• Children ready for school (as indicated by completion 
ojf immunizations, detection 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 elementary, middle, and high ן'י
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 pregnancy, substance 
abuse, sexually transmitted diseases, or involvement in 
violence either as victim or perpetrator).
י ׳ Young adults who are self-sufficient

' Children in families with incomes over the poverty
line.

ן
The items in this list are only a selection from among the 

many possible outcomes that may be relevant to a given 
comprehensive, collaborative services arrangement. To be 
sure, a m o te  discrete subset of these outcomes might be the 
focus of inquiry, as in one evaluation (Philliber Research 
Associates, 1994) of a school-community partnership aim- 
ing at children's (a) persistence and safety in the home (in- 
dicated by rates of abbse, children's removal from the 
home by social services), (b) non involvement in the juve- 
rule justice system, and (c) persistence and performance in 
school (indicated by students' absences, work habits, so- 
rial-emotional growth, and academic performance). But 
studies are just as likely to attend to diverse facets of child 
and family welfare, as in a current study one state's
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~ vanea a~ tne ind.ependent variable(s) may be in stud­
ies of comprehensive, collaborative services, so may the 
dependent vari.able(s) be .. In part a reflection of the differ­
enc-~ in perspective and paradigms held by the different 
sel"V'ices that are integrated, the initiatives under study can 
aim at remarkably different outcomes, among them the 
academic: achievement and attainment of children. their 
social adjustment or health status, family welfare, and so 
on. The temptation to 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 
arrangement, the researcher's attempts to pinpoint out­
comes face three issues: (a) the large number of posSJole 
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 follow:ing 
child and youth outcomes, offered by one group of re­
searchers as a core list around which outcome account.ibil· 
ity might be developed (adapted from Schorr, 1994). The 
outcomes are conceptualized as higher rates of: 

" • Healthy births (as indicated by decreases in low birth-
weight babies and births to school-age mothers; high uti• 

• 2-year-olds immunized. f 
tion of prenatal care). 

• ~hildr~ r~dy for scho?l (as indicated ~y_completion 
. 1mmuruzations, detecnon aJ'ld remediation of pre. 

ventable health problems, no signs of abuse or neglect, 
or school readiness measures as identified by preschool 
or kindergarten). 
• 1 Children succeeding in elementary, 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 pregnancy, substance 
abuse, sexually transmitted diseases, or involvement in 
violence either as ,,.;ctim or perpetrator). 
• ,Young adults who are self-sufficient. 
• Children in families with incomes over the poverty 
line. 
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The Hems in this list are only a selection from among the 
many possible outcomes that may be relevant to a given 
comprehensive, collaborative services arrangement. To be 
sure, a mote discrete subset of these outcomes might be the 
focus of ihquiry, as in one evaluation (Philliber Research 
AssociatJ, 1994) of a school-community partnership aim­
ing at children's (a) persistence and safety in the home (in· 
dicated by rates of abuse. children's removal from the 
home by social services), (b) noninvolvement in the juve­
nile Justice system, and (c) persistence and performance in 
school {indicated by students' absences, work habits, so­
cial-emotional growth, and academic performance). But 
studies are just as likely to attend to diverse facets of child 
and family welfare, as in a current study one state's 

• Basic family needs; access to food, clothing, trans­
portation, and child care. 
• Employment: jobs for parents and young adults (for 
those seeking employment). 
• Health care use; participation in public health Sl'!r­

vices, incidence of injury or illness, and access to medical 
and dental care. 
• Emotional health: self-reported depression, suicidal 
thoughts, and problems with hostility and anger. 
• Youth behaviors: rates of sexual activity and teen 
pregnancy. 
• School performance: students' grades and classroom 
behaviors. 

The outcome puzzle is especially troubling when c1 collab­
orative services initiative encourages different arrange­
ments across sites, as in the case just cited, or when 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 
arrangement will have to be tracked over long periods. 

The outcomes described previously apply to individuals 
and groups, and despite some difficulties in measurement, 
are relatively discrete and clear. System outcomes are gen· 
erally not as discrete or clear as those that apply to indi­
viduals. Take for example. the challenges involved in 
capturing the following kinds of ~tem outcomes: pene­
tration of services into communities or the "community 
embeddedness" of service systems (Bruner, 1994), agency 
restructuring and shared authority needed to realize more 
inrtegrated forms of service organization and funding 
(General Accounting Office, 1992), "consumer-guided and 
consumer-driven schooling" (Hooper-Briar & Lawson, 
1994), or "deep-structure systems changes" related to pro­
fessional behavior, administrative "scripts," and transac­
tion costs (Crowson & Boyd, 1994). As these varied 
d~ions of system outcomes hint, the more hwnan ser­
vice systems are organi1,ed and operate in fully collabora­
tive .ind inte:gr.itive ways, the more complex and elusive 
the outcomes become. For example, it is one thing to cap­
ture change in referral rates or utilization of existing ser• 
vices when these are colocated to render them more 
accessible, because referral and utilization are relatively 
easy to measure. It is another to capture the slowly emerg­
ing views of collaborative practice that might come abaut 
as the colocated professionals have greater access to one 
another and more immediate reasons for interacting with 
one another. 

So the researcher confronts a fundamental question of 
ends for whi~ thE' integration of services is presumably 
the means. What ends (including, but not limited to, stated 
program goals) might come about as a result of the integra­
tion of services? How many can be meaningfully consid­
ered and at what level (individual, system)? What 
outcomes conceptually represent steps taken towards 
more ultimate ends? 
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j cuu jjtuuupants m a program under study. Many of 
the programmatic events that lie at the core of comprehen- 
sive, collaborative services are private matters—for exam- 
pie, between a social worker and a troubled family, or a 
member of the family and a substance abuse counselor—  
and as such are not readily open (0 inspection by someone 
gathering data. This creates a double problem for those 
who would study the integration of education and human 
services: Not only is the nature of service blocked from 
view, but also the connections among services. The issue is 
compounded by the potential addition of data gatherers to 
the cadre of professionals with whom  troubled families 
must interact outside of the context of direct service provi- 
sion; ^understandably, many consumers are unwilling to 
cooperate with research requests, as are the social workers, 
counselors, or others who work most closely with them.

Though not insurmountable, this matter makes an al- 
ready difficult task more so, precisely because the target of 
integrated services is likely to find research an intrusion and 
because the nature of integration is likely to involve more 
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 essential problems in ex- 
amining comprehensive, collaborative services, then how  
can researchers and evaluators proceed to address these is- 
sues? What forms of research and evaluation are likely to 
yield the most useful understandings regarding this broad 
class of interventions at this stage of public investment in 
the integration of services?

Resolving these issues in particular instances is too de- 
pendent on context, and there axe too many such instances 
for a short article such as this to offer specific advice about 
research questions or study designs. But it is possible to 
characterize, at a more global level, attributes of research 
that appropriately take into account the matters just raised. 
It is also possible to suggest particular kinds of studies that 
are more and less likely to yield useful knowledge.

Desirable Attributes for Research and Evaluation on 
Comprehensive, Collaborative Services

To be most 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 them 
are in part a matter of conceptualization. More than one 
kind of conceptual framework is relevant to comprehen- 
sive, collaborative services, and these need to be worked 
out with some care, both to clarify what is being studied  
and to illuminate assumptions on which programmatic ini- 
tiatives are founded. At a minimum, researchers and eval- 
uators need to make explicit—before and after they have 
collected data—the conceptual dimensions that underlie 
the initiatives under study. One useful framework for 
studying collaborations notes the following dimensions 
(Morrill et al., 1991):

• Composition of target groups.
® Ser&ce scope (e.g., education, health, social service, etc.).

sivout C hange?

The complexity and mutability of the independent vari- 
able(s), combined with the large number and interrelation 
among dependent variables, generate an attribution task of 
the first magnitude. To what do we attribute the state of 
children and families who participate in integrated forms 
of education and human service? Put another way, how do 
we account for the level of any of the child and youth vari- 
ables noted previously?

The director of a study evaluating a statewide integrated 
services initiative described the problem this way:

If we measure benefits for kids and families, what do we 
jSay contributed to it? Their individual services? The 
!"program" as it existed in the 3 months they were in- 
Kolved?.. .The program in one month is not the same as 
! the next (a new partner joins the collaborative, changing 
; the mix of staff, the number of services, the level of trust 

or conflict in the collaborative, etc.).. .  .There is so much 
going on out there, so much flux that even if we can doc- 
iiment change or improvement, we have little idea what 
:0 attribute it to. We have one school in the study that is 
an integrated early childhood program site, site of a Blue 
Cross managed-care experiment, a new charter school, 
the recipient of a state restructuring grant, and in a neigh• 
borhood that is the recipient of family preservation funds.
If we measure improvement in health indicators for the 
children, is it the early childhood program or the man- 
aged-fcare experiment? If there are educational benefits, is 
it thefpeer tutoring program in the early childhood pro- 
gramf or the restructuring grant or the "charter school- 
ness"? (M. Wagner, personal communication, September 
1994)(

Researchers who study complex social interventions are 
used to this problem in one sense: They commonly ac* 
knowledge that many outcomes worth studying have mul- 

! causes. But the number and elusiveness of the relevant 
ependent variables make this situation especially chal- 

ng. Add to the attribution task the difficulty of ex- 
ing w hy certain children fail at school, or why 

disenfranchised families experience multiple problems 
w ifc which they ^ e  not able to cope (e.g., see Dym, 1988, 
regarding j ecolog a l  views of the family; Knapp & 
Woblvertcm, 1995, or a discussion of the role of social class 
in schoolirig; or F Doper-Briar & Lawson, 1994, regarding 
"roct causes' of cl Idren's problems in learning and devel• 
opment). Clearly, he availability or nature of human ser- 
vieas— attempts at ameliorating school failure or families' 
pro Diems— is only one contributor to such predicaments. 
Pervasive social conditions place individuals and groups in 
a disenfranchised position; human services have only a Iim- 
ited capacity to address questions of social position.

In other words, researchers studying comprehensive, col- 
laborative services face a familiar challenge, that of con- 
structing conceptual maps that link one thing to another. 
But As they do so, they know the many influences that 
m i* t  bring about results may not "stand still" long enough 
to pprmit confident claims about a particular initiative.

Studying Sensitive Processes and Outcomes: How Do We See 
What's Really Happening? j

A final research issue has to do with measurement, intru- 
sion, and the relationship between researchers or evalua-
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ADOUt Clumge? 

The complexity and mutability of the independent var!­
able(s), combined with the large number and interrelation 
among dependent variables, generate an attribution task of 
the first magnitude. To what do we attribute the st.ate of 
children and families who participate in integrated forms 
of education and human service? Put another way, how do 
we acco3 for the level of any of the child and youth vari• 
ables not previously? 

The dir tor of a shil:iy evaluating a statewide integrated 
services initiative described the p roblem this way: 

U we measure benefits for kids and families, what do we 

1say contributed to it? Their iiidividual services? 1:he 
1 "progra.m" as it existed in the 3 months they were rn­
tvolved?,. ,The program in one month is not the same as 
/ the next (a new partner joins the collaborative, ch,mging 
' ~e mix of sbff, the number of se:rvicl:!S, the level ol U"Ust 
or conflict in the collaborative, etc.) .... There is so much 
going on out there, so much flu:< that even_if w~ can doc­
lllnent change or improvement, we have httle idea what 
\o attribute it to. We have one school in the study that is 
an integrated early childhood program site, site of ii Blue 
Cross managed-care experiment, a new charter school, 
the recipient of a state restructuring grant, and in a neigh• 
borhood that is the recipient of family preservation funds . 
If we mea.mre iinprovement il'l health indicators for the 
chil , is it the early childhood program or the man­
aged are ei,:periment? If there are educational benefits, is 
it th eer tutoring program in the early childhood pro-

or the restructuring grant or the ~charter school­
ness' (M. Wagner, personal communication, September 
1994)1 

Rese.1rchers who study complex social interventions are 
used to this problem in one sense: They commonly ac• 
knowledge that many outcomes worth studying have mul• 
ticauses. But the number and elusiveness of the relevant 
In pendent variables make this situation especially cha!• 
I · g. Add to the attribution task the difficulty of ex• 
p · g why certain children fail at school, or why 
cw\enfranchised. families experience multiple problems 
wi~which they not able to cope (e.g., see Dym, 1988, 
re ing / ecolog :al views of the .family; ~pp & 
W lverton, 1995, or a discuss.ion of the role of sooal class 
in ~choo!irlg; or f )Oper-Briar & Lawson, 1994, regarding 
"rOllt causet,'" of cl Jdren's problems in learning and devel• 
opd\ent). dearly, e availability or nature of human ser• 
vic~-attempts a ameliorating school failure or families' 
problems-is only one contn1'utor to such predicaments. 
Pervasive social conditions place indiViduals and groups in 
a disenfranchised position; human services have only a lim­
ited capacity to address questions of social position. 

In other words, researchers studying comprehensive, col­
laborative services face a familiar challenge, that of con­
structing conceptual maps that link one thing to another. 

\ 

Bup· they do so, they know the many influences that 
mi t bring about results may not "stand stilr long enough 
to 't confident claims about a particular initiative. 

Studying Sensitive Processes and Outcomes: HOfD Do We See 
What's Really Happening? \ 

A final research issue has to do with measurement, intru­
sion, and the relationship between researchers or evalua-

• ..,. ,. cu,u JJd.lu<..:.ipams ma program under study. Many of 
the programmatic events that lie at the core of comprehen­
sive, collaborative services are private matters-for exam­
ple, between a social worker and a troubled family, or a 
member of the family and a substance abuse counselor­
and as such are not readily open !o inspection by someone 
gathering data.. This creates a double problem for those 
who would study the integration of education and human 
services: Not only is the nature of service blocked from 
view, but also the connections among services. The issue is 
compounded by Ute potential addition of data gatherers to 
the cad~ of professionals with whom troubled families 
must interact outside of the context of direct service provi­
sion; ,rderstandably, many consumers are unwilling to 
cooperate with research requests, as are the social workers, 
counselors, or ,others who work xnost closely with them. 

Though not insurmountable, this matter makes an al­
ready difficult task more so, precisely because the target of 
i.ntegratied services is likely to find research an intrusion and 
because. the nature of integration is likely to involve more 
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 lo Address the Issues 

If the preceding analysis captures essential problems in ex­
amining comprehensive, collaborative services, then how 
can researchers and evaluators proceed to address these is­
sues? What forms of research and evaluation are likely to 
yield the most useful understandings regarding this broad 
class of interventions at this stage of public investment in 
the integration of services? 

Resolving these issues in particular instances is too de­
pendent on context, and there are too many such instances 
for a short article such as this to offer specific advice about 
research questions or study designs- But it is possible to 
characteri;:e, at a more global level, attributes of research 
that appropriately take into account the matters just raised. 
It is also possible to suggest particular kinds of studies that 
are more and less likely to yield useful knowledge. 

Desirablt Attributes for Research and Evaluation on 
Comprehrnsivt, Collaborative Seroices 

To be most 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 c01tceptualized. The elusiveness of independent 
or dependent variables and the relationships among them 
are in part a matter of conceptualization. More than one 
kind of conceptual framework is relevant to comprehen­
sive, collaborative services, and these need to be worked 
out with soxne care, both to clarify what is being studied 
and to illuminate assumptions on which programmatic ini­
tiatives are founded. At a mini.mum, researchers and eval­
uators need to make explicit-before and after they have 
collected. data-the conceptual dimensions that underlie 
the initiatives under study. One useful framework for 
studying collaborations notes the following dimensions 
(Morrill et al., 1991): 

• Composition of target groups. 
• ~ scope (e.g., education, health, social service, etc.). 
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forts and the sources of organizational behavior); profes- 
sional work (to illuminate the presumptions of, and 
constraints on, professional roles); multicultural interaction 
(to make sense of the interface between high-risk clients 
and professionals, and among professionals with different 
professional cultures); power and influence (to make sense of 
the sharing of control over services); policy process (to con- 
sider the power and limits of programmatic efforts in con- 
text); human development (to attend to stages and conditions 
affecting normal and abnormal growth);/077n'Zy dynamics (to 
understand families as systems); and group process (to ap- 
predate the evolution of collaborative groups).

Some provocative and helpful conceptual work has 
begun to appear in the literature. Treatments of the phe- 
nomena within overarching ecological frameworks (e.g., 
Dym, 1988; Mawhinney, 1993) provide a compelling ac- 
count of how child development, family welfare, and fam- 
ily service interventions operate in community context. 
Discussions of professional and institutional norms 
(Mitchell & Scott, 1993) and the way these work at the in* 
dividual level provide further theoretical grounds for un- 
derstanding what supposedly collaborative professionals 
do and do not do. This work complements recent attempts 
to view the situation at an institutional level drawing on 
the constructs and tenets of the "new institutionalism"; 
see, for example, work by Crowson and Boyd <1994) that 
focuses on the deep-structure of norms, rules, routines, and 
administrative scripts operating within service-providing 
institutions.

Descriptive. If service integration can be so many differ- 
ent things, and the collaborating professional disciplines 
are still not sure what form(s) such integration should op- 
timally take, then it makes sense to put a great deal of em- 
phajfe on the description of particular cases of 
comprehensive, collaborative services. Ideally, such de- 
scriptions should be guided by (and should inform) the 
strong conceptual frameworks called for previously; end- 
less narrative and detail will not serve any useful purpose.

Qualitative "thick" descriptions (in the sense originally 
proposed by Geertz) are espeaally appropriate, though 
they are not the only kind of useful descriptive account. 
Qualitative techniques are esperially helpful in illuminat- 
ing what collaborative arrangements mean to partidpants, 
how such efforts differ from service-as-usual, and what the 
nature of collaboration is. The sensitivity of the research 
topic makes good qualitative description difficult in many 
instances, but there are ways to gain access to even the 
most difficult research situations. In this regard, nonevalu- 
ative research may make a greater contribution than ex* 
plidtly evaluative studies, in which the stakes are higher 
and scrutiny by researchers can take on more negative 
meanings.

Careful descriptions are needed of at least the following: 
organizational arrangements; the interface between the 
consumer and service providers purporting to coordinate 
their efforts; the sharing of resources, ideas, and profes- 
sional work; the experience of collaboration; and the extent 
and nature of change in the consumer's behavior, attitudes, 
or life circumstances.

Comparative. Given strong conceptualization (which per- 
mits cross-case comparison) and good description, the

• Location of services.
• Sponsorship and service-provider participation.
• Commitment of partidpating service organizations.
• Parental and community partidpation.

Many other ways of identifying dimensions axe possible, 
and some promising ones have been suggested (see, for 
example, the references noted in discussing the elusive in- 
dependent variable). The important thing is not that any 
|one framework be selected by everyone who studies col- 
laborative services, but rather that researchers darify in 
conceptual terms what is being studied. In this way, re- 
search will begin to answer the all-important question: Of 
what is any instance of comprehensive, collaborative ser- 
vices a (conceptual) case?

But the conceptual work doesn't end there. Two further 
kinds of conceptual models operate within a given com* 
prehensive, collaborative services initiative, and it is up to 
the researcher to make them explicit, and hence open to in- 
spection, or to put more powerful conceptualizations in 
place of the ones held by partidpants. First, im pliatly or 
explidtly, comprehensive, collaborative services efforts 
rest on assumptions about those whom  integrated services 
are intended to serve and about the conditions that gener- 
ate their need for service. Programs operating on a defidt 
model, for example, tend to locate the problem in the high- 
risk child and his or her family. There are good reasons to 
view such models as insufficient and unhelpful. More sue- 
cessful conceptualizations of the problem addressed by in- 
tegrated services w ill consider the joint roles played by 
individual characteristics, family and community condi- 
tions, and She expectations or routines of serving institu- 
tions (see, for example, Dym, 1988, regarding ecological 
views of f^nilies;! Richardson, Casanova, Plaaer, & Guil- 
fiy le , 1989, ,regarding relational views of at-risk learners in 
schools).

Second, the program's "theory of action" (Patton, 1978) 
is involved. !Given! some conception of a problem to be ad-

י
, program 1designers and implementors fashion an 
ition strategy that directs effort at key points of 
e. To take a simple exam ple Consider a coUabora- 
vices arrai gement tliat colocates a health worker 
rial worka in high schools. Their presence is in- 
tended to provide advice and counsel to youth who are 
likely to become pregnant, contract or spread sexually 

transmitted diseas 5, and engage in other destructive be- 
haviors. The arrangement operates on the premise that the 
presence of these individuals wjill increase access to good 
aavice and, when Aeeded, treatment; in addition, the pres- 
ence of these individuals, it is assumed, will stimulate re- 
ferrals from teachers and others in the building. By spelling 
out this strategy, researchers (and partidpants) have the 
chance to examine the logic of intervention. Is it reasonable 
to presume that presence w ill increase access? Are there 
other mediating factors that influence whether the pre- 
su fried relationship would hold? Ultimately, data can be 
gathered to test the assumptions on which this logic rests.

In constructing useful frameworks for looking at com- 
prehensive, collaborative services, researchers w ill need to 
draw on the concepts of different sodal sdence disdplines.
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• Locatio; of services. 
• Sponsorship and service-provider participation. 

I • Commitment of participating service orgal'li.Zations. 
• Parental and community participation. 

Many other ways of identifying dimensions are possible, 
and some promising ones have been suggested (see, for 
example, the references noted in discussing the elusive in­
dependent variable). The important thing is not that any 
,one framework be selected by everyone who studies col­
labOTative services, but rather that researchers clarify in 
conceptual terms what is being studied. In this way, re­
seat"!h will begin to answer the all-important question: Of 
what is any instance of comprehensive, collaborative ser­
vices a (conceptual) case? 

But the conceptual work doesn't end there. Two further 
kinds of conceptual models operate witrun a given com· 
prehensive, collaborative services initiative, and it is up to 
the researcher to make them explicit, and hence open to in­
spection, or to put more powerful conceptualizations in 
place of the ones held by participants. First, impliotly or 
explicitly, comprehensive, collaborative services efforts 
rest on assumptions about those whom integrated services 
are intended to serve and about the conditions that gener­
ate their need for service. Programs operating on a deficit 
model, for example, tend to locate the problem in the high­
risk child and his or her family. There are good reasons to 
view such models as insufficient and unhelpful. More suc­
cessful conceptualizations of the problem addressed by in- . 
tegrated services will consider the joint roles played by 
individual characteristics, family and community condi­
tions, and fle expectations or routines of serving institu­
tions (see, lor example, Dym, 1988, regarding ecological 
views of £.♦rulies;! Richardson, Casanova, Placier, & Guil­
f,yle, 1989, 'regarding relational views of at-risk learners in 
schools). I 

Second, the program's ''theory of action" (Patton, 1978) 
is involved.

1
Given, some conception of a problem to be ad­

clll:!SSE!d, program 1d<?Signers and implementors fashion an 
. ention strategy that directs effort at key points of 
l erage. To take a simple ex;,mple; Consider a collabora­
ti e services arra1 gement that colocates a health worker 

d social work in high schools. Their presence is in­
ten.ded to providf advice and counsel to youth who are 
likely to become regnant, contract or spread sexually 
transmitted diseas :s, and engage in other destructive be­
haviors. The arran ment operates on the premise that the 
p¼sence of these · dividua1s '111 increase access to good 
advice and, when eeded, treatment; in addition, the pres­
erice of these individuals, it is assumed, will stimulate re­
ferrals from teachers and others in the building. By spelling 
out this strategy, researchers (and participants) have the 
chance to exflirlllle the logic of intervention. Is it reasonable 
to pre,-ume that presence will increase access? Are there 
other mediating factors that influence whether the pre­
sutned relationship would hold? Ultimately. data can be 
gathered to test the assumptions on which this logic rests. 

Jn constructing useful frameworks for looking at com­
prehensive, collaborative services, researchers will need to 
draw on the concepts of different social science disciplines. 
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torts and the sources of organizational behavior); profes­
siom:1 work (to illuminate the presumptions of, and 
constraints on, professional roles); multicultural inleraction 
(to make sense of the interface between high-risk clients 
and professionals, and among professionals with different 
professional cultures); p()UJer and influettce (to make sense of 
the sharing of control over services); policy proct!Ss (to con­
sider the power and limits of programmatic efforts in con• 
text>; hul'l'um devel~t (to attend to stages and conditions 
affecting normal and abnormal growth); family dynamics (to 
understand families as systems); and group process (to ap-­
preciate the evolution of collaborative groups). 

Some provocative and helpful conceptual work has 
begun to appear in the literature. Treatments of the phe­
nomena within overarching ecological frameworks (e.g., 
Dym, 1988; Mawhinney, 1993) provide a compelling ac• 
count of how child development, family welfare, and fam­
ily service interventions operate in community context. 
Discussions of professional and institutional nom)S 
(Mitchell & Scott, 1993) and the way these work at the in• 
dividual level provide further theoretical grounds for un· 
derstanding what supposedly collaborative professionals 
do and do not do. This work complements recent attempts 
to view the situation at an institutional level drawing on 
the constructs and tenets of the "new institutionalis m"; 
see, for example, work by Cr0wson and Boyd 0994) that 
focuses on the deep-structu.re of norms, rules, routines, and 
administrative scripts operating within service-providing 
institutions. 

Descriptive. If service integration can be so many dilfer­
ent things, and the collaborating professional disciplines 
a.re still not sure what form(s) such integration should op­
timally take, then it makes sense to put a great deal of em­
phajk on the description of particular cases of 
comprehensiv e, collaborative services. Ideally, such de· 
scriptions should be guided by (and should inform) the 
strong conceptual frameworks called for previously; end­
less narrative and detail will not serve any useful purpose. 

Qualitative "thick" descriptions (in the sense originally 
proposed by Geertz) are especially appropriate, though 
they are not the only Jcind of useful descriptive account. 
Qualitative t€chniques are especially helpful in illuminat­
ing what collaborative arrangements mean to p.irticipant5, 
how such efforts differ from service-as-uSual, and what the 
nature of collaboration is. The sensitivity of the research 
topic makes good qualitative description difficult in many 
instances, but there are ways to gain access to even the 
most difficult research situations. In this regard, nonevalu­
ative research may make a greater contribution than ex­
plicitly evaluative studies, in which the stakes are hiigher 
and scrutiny by researchers can take on more negative 
meanings. 

Careful descriptions are needed of at least the following: 
organizational arrangements; the interface between the 
consumer and service providers purporting to coordinate 
their efforts; the sharing of resources, ideas, and profes­
sional work; the experience of collaboration; and the extent 
and nature of cl\ange in the consumer's behavior, attitudes, 
or life ci.rcu.msta nces. 

Comparative. Given strong conceptualization (which per­
mits cross-case comparison) and good description, the 
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________ -  way across disparate
sites of the Cities-in-Schools program generated negative 
evidence about the program in a w ay that may not have 
represented subtle benefits to the youths involved. To 
guard against this possibility, researchers and evaluators 
n eeu to  maintain a constructively skeptical stance regard- 
ing their own capacity to ask the right questions, employ 
sufficiently sensitive measures, and interpret what they 
find appropriately.

Positioned from the bottom up. Collaborative services are 
ultimately integrated as they converge on individuals,
groups, or populations they serve. Research and evalua- 
tion that trace backward from the experiences, behavior, 
perceptions, and status of service recipients w ill be more 
likely to show if and how the integration occurred and 
whether it achieved valuable ends. Such studies focus on 
the consumer and the consumption of services, but need 
not be restricted to activity at the street leveL Many useful 
studies of interagency dynamics, the orchestration of re- 
sources, and other features at higher levels in the system  
are possible from this vantage point, but by anchoring the 
investigation to the consumer, researchers are less likely to 
be distracted by studying means and thereby lose sight of 
ends (following the notion advanced by Golden, 1991).

Approaching the research problem from the bottom up  
needs not be solely concerned with the consumer's-eye 
view  of comprehensive, collaborative services. For exam- 
pie, in sketching out its evaluation strategy for the N ew  
Futures initiative, the Annie E. Casey Foundation envi- 
sioned three components to its evaluation, one of which  
would feature individual qualitative profiles of youth un- 
dergoing change, another assembling quantitative data re- 
lated to aggregate impact on youth, and the third 
examining institutional effects (Center for the Study of So- 
cial Policy, 1987). The important point is that such designs 
prominently feature the nature and meaning of service and 
system benefits at the ground level, and that the evidence 
for such benefits reflects the specifics of particular cases in 
their local settings.

Collaborative (when appropriate). Because it is essential to 
engage divergent perspectives in studies of comprehen- 
sive, collaborative services, it is tempting to expect 
research to be itself collaboratively designed and imple- 
menied, either by researchers of different disciplines or by 
researchers and participants (service providers, con- 
sumers) in the collaborative arrangements under study. 
Discussions that call for a "partnership" between evalua- 
tors and program people contribute to the call for more col- 
Iaborative research on collaborative services (e.g., Weiss & 
Greene, 1992).

There are obvious advantages of putting heads together 
in such a way. Collaborative approaches to research can 
help to draw attention to conceptual elements that one re- 
searchiradition pays close attention to while others do not, 
identifythe assumptions and perspectives w ith which dif- 
ferent types of professions approach collaborative work, 
develop appropriate measures, and find multiple mean- 
ings in results. Collaborative research that encourages dia- 
logue with service recipients regarding research goals, 
approaches, or findings can probably help researchers stay 
tuned to consumers' perspectives (which are often forgot- 
ten as professionals try to develop better ways of serving 
clients).

_  ■- a« u h c u  lruxn tne natural laboratory
of initiatives currently under way. Such studies are un- 
likely to offer the kind of comparisons presumed by exper- 
iment?! research or planned variation studies, but they can 
be instructive regarding the range of conditions that sup- 
port or frustrate collaborative work, as well as the possible 
variations-on-the-theme that make up promising practice. 
Whenever contrasting cases can be chosen with particular 
variations on key dimensions in mind, studies can offer 
more! powerful comparative insights.

Constructively skeptical. Research needs to help audiences 
see through the hype, prescription, and program rhetoric, 
while remaining sympathetic with overall programmatic 
aims- A constructively skeptical stance is thus highly ap״ 
propriate at this stage in our understanding of integrated 
services. Too few discussions in this arena acknowledge, as 
does Golden (1991), that

I it is not obviols that collaboration always has good rather 
tban bad effects on services for families and children.

' C :Elaboration ,might lead agencies to carry out their dif- 
[ fi rentiated, precollaboration mission less well Collab-

oration might lead a program that has been effective on 
Sehorr's criteria to become less so, if it collaborates with a 
more rigid bureaucratic program and its mission and cul- 
ture are diluted. For example, staff in a teenage program 
I visited for reaent research on welfare and children's ser- 
vicfes were verl nervous about the emphasis on rules that 
thdjr (ultimately unsuccessful) collaboration with a local 
waif are agency was, they thought, imposing on their ser- 
vices, (p. 85)

Skepticism is called for regarding many kinds of claims 
made on behalflbf comprehensive, collaborative services, 
for example, regarding cost savings, mutually reinforcing 
effects, attribution to programmatic efforts, stability of col- 
laboratiVe arrangements, incentives for collaboration, and 
changes in approach to service, to mention only a few of 

*he candidates. But even at the stage of conceptualizing 
!studies, researchers and evaluators would do well to con- 
sider, as do some Scholars (see Crowson & Boyd, 1994), the 
possibility of organizational self-protection in the face of 
collaborative pressures or the chance that professionals 
work in a less intentional and purposive way than collab- 
oration theories seem to imply.
”יי  sre are obvious complications in keeping a skeptical 

e constructive in evaluative situations. Program op- 
nts are likely to pounce on any negative evidence as 
uni tion in future debates about program continua- 
whereas pro gram promoters w ill wax defensive at the 

hint of criticism. In addition, the unrealistically high ex- 
pectations and snort attention span of most policy commu- 
nities makes skepticism problematic. At the same time, 
there is no great virtue in prblonging the lifetime of inter־ 
ventions that rest on shaky logic and little evidence.

Skepticism may notibe constructive if research ques- 
tions, designs, and measures are inappropriately applied 
to the program in question, for example, by prematurely 
searching for impacts at a relatively early stage in the de- 
velopment of a complex program (regardless of pressures 
from certain stakeholders to do so). One extended case 
study of evaluation in the integrated services arena (Stake, 
1986) offers a cautionary tale in this regard: In that in- 
stance, the single-minded focus of the evaluation study on
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of initiatihs currently under way. Such studies are un­
likely to offer the kind of comparisons presumed by exper­
imen.tc'.l researcl\ or planned va.riatiol'I studies, but they can. 
be instructive regarding the range of conditions that sup­
port or frustrate collaborative work, as well as the possible 
vari.atiol\S-<Jn•the-theme that make up promising practice_ 
Whenever con~sting cases c.an be chosen ""1th particular 
varia):ions on key dimensions in mind, studies can offer 
morel powerful romparative insights. 

Caf;smictiwly skeptical. Research needs to help audiences 
see throug:h the hype, presaiplion, and program rhetoric, 
while remaining sympathetic with overall progranu:natic 
aims. A constructively skeptical st.mce is thus highly ap­
propriate at this stage in our understandi11g of integrated 
services. Too few discussio,ns in this arena acknowledge, as 
aoes Golden (1991), that 

/ it is not obvioils that collaboration always has good rather 
bad effects on services for remilies and children. 

llaboration 'might le.ad agencies to carry out their dif­
f ntia~, precollaboration mission less well .. . Collab­

tion might lead a program that has been effective on 
orr's aiteria to become less so, if it collaborates with a 

mbre rigid bureaucratic program and its mission and cul-
ture are diluted, For example, staff in a teenage program 
I visited for int research on welfar~ and children's ser­
vices were v nervous about the emphasis on roles that 
th'°r (ultimate unsuccesstu.l) a:,Uaboration with a local 
wtfilare agenias, they thought, imposing on their ser­
vices. (p. 85) 

Skepticism is ed for regarding many kinds of claims 
made on behal f comprehensive, collaborative services. 
for example, regJrding cost savings, mutually reinforcing 
effects, attribution to programmatic efforts, stability of col· 
laborati..Je arrangements, incentives for collaboration, and 
changes i.n approach to service, to mention only a few of 

the candidates. But even at the stage of conceptualizing 
Jtudies, researchers and evaluators would do well to con­
'sider, as do some ~cholars (see Crowson & Boyd, 1994), the 
possibility of orginizational self-protection in the face of 
collaborative pressures or the chance that professionals 
work in a less intentional and purposive way than collab­
oration theories seem to imply. 

<There axe obvious complications in keeping a skeptical 
ce constructive in evaluative situations. Program 01> 
ents a.re likely to Pounce on any negative evidence as 

unition in future debates about program continua-
n. whereas prot promoters will wax defensive at the 

hint of criticism. In diltion, the unrealistic-ally high ex­
pectations ands ort ~ention span of most policy tommu-
nities makes skepticism problematic. At the same time, 
there is nc, great virtue in prolonging the lifetime of inter­
ventions that rest on shaky logic and little evidence. 

Skeptidsm may notfbe constructive if researc:h ques­
tions, designs, ;ind md.sures a.re inappropriately applied 
to the program in question, for exaxnple, by prematurely 
searching for impacts at a relatively early stage in the d~ 
velopment ot a complex program Cregordl~s of prtssures 
from certain stakeholders to do so). One eJCtended case 
study of evaluation in the integrated services arena (Stake, 
1986) offers a cautionary tale in this regard; ln that in· 
stance, the single-minded focus of the evaluation study on 

_ • _ _ -• - ...... ..,"' ... way across disparate 
sites of the Gties-in-Schools program generated negative 
evidence about the program in a way that may not have 
represented subtle benefits to the youths involved. To 
gua:d against this possibility, researchers and evaluators 
ne~o maintain a constructively skeptical stance regard­
ing their own capacity to ask the right questions, employ 
sufficiently sensitive measures, and interpret what they 
find appropriately. 

Positioned from the bottom up. Co11aborative services are 
ultimately integrated as they converge on individuals, 
groups, or populations they serve. Research and evalua­
tion that trace backward from the experiences, behavior, 
percepttora, and status of service recipients will be more 
likely to show if and how the integration occurred and 
whether it achieved valuable ends. Such studies focus on 
the consumer and the consumption of services, but need 
not be restricted. to activity at the street level Many useful 
studies of inter-agency dynamics, the orchestration of re­
sources, and other features at higher levels in the system 
are possible from th.is vantage point, but by anchoring the 
investigation to the consumer, researchers are less likely to 
be distracted by studying means and thereby lose sight of 
ends (following the notion advanced by Golden, 1991). 

Approaching the research problem from the bottom up 
needs not be solely concerned with the consumer's-eye 
view of comprehensive, coll;iborati.ve services. For exam­
ple, in sketching out its evaluation strategy for the New 
Futures initiative, the Annie E. Casey Foundation envi­
sioned three coxnponen~ to its evaluation, one of which 
would feature individual qualitative profiles of youth un­
dergoing change, another assembling quantitative data re­
lated to aggregate impact on youth, and the third 
examining institutional effect!! (Center for the Study of So­
cial Policy, 1987). The important point is that such designs 
prominently feature the nature and meaning of service and 
system benefits at the ground level, and that the evidence 
for such benefits reflects the spedii~ of particular cases in 
their local settings. 

Ccllaborative (when appro~te). Because it is essential to 
engage divergent pe:spectives in studies of comprehen­
sive, collaborative services, it is tempting to expect 
research to be itself collaboratively designed and imple­
mented, either by researchers of different disciplines or by 
researchers and participants (service providers, con­
SWX\ers) in the collaborative arrangements under study. 
Discussions that call for a "partnership" between evalua­
tors and program people contribute to the call for more col­
laborative research on collaborative services (e.g., Weiss & 
Greene, 1992). 

There are obvious advantages of putting heads together 
in such a way. Collaborative approaches to research can 
help to draw attention to con~ptual elements that one re­
searchjra.dition pays dose attention to while others do not, 
iden~e assumptions and perspectives with which dif­
ferent types of professions approach collaborative work, 
develop appropriate measures, and find multiple mean­
ings in results. Collaborative research that encourages dia­
l6gue With service recipients regarding research goals, 
approaches, or findings can probably help researchers stay 
tuned to consume.rs' perspectives (which are often forgot­
ten as professionals try to develop better ways of serving 
clients). 
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complex in collaborative services arrangements, and de- 
serves constructively skeptical research to understand 
whether the costs of these services are sim ply 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 
w ill 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

 ̂ w ______  wuak cu.tr no 1SSS
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 m ay involve unproduc- 
tive wrangling over paradigms.

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 d ita 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.
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applicable to re!ell'Ch than to service delivery. Good col­
laboration is difficult a.nd timiKonswning (a challenge to 
research that must be done on a tight budget), :requires a 
sharing of control (while the logic of many research d~ 
signs calls for tight control), and may involve unproduc­
tive wrangling over paradigms. 

Some Promising Kinds of St:udits 
What follows is not an ex.hau.stive list, but rather several 
examples of kinds of investigations (or components of 
large-scale investigations) that embody the atbi.butes dis­
cussed previously and are likely to yield more insight at: 
this stage in the understanding of integrated servkes. Five 
kinds of studies spring to mind: (a) profiles of individual 
participation and change, (b) xnultiple-<ase, thiclc descrip­
tions of collaborative service arrangements at the point of 

I service delivery, {c) analyses of cost in both quantitative 
and qualitative terms, (d) single-subject (and single-sy:s­
tem) time-series research to demonstrate impact (at both 

I 
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· 
terns that track comprehensive, collaborativic serv:ices--has 
promise, as well, iliough thm are diffirulties in develop­
ing and maintaining such systems. 

Profiles of indroiduo.l pa.rtidpation a.nd change. This kind of 
study answers the questions: How does the individual 
child or family participate in collaborative services? What 
does participation involve? 1n what ways do these individ­
ual participants change? By treating the individual's par• 
ticipation and experience as the primary unit of analysis. 
investigations of tbs sort bYPass the problem of treating 
the whole prog~ as a meaningful treatment Qualitative 
and <fUantitative data 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 ithe sample. such investigations could 
present a pi~e 0£ comprehensive, collaborative services 
across the Xe of people within a community, or even 

f multiple co unities. 
I Multiple• ~- thick descripticms of coll.aboratit,e services 

al"Trnfemmts at the point af seroia delwery. This sort of study 
reprfents a kind of programmatic counterpart to the pre­
cediig one; rather than focusing primarily on the con­
SUil'ler, 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 

j s~ _needs \hfough collaborative effort? The_ rationale for 
this kind of );tudy presumes that collaborative work in­
volves subtlEl shifts in professionals' conceptions of their 
craft. work roJttine:s, and approacll to particular consumers; 
qualitative approaches are especially 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 
ammgements. Comparative attempts to de.scribe and con• 
trast, different kinds of integrated arrangements, chosen to 
vary along key dimensions, would be particularly helpful. 
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comple,t in ,ollaborative services anangements, and de­
serves ronstructively skeptical research to understand 
whether the costs of these services are simply prohibitive 
for all 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 Hworth it,- in terms of definable benefits or effects? 
Because most such arrangements are new and experi.men• 
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, burdeJl on service providers or con.rumers, 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" anangements con­
trasted with less compNhensive ones. Reliable numbers 
will be difficult to obtain but important to pursue, accom­
panied by some attempt to characterize qualitatively the 
llfilre 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 lo 
d~onstrate impact on indroiduals r,r seroic~ systrnis. It is es­
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 d~ 
signs, the most common approach lo 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 a:igued by the tradition of singl~ 
subject time-series resean:h. Such designs call for some 
bascline of repeated measures over time prior to partidpa­
tion in collaborative services, a fully descrtbed treatment, 
and a follow-up pattern of repeated measures that can 
demonstrate change in trajectory associated with exposure 
to tre.atmenL 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). 

l7fflestigations of exemplary and typiazl practi,~. ln 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 
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c3u3 iiviw״״״ 1  ajia tne rammanty and credibility of
this form of knowledge generation among many audi- 
ences. But the drawbacks are m any as some discussions in 
the literature on comprehensive, collaborative services 
have suggested (see Bruner, 1994; Family Impact Seminar 
1993a; Weiss & Greene, 1992). The burden of proof is on the 
experimentally inclined researcher or evaluator to demon- 
sta te  that key assumptions are viable (e.g.. Is there an 
identifiable and uniform treatment? Are recipients and 
nonrecipients sufficiently comparable?). As has been 
learned from years of social experiments, including studies 
of programs that are much more easily specified and ap- 
plied to groups (e.g., academic programs in school set- 
tings), group comparative studies are harder to realize in 
practice than on paper, and the logic often breaks down. A 
great danger exists that the requirements of the research 
design will force evaluable situations to be constructed 
that compromise or limit what comprehensive, coUabora- 
tive services are attempting to do. A  similar danger is that 
the press for experimental results w ill force a premature 
search for evidence of widespread impact—just the thing 
that new and ambitious programs are least able to provide, 
regardless of their merits.

Several other categories of research׳and evaluative activ- 
ity are less commonly caUed for, but appear at first glance 
to offer insight into the implementation and impact of 
comprehensive, collaborative services. On closer examina- 
tion, these approaches may be less useful.

Factor analytic studies that search for empirical clustering of 
large numbers of programmatic and nonprogrammatic variables. 
Given the many pieces of the independent variable, re- 
searchers may believe that correlational investigations 
have the most to offer. Unless they are very strongly con- 
ceptualized, such attempts risk identifying statistical 
clusters that are nearly impossible to name meaningfuUy— 
precisely the kind of results that w ill do little to advance an 
understanding of collaborative services. The circumstances 
surrounding most collaborations and the design of these 
services invite too many ways for variables to be spuri- 
ously correlated.

Meta-analyses of service integration studies. As large num* 
bers of studies emerge, it is tempting to undertake an ap- 
parently rigorous w ay of aggregating what has been  
learned from aU of them. Meta-analyses may appear to 
offer this possibility, and some have argued for them with 
reganPto family support programs (Hauser-Cram, 1988). 
But in the absence of a commonly defined independent 
variable (or even comparable outcome measures), this 
technique seems either premature or altogether unsuited 
to this portion of the social intervention research terrain 
(Bangert-Drowns, 1986). Other approaches to aggregating 
results (e.g., Schorr (z. Both, 1991; Wang, Haertel, & Wal- 
berg, 1994) appear to offer more at this point, even though  
their reliance on reviewers' judgments appear to weaken 
the conclusions that can be drawn. In addition, meta- 
analysis cannot be applied to qualitative findings, and 
these, too, beg for som e kind of meaningful aggregation as 

' they accumulate-

Conclusions; A Call for Appropriate Research on and 
Evaluation of Comprehensive, Collaborative Services

In one sense, there is little need to caU for studies of com- 
prehensive, collaborative services for children and fami-

good things for children and families, careful study of 
these instances using either qualitative or quantitative 
means (but ideaUy with some kind of quantitative outcome 
indicators; should be especiaUy instructive. By including 
sites that represent more typical practices in the scope of 
the study, the researcher can cast the accomplishments of 
exemplaryjsites (and the conditions that support these ac- 
complishments) in perspective.

Analyscs\of data from management information systems that 
routinely t^ ck  consumers' access to, and use of, multiple ser- 
vices. A sixth kind of research also has promise though it 
faces significant obstacles in practice. Researchers and pro- 
gram designers alike have noted the importance, as well as 
the difficulties, of getting succinct data that track how peo• 
pie interact with services, especiaUy where these services 
are separately housed and governed by restrictions on the 
flow 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 
this area). In theory, such fools may be useful for answering 
questions such as: What services have X, Y, and Z  used, 
when? What did service providers do in attempting to 
meet the needs of, children 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 
that high-quality dkta are entered and updated on a regular 
basis. Often, more data are coUected than are needed for re- 
searchers' or any one user's purposes, and this can quickly 
feel burdensome to partidpants at the "street-level," espe- 
daUy if imposed from the top down. Systems that provide 
service providers at the operating level with information 
they want and can use are more likely to get better quality 

/data; when such information corresponds with what re- 
*searchers and evaluators need to know and where their ac- 
cess to such information is politically and organizationally 
feasible, this device has considerable potential.2

None of these six types of studies constitutes a compre- 
hensive investigation analogous to what is caHed for in 
most of the major evaluative studies now under way. Ob- 
viously mese kinds of studies and others like them can be 
viewed Is  compon* nts of a large investigation. The payoff 
to stich'elaborate s rudies is not always assured, but for 
large system initiat ves and elaborate demonstration prt> 
jects, more complex investigations are hard to avoid.

Types of Studies Thai M ay Be Less Useful

Once again, with no attempt at completeness, some 
approaches to research seem less likely to yield useful in- 
sights, g i\4n  what w e now understand about comprehen- 
sive, collaborative services for children and families. 
Competently executed, these forms of research may con- 
tribute to an understanding of collaborative services, but 
there are serious questions regarding the degree of payoff. 
One of these forms■—group-comparative experimental 
studies—has wid<= popularity among researchers and eval- 
uators, as weU as their audiences.

1 Crovp-comparative experimental studies contrasting retipi- 
ents with nonrecipients. The obvious advantages of such de- 
signs indude the compelling logic and apparent rigor of 
experimental contrasts (where the assumptions on which
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good things for children and families, careful study of 
these instances using either qualitative or quantitative 
means (but ideally with some kind of quantitative outcome 
indicatorsi should be especially instructive. By including 
sites that ~resent more typical practices in the scope of 
the study, 'the researcher can cast the accomplishments of 
exemplary1sites (and the conditions that support these ac­
comp~hments} in perspective. 

Analyst!Slof data from managem~ t information systems that 
routinely tr\ick consumers' access to, and li~ of, multiple ser­
vices. A sixth kind of research also has promise though it 
faces sign.i.6cant obstacles in practice. Researchers and pro­
gram designer.; alike have noted the importance, as well as 
the difficulties, of getting succinct data that track how peer 
ple interact with services, especially where these services 
are separately housed and governed by restrictions on the 
flow 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 
this area). In theory, such fools may be useful for answering 
questions such as; What services have X. Y, and Z used, 
when? What did service providers do in attempting to 
meet the needs of children 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 them, however, and it is not easy to ensure 
that high-quality data are entered and updated. on a regular 
basis. Often, more data are collected than are needed for re­
searchers' or any one user's pwposes, and this can quicl<ly 
feel bdrdensome to participants at the "street-level," espe­
cially if imposed from the top down. Systems that prc,Vide 
service providers at the operating level with information 
they want and can use are more likely to get better quality 

,fiata; when such information corresponds with what re­
~searchers and evaluators need to know and where their ac­

cess td such information is politically and organi2.ationally 
feasible, this device has considerable potentiaJ.l 

None of these six types of studies constitutes a compre­
hensive investigation analogous to what is called for in 
most of ¢e major evaluative studies now under way. Ob­
viously lhese kinds of studies and others like them can be 
viewed Is compon,.lnts oi a large investigation. The payoff 
to such' elaborate ~:udies is not always assured, but for 
large system in.itia ves and elaborate demonstration pro­
jects, more complex investigations are hard to avoid. 

Types of Studies 11vl MPy Be Less Useful 

Once again, wiili no attempt: at completeness, some 
approaches to ~rch seem less likely to yield useful in­
sights, gikn whal we now understand about comprehen­
sive, collaborative services for children and families. 
Competently executed, these forms o.f research may con­
tribute to an understanding of collaborative services, but 
tnere are serious questions regarding the degree of payoff. 
One of these forms-----group-<omparative experimental 
studies-has wid~ popularity among researchers and eval­
uators, as well as \heir audiences. 

Gro.cp-comparatwe erperimrntal studies contrasting recipi• 
mt$ with nonrecipients. The obvious advantages of such de­
signs include the compelling logic and apparent rigor of 
experimental contrasts (where the assumptions on which 

•WJ -(>•'" u="'-" UVl .... / cU\U en~ ra.m1uanty and credibility of 
this form of knowledge generation among many audi• 
ences. But the drawbacks are many, as some discussions in 
the literature on comprehensive, collaborative services 
have suggested (see Bruner, 1994; Family Impact Seminar 
1993a; Weiss & Greene, 1992). The burden of proof is on the 
experimentally inclined researcher or evaluator to demon­
strate that key assumptions are viable (e.g., Is there an 
identifiable and uniform treatment? Are recipients and 
nonrecipients sufficiently comparable?). As has been 
Je!U'T\ed from yeanJ of social experiments, including studies 
of programs that are much more easily specified and ap­
plied to groups (e.g., academic programs in school set­
tings}, group comparative studies are harder to realize in 
practice than on paper, and the logic often breaks down. A 
great danger exists that the requirements of the research 
design will force evaluable situations to be· constructed 
that compromise or limit whut comprehensive, collabora­
tive services are attempting to do. A similar danger is that 
the press for experimental results will force a premature 
search for eVidence of widespread impact-just the thing 
that new and ambitious programs are least able to provide, 
regardless of their merits_ 

Several other categories of r<>..search·and evaluative activ­
ity are less commonly called for, but appear at first glance 
to offer insight into the implementation and impact of 
comprehensive, collaborative services. On closer examina­
tion, these approaches may be less useful. 

Frzctor anrzlytic stl4die:s that search far empirical clustering of 
large numbers of programmatic and ncmprogrammatic variabl~. 
Given the many pieces of the independent variable, re­
searchers may believe that correlation.al investigations 
have the most to offer. Unless they are very strongly co•n• 
ceptualized, such attempts risk identifying statistical 
clusters that are nearly impossible to name meaningfully­
precisely the kind of results that will do little to advance .ir, 
W1derstanding of collaborative services. The circumstances 
surrounding most collaborations and the design of these 
services invite too many ways for variables to be spuri• 
ously correlated. 

Meta-analyses of seruice integration studies. As large num­
bers of studies emerge, it is tempting to undertake an ap­
parently rigorous way of aggregating what has been 
learned from all of them. Meta-analyses may appear to 
offer tpis possibility, and some have argued for them with 
reg~ family support programs (Hauser-Cram, 1988). 
But in the absence of a commonly defined independent 
variable (or even comparable outcome measures), this 
technique seems either premature or altogether unsuited 
to this portion of the social intervention research terrain 
(Bangert-Drowns, 1986). Other approaches to aggregating 
results (e.g., Schorr & Both, 1991; Wang, Haertel, & Wal, 
berg, 1994) appear to offer more at this point, even though 
their reliance on reviewers' judgments appear to weaken 
the conclusions that can be drawn. In addition, meta­
analysis cannot be applied to qualitative findings, and 
these, too, beg for some kind of meaningful aggregation as 

· they accumulate_ 

Conclusions; A Call for Appropriate Research on and 
Evaluation of Comprehensive, Collaborative Services 

In one sense, there is little need to call for studies of com­
prehensive, collaborative services for children and fami-
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^.״ ״!^  mujuieiion or comprehensive, col- 
laborattve services with the result that service providers 
and the consumers they are trying to help feel besieged. If 
these things come to pass, the segment of society for whom  
comprehensive, collaborative services are beirig devised 
will not be well served by the research and evaluation com- 
tnunity. We can and must do better.

Notes
This article is an adapted version of a background paper־ bearing the 

same title prepared for an Invitational Working Conference on Com- 
prehensive School-Linked Services for Children and Families (Lees- 
burg, VA, September, 1994), hosted by the U.S. Department of 
Education/Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI), 
the American Educational Research Association CAHRA), and several 
other professional associations. The author wishes to thank Rick Bran- 
don/ Mike Kirst, Bill Morrill, Liz Reisner, Mary Wagner, an anony- 
mous reviewer, and many participants in the Working Conference for 
helpful contributions in developing this article.

r a n  indebted to Mary Wagner of SRI International for this w ay of 
describing one of the essential dilemmas regarding the independent 
variable in research on comprehensive, collaborative services.

2This point is based on an observation made by Bill Morrill of Math- 
tec, Inc., who has carried out informal analyses contrasting "top- 
down” information systems in integrated services arrangements with  
other information system s that are mare directly responsive to practi- 
rioners' needs at the service delivery leveL 

3For example, the results of the AERA/OER1 conference referenced 
earlier in the notes are currently being assembled in monograph form, 
as one outline of a comprehensive research agenda related to collabo- 
raHve services.
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________ -miging resear criers and evalua״
tors in droves. Numerous studies are under way and more 
are on the drawing board. Big investments beget big eval- 
uati on studies, and many are in process at this writing (see 
Behrman, 1992, and Family Impact Seminar, 1993b, for a 
list of evaluative activities now  in progress).

The plea with which this article concludes is for re- 
searchers and evaluators, and those who sponsor studies 
(or demand they be done), to consider what is appropriate 
to ask and answer at the current stage of development, ex- 
perimentation, and understanding. These are generally not 
mature programs that have developed a relatively stable 
modus operandif in most cases we are witness to (and par- 
titipants in) rapidly evolving experimentation within rur- 
bulent reform contexts. We are observing a class of
intervention that is hard to name, no less describe. And we 
have yet to answer a critical question; What do the many 
instances of collaboration represent conceptually?

In this contextiit is debatable what we should be study* 
ing—that is, whal makes a study appropriate or not. To do 
so lies beyond the scope of this article, and there are other 
efforts under way that are attempting to suggest a more 
specific research agenda in this area.3 Nonetheless, several 
observations can be made. In such circumstances there are 
compelling reasons to engage in research and evaluation of 
man^ kinds. The early program rhetoric, filled with visions 
and promises, may be taken as gospel (and already is in 
io m l quahers) long before w e know whether anyone is 
rxelped or whether w e can afford it; just as likely, impatient 

feudiences will lose faith in collaborations because no evi- 
*ience appears of instant impact. There is a sufficient num- 
fber and variety of investments in comprehensive,
collaborative services initiatives to afford numerous op- 
portunities for learn ng and various forms of "natural ex- 
periments." A»d th > children and families who are the 
recipients of integral ed services are too needy and too nu- 
merous to ignore.

But there are big dangers in overinvesting in unproduc- 
tive kinds of research. For one thing, w e may end up 
studying only what w e know how  to study, and not en- 
gaging in the kind of methodological learning that new 
forms of social intervention require. For another, w e may 
prematurely declare the experimentation a failure, neglect- 
ing to be clear about what failed. Or, w e may proclaim and 
describe programmatic victory, only to find that multiply 
served children continue to fail in school or their families 
continue to confront health and soda! challenges with 
which they cannot cope.

There are more subtle dangers as well, some of them 
arising when w e follow our own advice too w e ll Eager to 
detect combinations of services that are more potent, we 

' may neglect to note the way these services categorize and 
demean the people they serve— if it is not careful, research 
on comprehensive, collaborative services may help reify a 
new deficit model of the "truly disadvantaged or "su-
pemeedy." Or, mindful of the fu22iness regarding the 
independent variable, w e may unwittingly become preoc- 
cupied with the intricacies of collaboration or the different
forms of interprofessional work and lose sight of the ends 
(e.g., children's health, education, and welfare) for which
this is only one means. Finally, in an attempt to engage all
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______ ,_....,, ,,.ul,s:ing researd\ers and evalua­
tors in droves. Numerous studies are under way and more 
are on the drawing board. Big investmenl'S beget big eval­
uation studies, and many are in process at this writing (see 
Behrman, 1992, and Family Impact Seminar, 1993b, for a 
list of evaluative activities now in progress). 

ToJ plea with which this article concludes is for re­
searchers and evaluators, and those who spon..czor studies 
(or demand they be done), to consider what is appropriate 
to ask and answer at the current stage of development, ex• 
peri.mentation, and understanding. These are generally not 
mature programs that have developed a relatively stable 
modus operandi; in most cases we are witness to (and par­
ticipants in) rapidly evohring experimentation within tur­
bulent reform contexts. We are observing a class of 
intervention that' is hard to name, no less describe. And we 
have yet to answer a critical question: What do the many 
instances of co~ration repr~ent conceptually? 

In this context it is debatable what we should be study-
ing-that 'is, w makes a study appropriate or not. To do 
so lies beyond scope of this article, and there are other 
efforts under way that are attempting to suggest a more 
specific ~earch agenda in this area.3 Nonetheless, several 
observations can be made. In .uch circumstances there are 
compelling reasons to engage in research and evaluation of 

n£kinds. The early program rhetoric, filled with visions 
,nd · romises, may be taken as gospel (and already is in 
;om quatters) long before we ~~w wh~ther ~nyon~ is 
:1.elp or whether we can afford 1t; )USt as likely, impatient 
udiences wili lose faith In collaborations because no evi­
ence appears of instant impact. There is a sufficient num­
r and variety of investments in comprehensive, 

collaborative services initiatives to afford numerous op-
portunities fojea,ng and various fonns of "natural ex­
periments." d childnm and families who are the 
recipients ~fin egra1 ed. services are too needy at'\d too nu­
merous to ignore. 

But there are big angers in overinvesting in unproduc­
tive fc:inds of research. For one thing, we may end up 
studpng only what we know how to study, and not en­
gagi.rig in the kind of methodological lea.ming that new 
forms of social intervention reqwre. For another, we may 
prematurely declare the experi.menbtion a failure, neglect­
ing to be dear about what failed. Or, we may proclaim and 
describe programmatic victoxy, only to find that multiply 
served children continue to fail in school or their families 
continue to confront health and social challenges with 
which they cannot cope. 

There are more subtle dangers as well, some of them 
arising when we follow our own advice too well Eager to 
detect combinations of services that are more potent, we 

' may neglect to note the way these servic:es categorize and 
demean the people they serve-if it is not careful, research 
on comprehensive, collaborative services may help reify a 
new deficit model of the "truly disadvantaged or "su­
perneedy.~ Or, mindful of the fuzziness regarding the 
independent variable, we may unwittingly become preoc­
cupied with the intricacies of collaboration or the different 
forms of interprof-es~onal work and lose sight of the ends 
(e.g., children's health, educahon, and welfare) for which 
this is only one means. Fin.ally, in an attempt to engage all 

______ . • .•. ~ yrna.uuuu:uon or comprehensiVe, col· 
labor-ative services with the result that service providers 
and the consumers they are trying to help feel besieged. If 
these things come to pass, the segment of society for whom 
comprehensive, collaborative 5e?Vices are being devised 
will not be well served by the research and evaluation com­
munity. We can and must do better. 

Notes 

This article is an adapted version of il background paper bearing the 
same ritle prepsmi for an Invitational Working Conference ori Com• 
prehensi"• School-Llnked Services for Children and families ( Lees­
burg. VA, September, 1994), hosted by the U.S. Department of 
Education/Office of Educational Research and lmpro"ement (OER0, 
the American Edumtion<1l ~arch Association CAERA), ilnd sevcrul 
other prufessionill a.s..<ooations. The iluthor wishes to th.."\nkRick Bran­
don, Mike I<.rst, Bill Morrill, Liz R,,isner, Mary W~gner, an ,\nony­
mous reviewcr. and milny participants in the Working Conference for 
!telaful contributions in developing th.is ~rticle. 
~ indebted to Mary Wat;rr-erci SRI International for this way of 

describing one of the essential dilemmas regardirlg the ind.:pendent 
variablt in research on comprehensi.vc, collaborati"e services. 

2Th.is point is based on an obsezvation made by BiU Morrill of M3th­
tec, Inc., who "has CilITied out i.nforrnal aruily:,es rontrasririg "top­
doWT1" iruonnation systems in integrated services arrangement., with 
other information systems that are more directly re..,ponsive to pr~cti­
tioners' needs at the service delivery level 

:Jfor ex;unple, the results of the AERA/OERI conference referenced 
earlier in the r,c,tes are currently being assembled in mc-nogrnph form, 
as one outline of a comprehen.~ve research agenda related to coll11t>o­
rative 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.
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BACKGROUND AND TRAINING OF TEACHERS IN JEWISH SCHOOLS:
CURRENT STATUS AND LEVERS FOR CHANGE

"A new 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 formally 

prepared in both Jewish studies and in the field of education. This paper presents 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 training in Jewish schools. These levers include state licensing requirements 

for pre-schools, state requirements for continuing education among professionally-trained 

teachers, and federation-led standards for training of supplementary teachers.

Background

In 1991 the Commission on Jewish Education in North America released A Time to 

Act, a report on the status and prospects of Jewish education. The report concluded that 

building the profession of Jewish education (along with mobilizing community support for 

education) is essential for the improvement of teaching and learning in Jewish schools. This 

conclusion rested on the best available assessment of the field at that time: "well-trained and 

dedicated educators are needed for every area of Jewish education....to motivate and engage 

children and their parents [and] to create the necessary educational materials and methods" 

(1991, p.49). In response, the Commission created the CUE, whose mandate includes
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for pre-schools, state requirements for continuing education among professionally-trained 

teachers, and federation-led standards for training of supplementary teachers. 

Background 

In 1991 the Commission on Jewish Education in North America released A Time to 

Act, a report on the status and prospects of Jewish education. The report concluded that 

building the profession of Jewish education (along with mobilizing community support for 

education) is essential for the improvement of teaching and learning in Jewish schools. This 

conclusion rested on the best available assessment of the field at that time: "well-trained and 

dedicated educators are needed for every area of Jewish education .. . . to motivate and engage 

children and their parents [and] to create the necessary educational materials and methods" 

(1991, p.49). In response, the Commission created the CUE, whose mandate includes 



establishing three Lead Communities in North America, and working with these communities 

to serve as demonstration sites for improving Jewish education.

What is the current state of the profession of Jewish education in these communities? 

What mechanisms are available to improve it, and how will we know whether improvement 

in the profession training of teachers fosters better teaching and learning? These questions 

cannot 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 

for increasing teacher’s professional development activities.

Professional Preparation and Development in Jewish Education

Modem conceptions of teaching emphasize formal, specialized preparation (e.g., 

Sedlak, 1987). This preparation typically involves training in both pedagogy and subject 

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 

new developments in their field. The knowledge base of teaching has grown and 

changed....Therefore, it would be imperative for veteran teachers to have mastery of this 

new body of information, skills, and techniques." In Jewish education, where many teachers 

lack formal preparation for their work, professional development is not a matter of keeping 

pace, but of getting up to speed.

In public education, the profession of teaching is regulated by certification at the state 

level. Although exceptions are made, generally states require formal preparation in the field
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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 staff 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:
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(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,
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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 not just individual but school-wide professional growth. If these 

incentives 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 interviews with a sample of teachers and other educators. The surveys and 

interviews 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 education. 

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 

analyses. Despite some differences between communities, on the whole the results were far 

more similar than they were different. Also, our results are largely consistent with surveys 

carried out in other communities, where comparable data are available. Moreover, in this
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paper we will explicitly examine some of the more salient differences across communities. 

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 setting. 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.)

Ideally one would like to know how many workshops teachers actually attended, 

whether 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 differences 

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 much schooling they had, what their 

majors were, and whether they were certified in Jewish education. For this study, we 

defined "training in education" as a university or teachers’ institute degree in education. We 

defined "training in Jewish studies" as a college or seminary degree in Jewish studies, or as 

certification in Jewish education.

We used two measures to indicate teachers’ professional orientation. First, we asked 

whether teachers think of their work in Jewish education as a career. Second, we asked 

teachers about their plans for the future, and from this item we constructed a single indicator
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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 = 0). 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 preparation in either 

field. Table 1 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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Analytic Results

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 average. 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 reflect state 

licensing requirements, as the interviews led us to conclude? To further probe this 

interpretation, 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 

considering 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, although the latter coefficient is not statistically 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 such as 

financial support might induce school to seek communal certification.
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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 
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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 profes.sional 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 such as 

financial support might induce school to seek communal certification. 



Although certification of pre-schools made a difference, re-licensing requirements for 

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 held.

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

Supplementary Pre- All
School School Schools

13% 9% 19%

32% 50% 35%

11% 3% 12%

Day
School

Trained in Education 
and Jewish Studies 35 %

Trained in Education Only 24%

Trained in Jewish Studies Only 25%

Trained in Neither Education 16% 44% 38% 34%
Nor Jewish Studies

Table l . Professional Training of Teachers in Jewish Schools 

Day Supplementary Pre- All 
School School School Schools 

Trained in Education 
and Jewish Studies 35% 13% 9% 19% 

Trained in Education Only 24% 32% 50% 35% 

Trained in Jewish Studies Only 25% 11 % 3% 12% 

Trained in Neither Education 16% 44% 38% 34% 
Nor 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 3.8

Supplementary Schools 4.4

Pre-Schools 6.2

All Schools 4.8

Note: Figures include only those teachers who said they were required to attend workshops, and exclude first-
year teachers.
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Day Schools 
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Note: Figures include only those teachers who said they were required to attend workshops, and exclude first­
year teachers. 



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

Independent Variable

Sex (Male= 1) -.61 -.74 -.86*
(.39) (.39) (.39)

Experience 6-10 years .48 .45 .16
(.35) (-35) (-35)

Experience 11-20 years .81* .67 .26
(.37) (.38) (.39)

Experience 21+ years 1.02* .69 .34
(.43) (.45) (.45)

Trained in Education -.02 -.11
(.29) (.29)

Trained in Jewish Studies 1.02** .60
(.33) (.34)

Jewish Education is a Career 1.30**
(.94)

Will Leave Jewish Education -1.00*
(.50)

Pre-school 2.36** 2.76** 2.65**
(.36) (.39) (.38)

Supplementary School .66* gg** j ^9**
(-33) (.35) (.35)

Constant 3.37** 2.89** 2.54**
(.37) (.43) (.44)

R2 .09 .10 .13

*p < .05 **p < .01

Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N = 574  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.
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(.39) 
.16 
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.26 

(.39) 
.34 

(.45) 

-.11 
(.29) 
.60 

(.34) 
1.30** 
(.94) 

-LOO• 
(.50) 

2.65** 
(.38) 
1.19•• 
(.35) 

2.54•· 
(.44) 

.13 

Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N =574 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. 



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

Independent Variable

Experience 6-10 years -.81
(.82)

Experience 11-20 years -.84
(.94)

Experience 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, training 
in Jewish studies, career, and plan to leave Jewish education.

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

Independent Variable 

Experience 6-10 years 

Experience 11-20 years 

Experience 21 + years 

Trained in Education 

Trained in Jewish Studies 

Jewish Education is a Career 

Will Leave Jewish Education 

Certified Pre-school 

Constant 

Adjusted R2 

*p < .05 **p < .01 

-. 81 
(.82) 
-.84 
(.94) 
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( 1.18) 

.09 
(.67) 
.59 

(.95) 
1.53* 
(.75) 

-1.76 
(1.18) 

3.34** 
(1.00) 

2.74* 
(1.17) 

.08 

Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N = l69 teachers. 
Equation also includes controls for missing data on experience, training in education. training 
in Jewish studies, career, and plan to leave Jewish education. 



Table 5. Differences in the number of workshops day school teachers were required to 
attend in states with different professional growth requirements for re- 
licensing.

Independent Variable 
Sex (M ale=l) -1.07* -1.05*

(.45) (.46)
Experience 6-10 years 1.62* 1.61*

(.64) (.64)
Experience 11-20 years 1.12 1.11

(.62) (.62)
Experience 21+ years 1.61* 1.62*

(.67) (•67)
Trained in Education -.32 .21

(.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) (.95)
180 Hours Required for Re-License -.08 -.11

(.54) (.92)
100 Hours Required for Re-License -.36 -.03

(.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

*p < .05 **p < .01

Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N =  176 day
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.

Table 5. Differences in the number of workshops day school teachers were required to 
attend in states with different professional growth requirements for re­
licensing. 
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1.61 • 
(.64) 
1.11 
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(.67) 
.21 

(.49) 
-.20 
(.53) 
-.24 
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-.03 
(.76) 
.03 

(1.14) 
- .51 
.93 
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Notes: Metric regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. N = 176 day 
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. 



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 (Male= 1) -.13
(.46)

Experience 6-10 years .58
(.42)

Experience 11-20 years 1.11*
(.49)

Experience 21 + years .84
(.57)

Trained in Education -.06
(.37)

Trained in Jewish Studies .81
(.44)

Jewish Education is a Career 1 JC)**
(•38)

Will Leave Jewish Education -.53
(.57)

Community Incentives for Workshops 2.52**
(.35)

Constant 2.17**
(.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.
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APPENDIX

Means and Standard Deviations of Variables

Standard 
Mean Deviation

Number of Workshops 4.75 3.31

Sex (M ale= 1) .15 .36

Experience 2-5 years .27 .44

Experience 6-10 years .31 .46

Experience 11-20 years .25 .43

Experience 21 +  years .15 .36

Trained in Education .54 .50

Trained in Jewish Studies .32 .47

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 .44

Missing Sex .01 .11

Missing Experience .02 .15

Missing Trained in Education .04 .19

Missing Trained in Jewish Studies .04 .20

Missing Career .02 .14

Missing Plans to Leave .05 .22

Note: N =  574 teachers.
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From: Adam Gamoran and E l l e n  G o l d n n g  
CC: A n n e t t e  H o c h s t e i n  and S t e v e  Hoffman 
Re: n o t e s  f rom o ur  m e e t i n g  w i t h  you on 5 / 1 / 9 4

Hi t  <CR> f o r  n e x t  pa ge ,  : t o  s k i p  t o  n e x t  p a r t . . .
BMAIL>
As we H° c i d e d  a t  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  o f  o u r  m e e t i n g ,  h e r e  a r e  ( a )  n o t e s  f rom 
our  m , i ng  and ( b )  a l i s t  o f  p o t e n t i a l  t a s k s  f o r  us ,  t e n t a t i v e l y  p r i o r i  
and a c o r r e s p o n d i n g  l i s t  o f  s u p p o r t  needed  t o  c a r r y  them o u t .

AGENDA
We were a b l e  t o  d i s c u s s  f o u r  ma j o r  i t e m s  on o ur  agenda:

( 1 )  The boar d  s ubc ommi t t e  on r e s e a r c h  and e v a l u a t i o n
12)  t h e  MEF work p l a n
13)  t h e  MEF a d v i s o r y  c o mmi t t e e
( 4 )  d i s s e m i n a t i o n  beyond Lead Community r e p o r t s

BOARD SUBCOMMITTEE
We o b s e r v e d  two pr obl e ms  w i t h  t h e  r e c e n t  m e e t i n g  o f  t h e  boa r d  s u b c o mmi t t e e :

( a )  Members o f  t h e  s u b c o mmi t t e e  were n o t  f a m i l i a r  wi t h  MEF, and t h e  l i n k a g e
bet ween MEF i n Lead Communi t i es  and C I J E ' s  r e s e a r c h  m i s s i o n  was ambi guous

( b )  Members o f  t h e  s u b c o mmi t t e e  seemed unaware o f  C I J E ' s  o v e r a l l  pr ogram
o f  p r o mo t i n g  J e w i s h  c o n t i n u i t y  by i mp r o v i n g  J e wi s h  e d u c a t i o n ;  some 
q u e s t i o n e d  w h e t h e r  why we were s t u d y i n g  p e r s o n e l  (how d i d  we know t h a

Hi t  <fR> f o r  n e x t  pa ge ,  : t o  s k i p  t o  n e x t  p a r t . . .
BMAIL

would make a d i f f e r e n c e ? )  and o t h e r s ,  s t i m u l a t e d  by Ba r r y  Kos mi n ' s  
p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  a s k e d  w h e t h e r  we s h o u l d  p e r h a p s  s t u d y  i d e n t i t y  i n s t e a d  
o f  e d u c a t i o n .

H1S
l i M ' S

J)k c

tAs you e x p l a i n e d ,  t h i s  i s  a pr obl e m o f  e d u c a t i n g  t h e  l a y  b o a r d .  At t h e  n e x t  
m e e t i n g ,  we need a s e r i o u s  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  what  i t  means t o  s e t  o u t  a r e s e a r c _ 
agenda f o r  J e w i s h  e d u c a t i o n .  T h i s  may r e q u i r e  a panel  o f  e x p e r t s .  I s  t h e r e  
a p o t e n t i a l  f o r  r e s e a r c h  on J e wi s h  e d u c a t i o n  i n  Amer i ca?  I f  v e s ,  what  would 
be t h e  r o l e  o f  t h e  J e wi s h  communi t y,  and what  would be t h e  r o l e  o f  t h e  
s e c u l a r  e d u c a t i o n a l  r e s e a r c h  communi t y?

Your vi ew was t h a t  t h e  O c t o b e r  m e e t i n g  must  be c a r e f u l l y  t h o u g h t  t h r o u g h  
and p l a n n e d  we l l  i n  a d v a n c e .  You a l s o  n o t e d  t h a t  a l t e r n a t e  s t a f f i n g  o f  
El l e n  and Adam i s  p r o b l e m a t i c  i n t h i s  c o n t e x t .

There a r e  t h r e e  main t a s k s  t o  wor ki ng  w i t h  a boa r d  commi t t ee:  ( 1 )  Working / 
wi t h  t h e  c h a i r ;  ( 2 )  Working w i t h  o t h e r  c o mmi t t e e  members; ( 3 )  Working on / 
t h e  c o n t e n t .  Of t n e s e ,  t h e  t h i r d  i s  t h e  r e a l  work.

MEF WORK PLAN
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As we nqcided at the conclusion of our meeting, here are (a) notes from ( v 
our m .ing and (b) a list of potential tasks for us, tentatively priorit1 • ~-
and a corresponding list of support needed to carry them out :r. ') ~~ ~ ', - ,,- ) 1 
AGENDA \ A ~-·~~ -) 1.,1.V'> -1:;. _..., 

We were able to discuss four major items on our agenda: /'CJ\;· Q ~~ ---~------'\]J'> ~'v L,.,\ C

3 {ll The board subcommitte on research and evaluation J - vi~ 
12 the MEF work plan 
(3 the MEF advisory committee JJ ''),,,. tti 
(4 dissemination beyond Lead Communi ty reports ---r. )~le~ >✓ 

BOARD SUBCOMMITTEE ~ ·~ L,v, 
We observed two problems with the recent meeting of the board subcommittee : ~ ~\f~ 
(a) Members of the subcommittee were not familiar with MEF, and the linkage 'fa) 

between MEF in Lead Communities and CIJE's research mission was ambigu~ us . 

(b) Members of the subcommittee seemed unaware of CIJE's overall program ~ --?~ 
of promoting Jewish continuity by improving Jewish education; some 1 'JJ ~,~-­
questioned whether why we were studying personel (how did we know thai ~ - 1 j 
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would make a difference?) and others, stimulated by Barry Kosmin's 
presentation, asked whether we should perhaps study identity instead 
of education. 

As you expl ained, this is a problem of educating the lay board. At the next ~, / 

agenda for Jewish education. This may require a panel of experts. Is there i-41 S I t-W/t C 
meeting, we need a serious discussion of what it means to set out a researc~ . -

a potential for research on Jewish education in America? If ves, what would J, H'S v,. ~ .... u .. \ 
be the role of the Jewish community, and what would be the role of the i'¼°"''s , ~ 
secular educational research community? ~ v~ 

J;t<...<-. 's e,~.....-, 
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 •,lith other committee members; (3) \forking on 
the content . Of t hese, the third is the real work . 

MEF WORK PLAN ~ ---------
I 
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In r e s p o n d i n g  t o  o u r  work p l a n  o f  4 / 1 / 9 4 ,  you r a i s e d  f o u r  c o n c e r n s  a t  t h e  
o u t s e t :

( 1 )  The r e  i s  n o t  enough a t t e n t i o n  t o  i n f o r ma l  e d u c a t i o n .

( 2 )  You a r e  p l e a s e d  t o  s e e  e d u c a t i o n a l  l e a d e r s  a d d r e s s e d ,  b u t  n o t e d  t h a t ׳  !  
onl y  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  l e a d e r s ,  and n o t  l e a d e r s h i p  i t s e l f ,  w i l l  be 
a d d r e s s e d .  T h a t  i s  a c o n c e r n .

( 3 )  I t  i s  n o t  c l e a r  how t h e  work p l a n  moves beyond t h r e e  c o m m u n i t i e s ,  as 
C1JE i s  p l a n n i n g  t o  do.

( 4 )  The t i m i n g  o f  w r i t i n g  t h e  c r o s s - c o m m u n i t y  r e p o r t  on e d u c a t i o n s  was 
not  s a t i s f a c t o r y .

E s s e n t i a l l y ,  you s a i d  t h a t  t h e  p i e c e s  o f  t h e  work p l a n  a r e  f i n e  i n  t h e m s e l v e s ,  
but  t h e  t i m i n g  and p r i o r i t i e s  t h e y  i mpl y need f u r t h e r  d i s c u s s i o n .

M o b i l i z a t i o n _
We d i s c u s s e d  o u r  ongoi ng  m o n i t o r i n g  o f  community m o b i l i z a t i o n ,  and r e a c h e d

Hi t  <CR> f o r  n e x t  pa ge ,  : t o  s k i p  t o  n e x t  p a r t . . .
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a co ';n s u s  t h a t  t h e  doc u me n t s  p r o d u c e d  by t h e  f i e l d  r e s e a r c h e r s ,  t h o u g h  
r i c h  !n d e t a i l ,  a r e  b e t t e r  s e en  as raw d a t a  t h a n  as i n t e r p r e t i v e  r e p o r t s .
We d i s c u s s e d  t h e  need f o r  a c r o s s - c o m m u n i t y  r e p o r t  on m o b i l i z a t i o n  w i t h  
more i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  T h i s  mi ght  be u s e f u l  f o r  t h e  boar d  s u b c o mm i t t e e  on
m o b i l i z a t i o n ,  as  we l l  as  f o r  CIJE s t a f f .  Adam s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  a c o m p a r a t i v e  1
r e p o r t  c o u l d  be h e l p f u l  i n  dr a wi ng  l e s s o n s  i n  a n t i c i p a t i o n  o f  C I J E ' s
l i k e l y  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  as  e n v i s i o n e d  i n  t h e  1 0 - y e a r  p l a n .  '

I n s t i t u t i o n a l  P r o f i l e s _
I n  l i g h t  o f  t h e  eme r gi ng  c e n t r a l i t y  o f  t h e  g o a l s  p r o j e c t ,  an i n s t r u m e n t  
t o  c r e a t e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  p r o f i l e s  w i l l  d e f i n i t e l y  be ne e d e d .  Our t a s k  
now s h o u l d  be t o  s t u d y  and d e s i g n  an i n s t r u m e n t  f o r  t h e  p r o f i l e s ,  w i t h o u t  
n e c e s s a r i l y  p l a n n i n g  t o  i mpl ement  them on a communi t y-wi de  b a s i s  n e x t  f a l l .
On t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  we s h o u l d  move more t o w a r d s  an i n s t r u m e n t  u s e f u l  t o  
i n d i v i d u a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s '  ( a s  opposed t o  an i n s t r u m e n t  m a i n l y  f o r  communi t y- wi de  
p u r p o s e s ) ,  whi ch would be used by i n s t i t u t i o n s  engaged i n  v i s i o n - d r i v e n  
r ef o r m.  ( Not e:  We r a i s e d ,  b u t  d i d  n o t  have t i me  t o  d i s c u s s ,  t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  j 
what  ha ppens  t o  s y s t e m i c  r e f o r m  when i n n o v a t i o n  i s  d r i v e n  by i n d i v i d u a l  I 
i n s t i t u t i o n s . )  I f  p o s s i b l e ,  we s h o u l d  have an i n s t r u m e n t  r e a d y  t o  be used 
by i n s t i t u t i o n s  t h a t  g e t  " o n - b o a r d "  a f t e r  t h e  g o a l s  s e mi n a r  t h i s  summer.  /
The p u r p o s e  o f  t h e  i n s t r u m e n t  would be t o  p e r m i t  b a s e l i n e  a s s e s s m e n t  o f  /

Hi t  1> f o r  n e x t  pa ge ,  : t o  s k i p  t o  n e x t  p a r t . . .
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t he  i n s t i t u t i o n ( s )  so t h a t  p r o g r e s s  c o u l d  be a s s e s s e d  o v e r  t i m e . ׳ 

We a l s o  d i s c u s s e d  t h e  need f o r  d e e p e r  p r o f i l e s  t h a t  would i n c l u d e  d a t a ־  ך  
about  t e a c h e r s '  s e n s e  o f  m i s s i o n ,  u n i t y  o f  p u r p o s e ,  e t c .  We d i d  n o t  
s e t  a t i me  f r ame f o r  a d d r e s s i n g  such i s s u e s .  Moving a s t e p  f u r t h e r ,  !
we a l s o  d i s c u s s e d  t h e  need f o r  d a t a  on c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  ( and p o t e n t i a l  j
c o n s t i t u e n c i e s )  — i . e . ,  p a r e n t s  and s t u d e n t s .  We d i d  n ot  s e t  a t i m e ן 
f rame f o r  t h i s  work e i t h e r .  -— י

We c o n c l u d e d  t h a t  B i l l  s h o u l d  go ahead w i t h  i n t e r v i e w s  o f  e x p e r t s  in 
J ewi sh  e d u c a t i o n ,  w i t h  t h e  aim o f  c r e a t i n g  a d r a f t  i n s t r u m e n t  t o  p r e s e n t  
a t  t h e  August  MEF a d v i s o r y  c ommi t t e e  m e e t i n g .  The d r a f t  woul d be a ccompani ed 
by a r a t i o n a l e  f o r  each i n d i c a t o r .

Bi l l  needs  t o  t a l k  w i t h  Dan P e k a r s k y  t o  d i s c u s s  t h e  l i n k a g e  bet ween t h e  
i n s t i t u t i o n a l  p r o f i l e s  and t h e  g o a l s  p r o j e c t .  ( P r o b a b l y  w e ' l l  b r i n q  him 
t o  Madison f o r  t h i s .  He can a l s o  meet  w i t h  R o b e r t a  t o  g e t  h e r  i n p u t  on 
t h e  i n d i c a t o r s .  E l l e n ' s  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n t h e  g o a l s  s e mi n a r  w i l l  a l s o  be 
h e l p f u l . )

The d e c i s i o n  n o t  t o  t r y  t o  i mpl ement  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  p r o f i l e s  i n  t h e  Lead
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In responding to our work plan of 4/1/94, you raised four concerns at the 
outset: 

(1) There is not enough attention to informal education. 

(2) You are pleased to see educational leaders addressed, but noted that 1, 
only the characteristics of leaders, and not leadership itself, will be 
addressed. That is a concern. 

(3) It is not clear how the work plan moves beyond three communities, as 
CIJE is planning to do. 

(4) The timing of writing the cross-community report on educations 
not satisfactory. 

Essentially, you said that the pieces of the work plan are fine in 
but the timing and priorities they imply need further discussion. 

Mobilizat ion 

was 

themselves, 

ije discussed our ongoing monitoring of community mobilization, and reached 
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a co insus that the documents produced by the field researchers, thouqh 
rich ,n detail, are better seen as raw data than as interpretive reports. 
We discussed the need for a cross-community report on mobilization with 
more interpretation. This might be useful for the board subcommittee on 
mobilization, as well as for CIJE staff. Ad. am suggested that a comparative I 
report coul d be helpful in drawing lessons in anticipation of CIJE's 1 
likely transformation as envisioned in the 10-year plan. 

Institutional Profiles 
Tn light of the emerging centrality of the goals project, an instrument 
to create institutional profiles wi ll definitely be needed . Our tas k 
now should be to study and des ign an instrument for the profiles, without 
necessarily planning to implement them on a community-wide basis next fall. 
On the contrary, we should move more towards an instrument useful to 
individual institutioni (as opposed to an instrument mainly for community-wide 
purposes), which would be used by institutions enqaged in vision-driven 
reform. (Note: We raised, but did not have time to discuss, the question of/ 
what happens to syst€mic reform when innovation is driven by individual 
institutions.) If possible, we should have an instrument ready to be used. 
by institutions that get ''on-board" after the goals seminar this summer. / 
The purpose of the instrument would be to permit baseline assessment of 
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t he institution(s) so that progress could be assessed over time . 

We also discussed the need for deeper profiles that would include data 
about teachers' sense of mission, unity of purpose, etc. We did not 
set a time frame for addressing such issues. Moving a step further, 
we also discussed the need for data on constituencies (and potential 
constituencies) -- i.e., parents and students. We did not set a time 
frame for this work either. 

I 

7 
) 

J 

'I) 

We concluded that Bill should go ahead with interviews of experts in J 
Jewish education, with the aim of creating a draft instrument to present 
at the August MEF advisory committee meeting. The draft would be accompanied 
by a rationale for each indicator. _ 

Bill needs to talk with Dan Pekarsky to discuss the l inkage between the 
institutional profiles .and the goals project. (Probably we'll brinq him 
to Madison for this. ~e can also meet with Roberta to get her input on 
the indicators. Ellen's participation in the goals seminar will also be 
helpful.) 

The decision not to try to implement institutional profiles in the Lead 
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Communi t i es ,  a t  l e a s t  n o t  n e x t  f a l l ,  i s  a MAJOR CHANGE i n o u r  work p l a n .

Re p o r t s  on E d u c a t o r s _
I n  y o u r  i d e a l  s c h e d u l e ,  we would have a c r o s s - c o m mu n i t y  r e p o r t  on J e wi s h  
e d u c a t o r s  r e a d y  t o  p r e s e n t  a t  t h e  O c t o b e r  boa r d  me e t i n g  and t o  r e l e a s e  / 
a t  t h e  November GA. T h i s  i s  n o t  p o s s i b l e .  However,  we c o u l d  make a /  
p r e s e n t a t i o n  a t  t h e  GA ( a nd  p r e v i e we d  a t  t h e  boa r d  m e e t i n g )  on a f a i r l y  
nar r ow t o p i c  — f o r  e xa mpl e ,  e d u c a t i o n a l  b a c kgr ounds  and p r o f e s s i o n a l  
de ve l opment  o f  t e a c h e r s  — a t  t h e  GA, t o  accompany r e l a t e d  p r e s e n t a t i o n s  
by l e a d i n g  e d u c a t i o n a l  f i g u r e s .  We a n t i c i p a t e  ha vi ng  a d r a f t  o f  t h e  
f u l l  c r o s s - c o m m u n i t y  r e p o r t  t o  o u r  a d v i s o r y  c ommi t t ee  by December  3 1 .

We u n d e r s t a n d  t h a t  t h i s  p r o j e c t  i s  o ur  TOP PRIORITY.

He \5־

MEF ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
We d i s c u s s e d  t h e  m e e t i n g s  and c o m p o s i t i o n  o f  o u r  a d v i s o r y  c o mm i t t e e .
I t  i s  d e s i r a b l e  t o  add a n o t h e r  e d u c a t i o n a l  r e s e a r c h e r ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i f  
J im Coleman i s  n o t  a b l e  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e .  We d i s c u s s e d  a few names b ut  
d i d  n o t  r e a c h  any c o n c l u s i o n .  One p o s s i b i l i t y  i s  t o  e l e v a t e  o u r  c o mmi t t e e  
i n t o  an a d v i s o r y  c ommi t t e  f o r  r e s e a r c h ,  f o r  whi ch MEF in Lead Communi t i es

t o  s k i p  t o  n e x t  p a r t . . .Hi t  :> f o r  n e x t  pa ge ,
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i s  but  one component .  In t h a t  c a s e ,  we mi ght  add David Cohen and Lee )/
Shulman as c ommi t t e e  members.  We t h i n k  t h i s  i s  a p r o mi s i n g  i d e a  t h a t  1
w a r r a n t s  f u r t h e r  d i s c u s s i o n .  ------ J

a t e n t a t i v e  d a t e  f o r  o u r  n e x t  a d v i s o rv.. commi t t e e  m e e t i n g  o fWe s e t  a t e n t a t i v e  d a t e  t o r  o u r  n e x t  a d v i s o r y  commi t t e e  m e e t i n g  or  
August  2 4 - 2 5 .  An a l t e r n a t e  would be August.  I f  you a g r e e ,  we w i l l
ask Ginny t o  c o n t a c t  t h e  members o f  o u r  commit t &e t o  f i n d  o u t  i f  t h i s  
would work f o r  t hem.  \

We a l s o  d i s c u s s e d  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a m e e t i n g  i n  I s r a e l  i n t h e  f i r s t  
few days  o f  J a n u a r y ,  1 9 9 5 .  Adam, E l l e n ,  Al a n ,  A n n e t t e v  Seymour,  and Mike 
would be i n v i t e d  t o  t h i s  m e e t i n g ,  a s o r t  o f  p r e - a d v i s o r V m e e t i n g .  The 
d i s c u s s i o n  would p r e s u ma b l y  c e n t e r  on t h e  c r o s s - c o m m u n i t ^ \ r e p o r t  on t e a c h e r s j  
in J e wi s h  s c h o o l s ,  whi ch w i l l  i u s t  have been d r a f t e d .  An o t h e r  t o p i c  o f
d i s c u s s i o n  a t  t h i s  m e e t i n g  would be o ur  work p l a n  f o r  1 9 9 5 .  \

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  \

TASKS FOR ADAM AND ELLEN ( i n  o r d e r  o f  p r i o r i t y )  ( comments f o l l o w )  \
( a l l  d a t e s  a r e  f o r  d r a f t s  s u b m i t t e d  t o  MEF a d v i s o r y  c o mmi t t e e )

t o  s k i p  t o  n e x t  p a r t .

ADDITIONAL SU 
NEEDED FROM:

R o b e r t a ,  J u l i l e

J u l  i e

R o b e r t a ,  J u l i e

MAIN SUPPORT 
NEEDED FROM:

B i l l  Robi nson

Nancy He ndr i x  

Nancy He ndr i x  

J u l i e ,  Ro b e r t a

B i l l  Robi nson

Hi t  <CR> f o r  n e x t  pa ge ,  
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TASK

Cr os s - c ommuni t y  t e a c h e r  r e p o r t  
(December  3 1 ,  1 9 9 4 )

Repor t  on B a l t i m o r e  t e a c h i n g  f o r c e  
( J u n e  3 0 ,  1 9 9 4 )

Repor t  on A t l a n t a  t e a c h i n g  f o r c e  
( Augus t  3 1 ,  1 9 9 4 )

"Module" o f  e d u c a t o r  s u r v e y s  and 
i n t e r v i e w s  

(May 3 1 ,  1 9 9 5 )

Re p o r t s  on c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f
e d u c a t i o n a l  l e a d e r s  in t h e  L . C. s  

( F a l l ,  1 9 9 4 )
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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 . 

cf) 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 
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 Commun iti es 
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is but one component. In that case we might add David Cohen and Leo 
Shulman as committee members. We think this is a promising idea that 
warrants further discussion. 

~ 
We set a tentative date for our next advisor\Bcommittee meeting of 
August 24-25. An alternate would be A11g11st -, i; ) If you a9ree, we will 
ask Ginny to contact the members of our committ~ to find out if this 

r~ ~~ 
' ~a\ 6 

would work for them. '" 

We also discussed the ossibility of a meeting in lsrqel in the first r ~ 
few days of January, 1~95. Adam, Ellen, Alan, Annette~ Seymour, and Mike I.I 
would be invited to this meeting, a sort of pre-advisorJ-,.meetin . The 
discussion would presumably center on the cross-community"'repor{ on teacher ~ 
in Jewish schools, which will just have been drafted . Another topic of 
discussion at this meeting would be our work plan for 1995 . "--."' _ 

************************ 
TASKS FOR ADAM ANO ELLEN (in order of priority} (comments follow) 
(all rlates are for drafts submitted to MEF advisory committee} 
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MAIN SUPPORT 
TASK NEEDED FROM: 

Cross-community teacher report Bill Robinson 
(December 31, 1994} 

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

Report on Atlanta teaching force 
(August 31, 1994} 

"Module" of educator surveys and 
interviews 

( May 31 , 19 9 5} 

Nancy Hendrix 

Julie, Roberta 

Reports on characteristics of Bill Robinson 
educational leaders in the L.C.s 

(Fall, 1994} 

ADDITIONAL SU PORT 
NEEDED FROM: 

Roberta, Jul ·e 

Julie 

Roberta, Julie 
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I n s t r u m e n t  f o r  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  B i l l  Robi nson R o b e r t a ,  J u l i e  I

p r o f i l e s  A
( Augus t ,  1 9 9 4 ,  t h r o u g h  1 9 9 5 )

Cr os s - c ommuni t y  m o b i l z a t .  r e p o r t  R o b e r t a ,  J u l i e  B i l l
( J u n e ,  1 9 9 5 )

Concept ual  p a p e r  on J e w i s h  R o b e r t a ,  J u l i e  B i l l
community m o b i l i z a t i o n  

( Se pt e mbe r  3 0 ,  1 9 9 4 )

I n s t r u m e n t s  d e v e l o p mn e n t  f o r  o u t s i d e  e x p e r t s  R o b e r t a ,  J u l i e ,  B i l l
s t u d y  o f  i n f o r ma l  e d u c a t o r s  

( Wi n t e r ,  1 9 9 5 - 1 9 9 6 )  ,

P a r t i c i p a t i o n  on t h e  CIJE 
S t e e r i n g  Commit tee  

( Ongoi ng)

S t a f f i n g  t h e  CUE Board Sub-  o u t s i d e  e x p e r t s
c ommi t t ee  on R e s e a r c h  & E v a l .

Hi t  <Lk > f o r  n e x t  pa g e ,  : t o  s k i p  t o  n e x t  p a r t . . .
BMAIL>
( Ongoi ng)

Comments:

All  t h e s e  t a s k s  seem d o a b l e  u n de r  t h e  s c h e d u l e  i n d i c a t e d ,  w i t h  one 
i m p o r t a n t  e x c e p t i o n :  We c a n n o t  s e e  a way o f  a d e q u a t e l y  s t a f f i n g  t h e  Board
Subcommi t t ee  on R e s e a r c h  and E v a l u a t i o n ,  a l o n g  w i t h  a l l  o u r  o t h e r  work.
T h i s ,  we r e c o g n i z e ,  i s  a s e r i o u s  pr obl e m.

An i m p o r t a n t  o m i s s i o n  f rom t h i s  l i s t  i s  a d d i t i o n a l  m e e t i n g s  and .
p r e s e n t a t i o n s  whi ch a r e  f r e q u e n t l y  a s ked  o f  us by CUE a n a / o r  Lead W
Communi t i es .  We c o n t i n u e  t o  be v e r y  r e l u c t a n t  t o  add t h i s  e x t r a  work,  
be c aus e  we a r e  t o o  busy w i t h  o ur  main a ge nda .

The l o n g e r  we have f i e l d  r e s e a r c h e r s  on s t a f f ,  t h e  more w e ' l l  be a b l e  t o  
say i n  t h e  c r o s s - c o m m u n i t y  r e p o r t  on m o b i l i z a t i o n .  However,  we r e c o g n i z e  
t h a t  t h i s  r e p o r t  i s  n o t  t n e  h i g h e s t  p r i o r i t y .

I f  we dr op t h e  c r o s s - c o m m u n i t y  m o b i l i z a t i o n  r e p o r t ,  we c o u l d  p r e p a r e  
i n s t r  '•nts f o r  s t u d y i n g  i n f o r ma l  e d u c a t i o n  n e x t  y e a r  ( 1 9 9 5 )

Hi t  <CR> f o r  n e x t  pa g e ,  : t o  s k i p  t o  n e x t  p a r t . . .
BMAIL>
The r o l e  o f  t h e  f i e l d  r e s e a r c h e r s  i n  p r e p a r i n g  t h e  t e a c h i n g  f o r c e  r e p o r t s  
shoul d  n o t  be o v e r l o o k e d .  We e x p e c t  t h e y  w i l l  make s u b s t a n t i a l  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  
t o  each LC r e p o r t ,  and we a l s o  e x p e c t  them t o  a s s i s t  us i n p r e p a r i n g  t h e  
c r o s s - c o mmu n i t y  r e p o r t  on e d u c a t o r s .

A f t e r  J a n u a r y  1 9 9 5 ,  we w i l l  s t i l l  have g r e a t  need f o r  a d a t a  a n a l y s t ,  and 
we hope B i l l  Robi ns on w i l l  p r ove  c a p a b l e  i n t h a t  r o l e .  I f  he a l s o  t u r n s  o u t  
t o  be e f f e c t i v e  i n  p r e p a r i n g  i n s t r u m e n t s  f o r  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  p r o f i l e s ,  CUE may 
want  t o  h i r e  him as much as  100%. I f  h i s  work f o r  us w i l l  be r e s t r i c t e d  t o  
d a t a  a n a l y s i s ,  i t  i s  c r u c i a l  t h a t  we have a t  l e a s t  50% o f  h i s  t i m e  f o r  CUE; 
100% would be b e t t e r  b lit i f  an a c c o mo d a t i o n  can be made w i t h  A t l a n t a ,  p e r h a p s  
t he y  c o u l d  have 50% o f  h i s  t i me  and we c o u l d  have t h e  o t h e r  50%. __

F i n a l l y ,  a c o u p l e  o f  a c t i v i t i e s  we me n t i o n e d  b ut  which do n o t  a p p e a r  on 
t he  l i s t :  A s t u d y  o f  l e a d e r s h i p  i n  J e wi s h  e d u c a t i o n ;  a s t u d y  o f  
i n s t i t u t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e s  ( a s  opposed t o  p r o f i l e s  o f  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  
: h a r a c t e r i s c s ) ; a s t u d y  o f  s t u d e n t s  a n d / o r  p a r e n t s .  These  i t e m s  need 
f u r t h e r  d i s c u s s i o n .

Hit <CR> for next page, : to skip to next part . .. 
BMAIL> 
Instrument for institutional Bill Robinson 

profiles 
(August, 1994, through 1995) 

Cross-community mobilzat. report 
(June, 1995) 

Conceptual paper on Jewish 
community mobilization 

(September 30, 1994) 

Instruments developmnent for 
study of informal educators 

(Winter, 1995-1996) 

Participation on the CIJE 
Steering Committee 

(Ongoing) 

Staffin9 the CIJE Board Sub-
committee on Research & Eval. 

Roberta, Julie 

Roberta, Julie 

outside experts 

outside experts 

Hit <LK> for next page, : to skip to next part ... 
SMAIL> 
(Ongoing) 

Comments: 

Roberta, Julie 

Bi 11 

Bi 11 

Roberta, Julie, Bi 11 

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

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

The lonqer we have field researchers on staff, the more we'll be abl e to J 
say in the cross-community report on mobilizati on. However, we recognize 
that this report is not the highest priority. -

!f we drop the cross~~omm~nity mobilizat1on report, we could prepare__!he / 
instr ~~ ts for studying informal education next year (1995) . v~~ 

Hit <CR> for next page, : to skip to next part ... 
BMAIL> 
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 t hem 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, CIJE 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 CIJE; 
100% would be better but 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 
institut i onal practices (as opposed to profi l es of institutional 
:haracteriscs); a study of students and/or parents. These items need 
further discussion. 



Facsimile Transmission

To: Mrs. B. Hochstein(for Micky) . May 31,1994
Mayflower Hotel

From: Annette Hochstein No. Pages ף '

Fax number: 972-2-662-837

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 document to Micky.

Love,

A —

Facsimile Transmission 

To: Mrs . B . Hochstein(for Micky) 
Mayflower Hotel 

From : Annette Hochstein 

Fax number: 972-2 - 662-837 

Dear Miri, 

May 31,1994 

No . Pages 'f · 

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 document to Micky . 

Love , 



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-I think we should endorse it. If you agree I'll 
take care of that.

Hope you're having a good trip.

Love,

A ---

Annette

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 l ike a cover letter from the 
school- I think we should endorse i t . If you agree I ' ll 
take care of that. 

Hope you ' re having a good trip . 

Love, 

Annette 



פלך
י תיכוו סו ניונ ו־ תו � תיכון ת נסויי תורני לבנו

r tL tu i- i
Religious Experimental High School for Girls 

To Whom It May Concern:

For the past four years, I have served as principal of the 
Pelech Religious Experimental High School for Girls, following 
five years as a teacher of history there. As a school that 
provides a religious humanistic education for women, Pelech is 
a unique institution whose innovative programs and alternative 
teaching methods have served as models for both religious and 
secular schools. In 1993 the school was awarded the Ministry 
of Education Prize for curriculum development.

After several years as a practicing educator, I wish to devote 
my forthcoming sabbatical year (1994-95) to research and 
study, concentrating in the areas of developing leadership 
among young women, humanistic religious education, and women's 
studies.

The greater New York area, with its plethora of educational 
institutions, provides an ideal location for my planned 
program of study, as outlined in the attached proposal. It 
will allow me to become acquainted with the latest 
developments in alternative education and provide me with 
state-of-the-art new ideas and approaches for my 
administrative work.

To make it possible to carry out this program of study, I am 
requesting a one-year fellowship as a living stipend and to 
cover the cost of tuition fees and associated study expenses.

Please accept my thanks for considering this request.

Sincerely,

Snira Breuer 
Principal

93506 ירושלים ,14 גדעון רח׳

14 Gideon Sc. Jerusalem 9 3 5 0 6

Tel: 7 1 1 2 8 2 טל: 

הודה רח׳ 93467 ירושלים ,31 י

31 Yehuda Sc. Jerusalem 9 3 4 6 7
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,, >nm )D>n PELECH 
Religious Experimental High School for Girls 

To Whom It May Concern: 

For the past four years, I have served as principal of the 
Felech Religious Experimental High School for Girls, follcwing 
~~ve years as a teacher of history there. As a school that 
provides a religious humanistic educat~on for women, Pele~h is 
a unique institution whose innovative ~rograms and alte~~:tive 
~eaching methods have served as models for both religious and 
secul3r schools. In 1993 ~he school was awarded the Minisc~y 
c~ Education Prize for curriculum jevelopment . 

After several years as a practicing educator, I wish to devote 
my forthcoming sabbatical year (1;94 - 95) to research and 
s~udy, concentra~ing in the areas of developing leadershi~ 
~rnong young women. humaniEtic reli~ious education, and wc~en's 
studies. 

-~ 
.!. I. 

:he g~eater New York ar~a, with i:s plethora of educatio~5l 
institutions, provides an ideal location for my planned 
program of study, as outlined in the a~tached proposal. 
~ill allow me to become acquainted with the latest 
developments in alternative education and provide me with 
state-of-the-art new ideas and approaches for my 
administrative work. 

To make it possible to carry out this program of study, _ am 
~equest i ng a one-year fellowship as a living stipend and :o 
cover the cost of tuition fees and associated study exper.ses. 

~lease accept my thanks for considering this request. 

93506 o,,v,v ,14 11:nl ·n, 
1-1 Gideon Sc. Jerusalem 93506 

Tel: 711282 : )\J 

93467 □'.,'ll17' ,31 ili1i7' ·n, 
31 Yehuda St. Jerusalem 93467 

-• Tel: 73-1680 : '.Ju 

Sincerely , 

_j;_ · ~ 
Shira Breuer 
Principal 



ך7פ
רני! תיכון לבמת נסויי תו

Religious Experimental High School for Girls 
WHOM DOES PELECH SERVE?
Pelech High School was established in 1967 to fulfill a void 
in Israel's educational system; namely, t’o provide a 
religious humanistic education for girls. Pelech today serves 
approximately 250 students in grades 9 through'12 from the 
greater Jerusalem area. They reflect a broad spectrum of 
ethnic, religious, and socioeconomic backgrounds - new 
immigrant and native Israeli; Anglo-Saxon, European, and 
Oriental, disadvantaged and middle class - with academic 
excellence, intellectual curiosity, and leadership potential 
the sole criteria for acceptance.

EDUCATING FOR RESPONSIBLE LEADERSHIP
Pelech seeks to prepare its students for leadership roles in a 
modern, technological society, while working to prepare women 
for changing roles in the 21st century. As an intrinsic part 
of the school's basic ideology, students, through 
representative institutions, actively participate in setting 
and carrying out school policy. Special emphasis is placed on 
public responsibility as a fundamental value; upon 
graduation, virtually all students enter the army, many as 
officers in elite units, or national service. Because of the 
leadership roles alumnae play in so many walks of life, their 
influence is beyond all proportion to their numbers.

WHAT MAKES PELECH SPECIAL?
To foster the values that it espouses and to encourage 
independent, creative thinking, Pelech constantly develops 
interdisciplinary curricula, innovative extra-curricular 
programs, and alternative teaching and study methods. Special 
units on issues such as "The Arts and the Bible," "Conflict 
and Conflict Resolution," "Presentation of Women in the 
Media," "Toward a Responsible Environmental Policy,” and 
"Religious Feminists in Modern Society" are aimed at providing 
the tools to grapple with contemporary social and political 
challenges. Innovative learning formats such as a "Beit 
Midrash” that facilitate discussion and dialogue are designed 
to enhance comprehension and insight and to develop analytical 
skills.

Pelech has been officially designated as an "experimental" 
high school - one of only three in the country. Accordingly, 
it serves as a model school for the student teachers at the 
Hebrew University's School of Education. Every year, Pelech 
also hosts dozens of visiting principals, supervisors, and 
teachers from Israel and abroad - from religious, secular, and 
even non-Jewish educational institutions. Pelech staff 
members participate in a variety of forums for innovative 
curriculum development. Various curricula developed at Pelech 
in the humanities, Jewish studies, and sciences have served as 
prototypes for numerous other schools.

93506 ירושלים ,14 נדעון רח׳

14 Gideon Sc. Jerusalem 9 3 5 0 6

Tel: 7 1 1 2 8 2 טל 

ירושלים ,31 יהודה רח׳ 93467

31 Yehuda Sc. Jerusalem 93467
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nm~ ,,],Z~ p E LECH 
Religious Experimental High School for Girls 

WHOM DOES PELECH SERVE? 
Pelech High School was established in 1967 to fu lfili a void 
in Israel ' s educational system; namely, to provide a 
religious humanistic education for girls. Pelech today serves 
approximately 250 students in grades 9 through·12 from the 
greater Jerusalem area. They reflect a broad spectrum of 
ethnic , religious, and socioeconomic backgrounds - new 
immigrant and native Israeli; Anglo-Saxon, European, and 
Oriental, disadvantaged and middle class - with academic 
excellence, intellectual curiosity, and leadership potential 
the sole criteria for acceptance . 

EDUCATING FOR RESPONSIBLE LEADFRSnI? 
Pelech seeks to prepare its students for leadership roles in a 
modern, technological society, while working to prepare women 
for changing roles in the 21st century. As an intrinsi~ part 
of t he school's basic ideology, students, through 
representative institutions, actively participate in setting 
and carrying out school policy. Special emphasis is placed on 
public responsibility as a fundamental value; upon 
graduation , virtually all students enter the army, many as 
office~s in elite units, or national service. Because of the 
leadership roles alumnae play in so many walks of life, their 
influence is beyond all proportio~ t o their numbers. 

W~AT MAK~S ?~LECH SPECIAL? 
To foster the values that it espouses and to encourage 
independent, creative thinking, Pelech constantly develops 
interdisciplinary curricu la . innovative extra~curricul~r 
programs, and alternative teaching and study methods. Special 
units on issues such as "The Arts and the Bible, " "Conflict 
and Conflict Resolution," "Presentation of Women in the 
Media," "Toward a Responsible Environmental Policy," and 
''Religious Feminists in Modern Society" are aimed at provia1.ng 
the toois to grapple with contemporary social and political 
challenges. Innovative learning formats such as a "Beit 
Midrash" that facilitate discussion and dialogue are designed 
to enhance comprehension and insight and to develop analytical 
skills. 

Pelech has been officially designated as an "experimental" 
high school - one of only three in the country. Accordingly, 
it serves as a model school for the student teachers a~ the 
Hebrew University's School of Education. Every year, Pelech 
also hosts dozens of visiting principals, supervisors, and 
teachers from Israel and abroad - from religious, secular , and 
even non-Jewish educational institutions. Pelech staff 
members participate in a variety of forums for innovative 
curriculum devel6pment. Various curricula developed at Pelech 
in the humanities, Jewish studies, and sciences have served as 
prototypes for numerous other schools . 
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CURRICULUM  V I T A E

Shira Breuer 
1 HaGoren St.
POB 1370 
Efrat, Israel

Experience
♦1990-1994 Pelech Religious Experimental High School for Girls, 
Principal

♦1985-1990 Pelech Religious Experimental High School for Girls, 
Teacher of History

♦ 1990 Kerem Institute for Jewish and Humanistic Education, Teac'ne 
of course on "Didactics of Teaching History"

♦1983-1990 Department of Jewish Education, University of Tel Aviv 
and Ministry of Education. Counsellor of teachers of Judaic 
Studies

♦1987 Tali Educational System, Wrote comprehensive study program 
for teaching Mishna, grades 1-8

♦1985-1989 Een Zvi Institute, Teacher of course on "Jerusalem 
During the Period of the Second Temple" to high school teachers 
on sabbatical

♦1984 Midreshet Jerusalem (Neve Schechter), Taught course on 
”4000 Years of Jewish History"

♦1980-1983 Department of Jewish History. Hebrew University, 
Teaching Assistant

♦1979-1982 Tali School, Gilo 
Euilt eight-year Jewish studies curriculum for new school

Education
1976-1979 Hebrew University, SA in Jewish History and Philosophy 
1980-1983 Hebrew University, MA in Jewish History

Kerem Institute for Jewish and Humanistic Education, Teaching 
Degree

Military Service 
1972-1974 Lieutenant

Personal
Married + 4 children

Shira Breuer 
1 HaGoren St:. 
P08 1370 
Efrat, Israel 

i:-xoerience 

CURRICULUM VITAE 

♦ 1990 - 1994 Pelech Religious Experimental High School for Girls , 
Principal 

♦ 1985-1990 Pelech Religious Experimental High School for Gi rls, 
Teacher of History 

♦ 1990 Kerem Institute for Jewish and Humanist:ic Education, Teache~ 
of course on "Didactics of T:.:ch i ng Hisi:or-y" 

♦ 1983-1990 Department of Jewish Education, Univers!:y of Tel Aviv 
and Min!stry of Education. Ccunsellor of t:eachers of Judaic 
Studies 

♦ 1~87 Tc~i 2~uca~ional System. Wrot: comprehensive study progr~~ 
~or tea=hing Mishna, grades 1 - 8 

♦ 1385-1989 E-:: r. Zvi :i:r,sti tute. ':"-=:acher c,f ccurse on .. Jerusalem 

en sabbaticsl 

♦ 1984 Midreshet: Je~usalem (Neve Schechter) . :aught course on 
"4000 Y-;:ars of .iewish Hisi:ory .. 

♦ 1980-1983 De par tment of Jewis h His tor y. Hebrew Universicy , 
Teaching Assistant 

♦ 1979- 1982 Tali School. Gilo 
5uil t e ight- year Jewish studi es curr iculu~ for new school 

Education 
1976- 1 979 Hebrew University, EA in Jewish His t o ry and Phi~os ophy 
1980-1983 Hebrew University, MA in Jewi s h His t ory 

Kerem Institute for Jewish and Huma nistic Education. Teaching 
Degree 

Militarv Service 
1972- 197~ Li:ute~an~ 

Personal 
Married+ 4 children 



ך7פ
סויי תיכון רניונ לבנות תו

Religious Experimental High School for Girls
PROPOSAL FOR A ONE-YEAR FELLOWSHIP 

Presented May 1994 *

I ) The Need for Enrichment in Educational Administration 
Constant enrichment and intellectual cross-fertilization are 
essential in the field of educational administration. This 
is expecially true for experimental education, which demands 
constant staff development, creative initiatives, and the 
encouragement of alternative thinking.

Furthermore, the school administrator's daily responsibilities 
generally leave little time to explore new approaches and 
theories. Immersion in the routine tasks of running the 
school seldom permit the educational overview and 
comprehensive thinking necessary for long-range planning and 
development. These reasons underline the importance of a 
periodic sabbatical for the principal, to allow him or her to 
take stock, evaluate, seek solutions to practical questions 
that have arisen, explore new areas, and regain the 
perspective needed for effective educational aaminstration.

II) The Present Opportunity
Accordingly, I wish to devote my forthcoming sabbatical year 
(199^-95) to research and study, concentrating on the areas of 
developing leadership amount young women, humanistic religious 
education, and women's studies. Expanding my horizons by 
engaging in new areas of study, while free from ordinary 
responsibilities and concerns, is crucial to my professional 
growth.

The abundance of important teaching institutions, progressive 
Jewish and non-Jewish secondary schools, and leaders in the 
field of alternative education in and within easy reach of New 
York, makes it 5 most appropriate place for such study.

III) Objectives
My goal is to become acquainted with the latest developments 
in the aforementioned areas, at both the theoretical and 
practical levels, and methods of implementing them in school. 
The specific purpose of this research is to enhance my work as 
an administrator upon my return to Israel, by introducing new 
methodologies and initiating new programs to develop 
leadership, strengthen students', involvement in decision- 
making and responsibility, and deepen their religious- 
humanistic understanding.

My specific objectives include:

a) Learning ־the latest theories by taking courses and becoming 
acquainted with professional literature

b) Meeting and networking with key personalities involved in 
both religious and general experimental education

ירושלים ,14 נדעון 93506  m

14 Gideon Sc. Jerusalem 9 3 5 0 6

Tel: 7 1 1 2 8 2 .גול: 
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Religious Experimental High School for Girls 
PROPOSAL FOR A ONE-YEAR FELLOWSHIP 

Presented May 1994 

I) The Need for Enrichment in Educational Administration 
Constant enrichment and intellectual cross-fertilization are 
essential in the field of educational administration. This 
is expecially true for experimental education , which demands 
constant staff development, creative initiatives, and the 
encouragement of alternative thinking. 

Furthermore, the school administrator's daily responsibilities 
generally leave little time to explore new approaches and 
theories. Immersion in the routine tasks of running the 
school seldom permit the educational overview a nd 
comprehensive thinking necessary for long-range planning and 
development. These reasons underline the importance of a 
periodic sabba:ical for the principal, t o allow him or her t o 
take stock. evaluate, seek solutions to practical questions 
tha,. have arisen, explore new areas, and regain the 
perspective needed for effective educational adminstration. 

II ) 7he Presen;. Oooortuni~v 
Accordingly, I wish to devote my for~hcoming sabbatical year 
(19S~-95) to research and study. concentrating on the areas of 
developing lead~rship amount young w~men, humanistic religious 
educa~ion. and women's studies. Expanding my horizons by 
engaging in new areas of s tudy. while free from ordinary 
responsibilities and concerns, is crucial to my professional 
grow,.h. 

The abundance of important teaching institutions, progressive 
Jewish and non-Jewish secondary schools, and leaders in the 
field of al~ernative education in and within easy reach of New 
York. makes it a most appropriate pl3ce for such study, 

II I) Objectives 
My goal is to become acquainted with the latest developments 
in the aforementioned areas, at both the theoretical and 
practical levels, and methods of implementing them in school. 
The specific purpose of this research is to enhance my work as 
an administrator upon my return to Israel, by introducing new 
methodol ogies and initiating new programs to develop 
leadership, strengthen students' . involvement in decision­
making and responsibility, and deepen their religious­
humanistic understanding. 

My specific objectives include: 

a) Learning the latest theories by taking courses and becoming 
acquainted with professional literature 

b) Meeting and networking with key personalities involved in 
both religious and general experimental education 
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c) Making site visits - to alternative schools, religious 
institutions, and principals' centers

IV) Planned Program of Study I
I hope to integrate theory and practice through the activities 
that .follow. Upon arrival in New York, I shall be able to 
explore opportunities in greater depth and consult with 
knowledgeable individuals in order to finalize details of the 
program.

a) Taking selected courses at academic institutions (e.g., 
Columbia University Teachers' College and others)

b) Visiting leading progressive schools (e.g., Fieldston and 
The Dalton School in New York, the democratic Southberry 
School in Boston, the Philadelphia Parkway School, and other 
models of alternative education)

c) Visiting principals' centers (e.g., the Harvard Principals’ 
Centers. etc.)

d) Visiting Jewish and non-Jewish religious schools, to 
observe how religious beliefs are presented vis a vis the 
modern world

e) Meeting with noted educators and experts (e.g., Daniel
Greenberg, the principal of the Soutnbury School: Theodore
Sizer, of Brown University, Chairman of the Coalition of 
Essential Schools) to observe how their educational ideas are 
carried out and for advice regarding our educational ideas

f) Participation in educational conferences (e.g. Educational 
Leadership Conference, American Educational Researchers' 
Assocation, etc.)

V) Anticipated Results
This experience will expose me to the latest developments in 
curricular approaches, methodologies, and learning situations, 
providing new ideas to introduce in my administrative work 
upon my return to Israel. I would like to write a Women’s 
Studies Program that will help raise consciousness and develop 
women’s leadership in a meaningful way.

V) The Need: A One-Year Fellowship
Estimated living expenses for one year are $20,000, plus an 
additional $10,000 for research and study expenses, and 
related costs, as itemized below. I therefore respectfully 
request a fellowship in that amount. Upon completion of my 
research, I will present the donor with a detailed report of 
my activities and conclusions.

VI) Personal Background
I am a native American, with B.A. and M .A. degrees from the 
Hebrew University and a teaching degree from the Kerem

&
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Institute for Jewish and Humanistic Education. I have been 
solely or jointly responsible for designing a variety of 
innovative interdisciplinary 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 institutions including the 
University of Tel Aviv, the Hebrew University, the Kerem 
Institute, and the Ben Zvi Institute.

VII) Expenses - One Year

Living costs S20.000
Tuition for courses 5,000
Commuting and travel 3,000
Books, periodicals, and conference fees 2.000

Total S30.000
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To: Annette Hochstein 

From: Adam Gamcran
Re: Conference of the Research Network on Jewish Education

Julie 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 CUE 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.

It 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

ד

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 roqjor 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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From: EUNICE :: "73321.122()(?CompuServe . COM" 12-JAN-1994
10:05:55.19 ______
(tS): Adam Gamoran(<GAMORAN>^
CC: Ellen Goldring <goldrieb@vuctrvax>
Subj: The Milwaukee Jewish Teaching Force Report

Adam and Ellen,

[I 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-mail]

I thought the report was excellent! Cogent, powerful and very 
damning without it looking as though you were taking a 
particular 
position.

Some comments:

Hit <CR> for next page, : to skip to next part...
BMAIL>
-[2J.־[H
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 educator" is a 
better
term or maybe it needs a definitional statement or footnote 
right
up in thefront. We also do not quite make clear that this 
excludes (and that is the problem with the word 'educator1, I 
know)
informal 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 info, on deliberate hiring of part-time 
to
reduce salary costs, (para. 3, p.3) it would be helpful as I 
see this as
a very powerful and damaging finding. It at least should be 
revisited
somewhere in the policy conclusions.

4. The comparison with administrators and principals is 
missing
right throughout. It is germane with regard to salaries and
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Hit <CR> for next page, : to skip to next part...
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benefits (p.4, para.2) but also later on with regard to Judaic 
and
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 
'insignificant'
(p.4, paras. 2 & 3) is not really clear. There is a 
difference
between the two. In general, one of the questions 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 
uptraining. 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 compensation, benefits and part-time. In 
other words, WHO WOULD A BETTER PACKAGE BRING IN?

7. On page 5, maybe Milwaukee cannot recruit nationally 
because
of the conditions.

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...
BMAIL>
-[2J-[H
administrators and principals.

9. Bottom of page 6: Do we know whether salaries are closely
correlated with experience.

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 socio-economics, 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 powerful.

13. The impression is created (page 12, para.2 see quote) that
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the
professional development for early childhood educators is 
good,
even in Judaica ("I would hope"). I am not at all sure that 
is
true. Do we have any info, on the content of professional
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developemnt for this population. My sense is that although 
early childhood has to fulfill general licensing requirements, 
the
Judaic pro. dev is very, very weak.

14. The section on Career Perceptions (p. 17 ) is striking 
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 many of the
teachers
get which benefits together in which packages?

Table 9 - Can this be broken down inot 
Early Childhood, Day School ?

14. All the comparisons with the Wisconsin public school 
system
are excellent and some should appear in boxes.

I hope this is helpful. We need to talk about the MEF 
meeting
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in February and about what to do with the report.
I told them this week in Milwaukee that they would have a 
draft
within a week. I shall call you (either one of you ) soon, 

alan
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